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Series Preface 


The chief concern of the Baker Exegetical 
Commentary on the New Testament (to be known as 
BECNT) is to provide, within the framework of 
informed evangelical thought, commentaries that 
blend scholarly depth with readability, exegetical 
detail with sensitivity to the whole, attention to 
critical problems with theological awareness. We 
hope thereby to attract the interest of a fairly wide 
audience, from the scholar who is looking for a 
thoughtful and independent examination of the text to 
the motivated lay Christian who craves solid but 
accessible exposition. 

Nevertheless, a major purpose is to address the needs 
of pastors and others who are involved in the 
preaching and exposition of the Scriptures as the 
uniquely inspired Word of God. This consideration 
affects directly the parameters of the series. For 
example, serious biblical expositors cannot afford to 
depend on a superficial treatment that avoids the 
difficult questions, but neither are they interested in 
encyclopedic commentaries that seek to cover every 
conceivable issue that may arise. Our aim, therefore, 
is to focus on those problems that have a direct 


bearing on the meaning of the text (although selected 
technical details are treated in the additional notes). 
Similarly, a special effort is made to avoid treating 
exegetical questions for their own sake, that is, in 
relative isolation from the thrust of the argument as a 
whole. This effort may involve (at the discretion of 
the individual contributors) abandoning the verse-by- 
verse approach in favor of an exposition that focuses 
on the paragraph as the main unit of thought. In all 
cases, however, the commentaries will stress the 
development of the argument and explicitly relate 
each passage to what precedes and follows it so as to 
identify its function in context as clearly as possible. 
We believe, moreover, that a responsible exegetical 
commentary must take fully into account the latest 
scholarly research, regardless of its source. The 
attempt to do this in the context of a conservative 
theological tradition presents certain challenges, and 
in the past the results have not always been 
commendable. In some cases, evangelicals appear to 
make use of critical scholarship not for the purpose 
of genuine interaction but only to dismiss it. In other 
cases, the interaction glides over into assimilation, 
theological distinctives are ignored or suppressed, 
and the end product cannot be differentiated from 


works that arise from a fundamentally different 
starting point. 

The contributors to this series attempt to avoid 
these two pitfalls. They do not consider traditional 
opinions to be sacrosanct, and they are certainly 
committed to do justice to the biblical text whether or 
not it supports such opinions. On the other hand, they 
will not quickly abandon a long-standing view, if 
there is persuasive evidence in its favor, for the sake 
of fashionable theories. What is more important, the 
contributors share a belief in the trustworthiness and 
essential unity of Scripture. They also consider that 
the historic formulations of Christian doctrine, such 
as the ecumenical creeds and many of the documents 
originating in the sixteenth-century Reformation, 
arose from a legitimate reading of Scripture, thus 
providing a proper framework for its further 
interpretation. No doubt, the use of such a starting 
point sometimes results in the imposition of a foreign 
construct on the text, but we deny that it must 
necessarily do so or that the writers who claim to 
approach the text without prejudices are invulnerable 
to the same danger. 

Accordingly, we do not consider theological 
assumptions—from which, in any case, no 


commentator is free—to be obstacles to biblical 
interpretation. On the contrary, an exegete who hopes 
to understand the apostle Paul in a theological 
vacuum might just as easily try to interpret Aristotle 
without regard for the philosophical framework of his 
whole work or without having recourse to those 
subsequent philosophical categories that make 
possible a meaningful contextualization of his 
thought. It must be emphasized, however, that the 
contributors to the present series come from a variety 
of theological traditions and that they do not all have 
identical views with regard to the proper 
implementation of these general principles. In the 
end, all that really matters is whether the series 
succeeds in representing the original text accurately, 
clearly, and meaningfully to the contemporary reader. 
The present commentary on Luke treats matters of 
detail to a greater extent than will other volumes in 
the series. Because this is the first commentary to 
appear on the Gospels, it seemed prudent to give the 
author some flexibility in discussing source-critical 
and historical questions (this matter is set in smaller 
type to distinguish it from the actual exposition of the 
text; see excursus 4 for additional rationale for 
assigning this role to the commentary on Luke). 


Accordingly, the authors of the volumes on the other 
Gospels will be able to deal with such questions more 
selectively and briefly. As an additional help, shading 
is used to assist the reader in locating salient sections 
of the treatment of each passage: the introductory 
comments and the discussion of structure. 

Textual variants in the Greek text are signaled in 
the author’s translation by means of half-brackets 
around the relevant word or phrase (e.g., 
[]Gerasenesl], thereby alerting the reader to turn to 
the additional notes at the end of each exegetical unit 
for a discussion of the textual problem. 

The documentation uses the author-date method, in 
which the basic reference consists of author’s 
surname + year + page number(s): Fitzmyer 1981: 
297. The only exceptions to this system are well- 
known reference works (e.g., BAGD, LSJ, TDNT). 

Moises Silva 


Author’s Preface 


Writing a commentary is a little like raising a family. 
Once assigned, it lives with you and is in your 
thoughts constantly. Since I was asked to do Luke, 
my three children— Elisa, Lara, and Stephen—have 
left diapers and have entered or are now approaching 
junior high. They do not know what life is without 
Daddy working on “the book.” They have given up 
much playtime and have kept the house quieter on 
many an occasion so Daddy could think. Sometimes 
this required parental negotiation or coercion or both, 
but they have been great about being sensitive to “the 
project.” They, along with my understanding partner 
and friend Sally, are to be thanked for allowing a 
fourth “child” to invade the house for a time. I love 
you all very much. 

But what is this child like? A commentary is 
different things to different people. I have kept one 
metaphor in mind as I worked—that of “tour guide.” 
When one scales great heights, sees a great city, or 
visits a beautiful church, a tour guide helps to orient 
the visitor to the sights by helping the tourist to 
appreciate the details of the locale’s history and what 
others have said or experienced at the site. This is 


what I have tried to do. My major goal is to discuss 
the text and compare it to what Mark and Matthew 
wrote. Beyond this, I have tried to reflect the table 
talk about Luke. I have had many able companions 
and have tried faithfully to note whenever I have 
peered over the shoulders of others. I have benefited 
greatly from the commentaries of Marshall, Fitzmyer, 
Schürmann, Bovon, Plummer, Luce, Ernst, 
Klostermann, Grundmann, Nolland, Danker, Tiede, 
and C. A. Evans. These works were my constant 
companions on the journey, though along the way 
several others joined the tour and helped to make it 
enjoyable. My appreciation to them and others cannot 
be sufficiently expressed, except to say thatin a day 
when the sometimes lonely and tedious endeavor of 
scholarship and study is not always appreciated, their 
labors have been highly esteemed. Recent 
commentaries by L. Johnson (1991), Stein (1992), 
and Nolland (vols. 2-3: 1993a, 1993b) were released 
after this manuscript was substantially completed. 
They are worthy of inclusion in a list of good 
treatments of Luke, though I have not interacted with 
them as fully as they deserve. P x 

This work is longer than I originally anticipated. 
This is not only because Luke is the longest book in 


the NT, but also because studies of the Gospels are 
exceedingly complex, given the presence of parallel 
passages and the numerous discussions about the 
historicity of events. I have tried to highlight 
background and custom, so that anyone studying the 
Gospel of Luke can know what first-century customs 
and thinking were like, as well as which ancient texts 
describe such customs. Sometimes we cannot be sure 
of the exact nature of the ancient practice, but I have 
tried to be sensitive to our distance from the original 
setting and to give the reasons behind my description 
of the custom. The numerous references to ancient 
sources of all kinds should allow readers to follow 
the tour guide’s trail, if they so wish. 

I have tried to structure the treatment of each 
pericope consistently so that the reader may find 
information quickly. Each unit begins with a quick 
overview of how it fits in the movement of Luke. 
Then comes a discussion of sources and historicity, 
including summary observations about how Luke is 
like and unlike parallel passages. Questions of form 
briefly follow. Next a detailed outline traces the 
argument of the particular passage; these outlines 
substitute for detailed discussions of structure and 
develop the master outline. Then in one paragraph I 


summarize the unit’s themes. A translation follows 
this. All this initial material concentrates on 
synthesis, thus orienting the reader to the verses 
under discussion and setting the stage for the 
exegesis. The exegesis proceeds one verse at a time. I 
have tried to note a full range of tools, so that 
excellent discussions of an issue can be quickly 
located. More-detailed comparisons to parallel texts, 
where they occur, are also treated here. The last 
paragraph or two of this section answers one 
question: How did Luke want the reader to respond 
to this event or teaching? The additional notes cover 
mostly text-critical questions. For the most part, I 
have made little use of formal literary studies of 
Luke. This discipline is new and holds great promise, 
but much of the commentary was already written 
before its recent emergence. In the future, it is likely 
that much of value for understanding Luke will 
emerge from this field of study. Finally, I have been 
selective in my use of periodical material, choosing 
to concentrate on monographs. Excellent 
bibliographies of periodical material may be found in 
Bovon, Schürmann, Fitzmyer, and Nolland (who 
makes good use of such resources). So this 
commentary is historical, exegetical, and (in the 


summary remarks of each exegetical section) 
pastoral. 

My gratitude extends to many who encouraged me 
in this work. Garry Knussman, Robert Ramey, Joe 
O’Day, Allan Fisher, Jim Weaver, Moises Silva, and 
Ken Barker served faithfully in the editorial process, 
constantly exhorting me to say it more succinctly and 
helping me to avoid many pitfalls. Most faithful of all 
was David Aiken, my editor, whose keen eye, 
patience, and sense of style added immeasurably to 
this commentary. Special appreciation goes to Baker 
Book House for letting me lay out the commentary in 
the way I desired. Their total commitment to serious 
evangelical scholarship is much needed in this age. 
Herb Bateman read through a late draft with a careful 
eye and much encouragement. Max Turner and 
Howard Marshall saw brief portions and gave helpful 
critiques. Clay Porr, Jay Smith, and Tom Bailey 
helped me to convert my computer files into the 
proper format. Most appreciated was a sabbatical 
leave granted to me by Dallas Theological Seminary 
for the year 1989-90 so I could study at the 
University of Tübingen, during which time the most 
substantive work on the commentary was completed. 
This was also the year the Berlin Wall fell and to see 


that event firsthand with my family was special. My 
hosts in Germany—Martin Hengel, Otto Betz, and 
the colleagues at the Theologicum—made the stay 
very pleasant. Our friends in the villages of 
Neckartailfingen and Kirchentellinsfurt helped us to 
feel as much at home as possible. We cannot thank 
them enough. In sum, God was faithful to us in our 
journey. 

I dedicate this work with gratitude to a collection 
of people who have had a significant impact on my 
Christian life. They come from a wide variety of 
backgrounds and show the diversity that makes the 
body of Christ so fascinating. I thank them for their 
ministry in my life. My prayer is that they might 
accept this expression of gratitude, though it is but a 
drop compared to what their labor has given to me. 

One day all children leave the nest, and so it is with 
this commentary. I pray that its use will make the 
subject of Luke’s Gospel, Jesus Christ, more real. 

Darrell L. Bock 
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Greek Transliteration 
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Bb ne um pr xch 


yg(n) Oth vn O GS Wps 


ôd i EX Tt aye 


Ee Kk 00 vy (u) 'h 


Notes on the transliteration of Greek 

1. Accents, lenis (smooth breathing), and iota 
subscript are not shown in transliteration. 

2. The transliteration of asper (rough breathing) 
precedes a vowel or diphthong (e.g., @ = ha; at = 
hai) and follows p (i.e., Ò = rh). 

3. Gamma is transliterated n only when it 
precedes y, K, &, or X. 

4. Upsilon is transliterated u only when it is part 
of a diphthong (i.e., AL, EU, OU, UL). 


Hebrew Transliteration 


X> 
4b 


18 


qd 
mh 


Jw 


nh 


vt 


Ja 
Ja 


‚ja 


gqammes 
patah 


furtive 
patah 


segöl 
sere 
short hireq 


long hireq 
written 
defectively 


games 
hatüp 


hölem 
written 


1y 


Nn/Dm 


y/n 


OS 


gu 


fully 


hölem 
written 
defectively 


Süreq 
short 
qibbüs 
long 
qibbüs 


written 
defectively 


final 
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(13 = ah) 
segöl yod 
C3 = ey) 


sere yod 


D/P 


ups 


nt 


(1 = ey) 


hireq yod 
(2 = iy) 


hatep 
patah 


hatep 
segöl 
hatep 
games 
vocal 


SeWa> 


silent 
Sewa> 


Notes on the transliteration of Hebrew 


1. Accents are not shown in transliteration. 

2. Silent sewa;, is not indicated in transliteration. 

3. The unaspirated forms of 11725 N are not 
specially indicated in transliteration. 

4. Däges forte is indicated by doubling the 
consonant. Däges present for euphonious reasons 
is not indicated in transliteration. 

5. Maqqēp is represented by a hyphen. 


Introduction to the Gospel of Luke 


Overview 


The Gospel of Luke is unique in at least two ways. 
First, it is the longest Gospel. In NA, Matthew 
occupies 87 pages, Mark (through 16:8) 60 pages, 
and John 73 pages, while Luke takes up 96 pages. A 
comparison of verses reveals a similar count: 
Matthew has 1,071 verses, Mark has 678 verses, John 
has 869 verses, while Luke contains 1,151 verses.! 
Second, it is the only Gospel with a sequel. As such 
Luke not only introduces Jesus and his ministry, but 
also shows how that ministry relates to the early 
church era. This linkage enables Luke to discuss how 
God brought his salvation in Jesus, how the earliest 
church preached Jesus, and how they carried out their 
mission to both Jew and Gentile. The two volumes 
and their message are virtually inseparable, despite 
the canonical division. Luke’s Gospel often lays the 
foundation for many of the issues whose answers 
come in Acts. 

Luke—Acts highlights God’s plan. It explains how 
Jew and Gentile could end up as equals in a 
community planted by God, even though that 


community’s roots were originally grounded in a 
promise to Israel. Four issues were particularly 
problematic in the church of Luke’s time. 

First was the question of salvation. How could 
Gentiles be included as God’s people on an equal 
basis with Jews, extending even to matters like table 
fellowship and the exclusion of circumcision? How 
did the hope of God open up to include all races—to 
the exclusion of so much that was related to law and 
Jewish tradition? Luke answers these questions 
largely in Acts, as he explains how God directed this 
entire process. 

Second, the seeming paradox exists that while 
God’s plan was at work the most natural audience for 
the message, the Jewish nation, was responding 
largely negatively. Indeed Jews even persecuted 
Christians who preached God’s hope to them. Why 
was God’s plan meeting so much hostility? Was this 
new community cursed for being too generous with 
God’s promise or was it blessed? If blessed, where 
was evidence of such blessing? Had God ceased to 
reach out to Israel? Had the new community 
withdrawn itself from the old community of faith? 
The Lucan answer to this question is that the church 
did not separate itself from Israel; it continued to 


preach to the nation and did not withdraw. Rather, 
Israel turned the church out, forcing it to form a new 
community. Luke’s Gospel lays the groundwork for 
this reply in detailing how the nation and especially 
its leadership reacted to Jesus. 

The third issue was how the person and teaching of 
a crucified Jesus fit into God’s plan. How could 
Jesus, despite his physical absence, continue to 
exercise a presence and represent the hope of God? 
How could the church exalt such an “absent” figure 
and regard him as the center of God’s work? How 
could a slain figure bring the consummation of God’s 
promises? How would and could consummation 
come through him? Acts supplies the major answers 
to these questions by emphasizing the exaltation of 
Jesus, but the Gospel lays the groundwork by 
presenting the Christology that underlies the 
exaltation. 

Fourth, what does it mean to respond to Jesus? 
What is required, what can one expect in making 
such a commitment, and how should one live until 
the day Jesus returns and the hope is realized? In 
short, what are believers and the new community to 
be? This is a major burden of the Gospel of Luke: to 
define Jesus’ mission and that of the disciples who 


follow him. The bulk of Luke explains how Jesus 
prepared the disciples for his departure and prepared 
them to minister in his absence. This is where the 
crucial Lucan section of chapters 9-19, the Jerusalem 
journey, fits into the Gospel and controls its purpose. 
Accordingly, one should not separate the teaching of 
this Gospel too greatly from the period of the church. 
In Luke 24:44-49 (see also Luke 5:31-32) Jesus 
equates his mission with that of the church. The ethic 
of the Jerusalem journey section and of the Sermon 
on the Plain comes into view because of the realities 
of impending rejection. Luke records them for 
Theophilus so that he can be reassured about what 
God’s plan is, what a disciple is called to be, and how 
a disciple participates in the community’s task to 
identify and proclaim Jesus, not only through the 
message that the new community delivers about 
Jesus, but also by the way that disciples live in a 
world hostile to that declaration. 

Luke’s Gospel and his sequel cover these 
questions. So Luke’s task is to reassure Theophilus 
(Luke 1:4), especially concerning the disputed 
presence of Gentiles in anew community. Acts 
develops this question; the Gospel points out the 
hostility believers face, especially from Judaism. 


Jesus faced similar hostility, as did the faithful 
prophets of old. Most important to Luke’s Gospel is 
the role of Jesus in God’s plan and promise, while 
Acts describes the nature of the new community that 
emerged from his ministry. This new community has 
historical roots in Jewish promise but is under intense 
pressure from the ancient Jewish community. 
Additional pressure comes from Jewish Christians 
who want Gentiles to relate more favorably to some 
matters of the law. Much of Judaism rejected 
Christian claims of fulfillment in Jesus. Does a 
Gentile really belong in this new community? Can 
God really be behind a community that faces so 
much hostility and rejection? What was Jesus really 
about in his life and teaching? How do Jesus’ life, 
teaching, death, and resurrection really reflect divine 
“events fulfilled among us” (Luke 1:1)? These 
questions about God’s plan, his Chosen One, and the 
emerging new community are at the heart of Luke’s 
Gospel. 

So Luke’s Gospel highlights the activity of a 
mighty and faithful God through Jesus, the Promised 
One who shows the way. God reveals himself, his 
elect one, his promise, and his plan through the one 
who is now the risen Messiah and Lord (Acts 2:36; 


10:36). Luke’s Gospel introduces the fulfillment 
figure and the note of hostility, while Acts chronicles 
the initial key chapter of the new community. Luke— 
Acts says Jesus is Lord of all, so salvation can go to 
all. Salvation comes on the terms the risen Lord sets. 
A new way, in contrast to official Judaism, had 
emerged. It was a way promised in the old sacred 
texts, though the promise’s form was not originally 
understood. Even Jesus’ disciples during his ministry 
had to learn how the plan worked (Luke 9:35, 44-45; 
18:31-34; 24:44-47). The new community’s 
separation from Judaism was not the Christians’ 
fault. Jesus and the church always proclaimed the 
hope to the Jews. However, the offer met with intense 
opposition. Such hostility slew Jesus, and Christians 
can continue to expect such resistance until the end. 
The need is to be faithful. Nonetheless, God was and 
is behind this new movement. Jesus’ work, teaching, 
death, and resurrection show this truth (Luke), while 
the new era shows the Word’s expansion through the 
church from Peter in Jerusalem to Paul in Rome 
(Acts). Both Jew and Gentile are welcome in this 
new community. Indeed God has directed the entire 
affair, even down to how Jews and Gentiles should 
relate to one another in the new community (Acts 


10-11, 15). Be assured: Jesus revealed God’s will, 
way, and blessing. Blessings are available to all who 
realize they are lost and so turn to God through Jesus 
(Luke 5:30-32; 19:10). God has kept and will keep 
his promises to those who turn to him, promises 
whose roots extend into the hope of the ancient 
Scriptures (Luke 1:14-17, 31-35, 57-79; 4:16-30; 
24:44-47) and whose realization has come and will 
come in Jesus (Acts 2:14-41; 3:11-26). 

The next section in this introduction treats issues 
that normally belong in technical NT introductions, 
while the remaining units introduce the message of 
Luke.? 


Origin and Purpose 


Authorship 


Neither the Gospel of Luke nor the Acts of the 
Apostles names its author. A combination of external 
and internal evidence suggests that Luke was the 
author of both works. 

Internal Evidence. The internal features 
concentrate on two points. First, the author is not an 
eyewitness to most of the events in his two volumes, 
especially those tied to the ministry of Jesus (Luke 


1:1-2). Rather, he has relied on his study of 
traditions, which came from “eyewitnesses and 
servants of the Word” (Luke 1:2-4). Second, Luke 
presents himself as a companion of Paul in those 
parts of Acts known as the “we” sections (Acts 
16:10-17; 20:5-15; 21:1-18; 27:1-28:16). This 
feature, though debated with respect to its historical 
reliability, limits options about the author’s identity. 
A current debate surrounding the “we” sections is 
whether they reflect the testimony of an eyewitness 
(Ellis 1974: 43-44; Hemer 1989: 312-34) or are a 
literary device that gives the impression of the 
presence of an eyewitness (Haenchen 1971: 85-90; 
Vielhauer 1966: 33-34, 47-48). Wrapped up in this 
question also is the issue of how well the author of 
the Third Gospel knew Paul, since the “we” sections 
of Acts portray their author as a traveling companion 
of Paul. Those who reject such a connection attempt 
to compare Luke’s picture of Paul with the self- 
portrait of the Pauline Letters. They argue that the 
two pictures do not match in historical detail or in 
theological emphasis. In addition, Luke fails to use 
the Pauline Letters to describe Paul’s work and 
position. Vielhauer argues that the portraits are too 
far apart for the author of the Third Gospel to be a 


companion of Paul. But Fitzmyer (1989: 1-26) 
defends the connection, arguing that a creative 
literary device cannot explain how the “we” units 
appear and disappear in such an arbitrary manner. He 
also notes that several “sailing” references, which 
would be candidates for such literary insertions, lack 
them (Acts 13:4, 13; 14:26; 17:14; 18:18, 21; 20:1- 
2). He suggests that Luke may be only a “junior” 
companion, in contrast to Irenaeus’s famous claim 
that Luke was “inseparable” from Paul (Against 
Heresies 3.14.1). In addition, Goulder (1989: 129- 
46) suggests that Luke may have known and alluded 
to Paul’s First Letter to Corinth and, to a lesser 
extent, to his First Letter to Thessalonica. Others 
defend the compatibility of the two portraits of Paul 
(F. F. Bruce 1975-76). So internal evidence in Luke— 
Acts tells us that the writer knew Paul and was at 
least a second-generation Christian. 

External Evidence. The Pauline letters name some 
of the potential candidates who traveled with Paul: 
Mark, Aristarchus, Demas, and Luke (Philem. 24; 
Col. 4:14). To this list, one could add figures such as 
Timothy, Titus, Silas, Epaphras, and Barnabas. Yet 
despite the wide selection of potential candidates 
available as companions of Paul, the tradition of the 


church gives attention to only one name as the author 
of these volumes— Luke. This tradition was firmly 
fixed in the early church by A.D. 200 and remained 
so without any hint of contrary opinion. The absence 
of any dispute about this detail is a strong reason to 
take the tradition seriously. Allusions to the Gospel 
appear as early as 1 Clem. 13.2; 48.4 (ca. 95-96); 2 
Clem. 13.4 (ca. 100). In addition, a use of Jesus’ 
teaching, as reflected in Luke 10:7, appears in 1 Tim. 
5:18. Numerous texts comment on authorship. Justin 
Martyr (ca. 160) in Dialogue with Trypho 103.19 
speaks of Luke writing a “memoir of Jesus” and 
notes that the author is a follower of Paul. The 
Muratorian Canon (ca. 170-180) attributes the 
Gospel to Luke, a doctor, who is Paul’s companion. 
Irenaeus (ca. 175-195) in Against Heresies 3.1.1 and 
3.14.1 attributes the Gospel to Luke, follower of 
Paul, and notes how the “we” sections suggest the 
connection. The so-called Anti-Marcionite Prologue 
to Luke (ca. 175) describes Luke as a native of 
Antioch in Syria (Acts 11:19-30; 13:1-3; 15:30-35). 
It says he lived to be 84, was a doctor, was 
unmarried, wrote in Achaia, and died in Boeotia. 
Tertullian (early third century) in Against Marcion 
4.2.2 and 4.5.3 calls the Gospel a digest of Paul’s 


gospel. The Monarchian Prologue (date disputed: 
either third or fourth century) gives Luke’s age at 
death as 74. Finally, Eusebius (early fourth century) 
in Ecclesiastical History 3.4.2 mentions Luke as a 
companion to Paul, native of Antioch, and author of 
these volumes. 

Fitzmyer (1981: 40) divides the external evidence 
handily into two categories: what can be deduced 
from the NT and what cannot be deduced from it. 
an eyewitness, and wrote his Gospel with concern for 
Gentiles are facts the NT makes clear. That Luke was 
was childless, and died at an old age are ideas that 
are not in the NT. Though the differences about 
Luke’s age at death tell us that not everything in these 
authorship makes almost certain the identification of 
Luke as the Gospel’s author. The tradition’s 
testimony also makes Luke’s connection to Paul very 
likely. 

Luke: A Gentile and a Doctor? Two other 
questions about Luke require discussion. Was he a 
Gentile? Was he a doctor? Most see Luke as a 
Gentile, though they debate whether he was a pure 


Gentile or a “non-Jewish” Semite. An exception is 
Ellis (1974: 52-53), who argues that Luke was a 
Hellenistic Jewish Christian because (1) Luke’s 


with its reference to those “of the circumcision,” does 
not suggest that Luke was not Jewish, but merely that 
he was a Hellenist; and (3) the use of Palestinian 
language shows Luke’s Jewish roots. But Ellis’s 
reading of Col. 4:10-11 is not a natural one, since all 
Jews received circumcision (McKnight 1991a: 78- 
82) and Luke (4:14) is not listed among the 
“circumcised.” More recently, Salmon (1988) 
defends this view, noting that the author (1) 
distinguishes Jewish groups, (2) discusses Torah 
observances in detail, (3) is interested in Gentile 
mission as a Jewish problem, and (4) calls 
Christianity “a sect” of Judaism. To this can be added 
the author’s thorough knowledge of the OT. One 
cannot rule out this ethnic possibility for Luke, but 
other factors, noted below, along with Col. 4:14, 
make it less likely. 

Fitzmyer (1981: 42-47) suggests that Luke is a 
non-Jewish Semite because of (1) the Col. 4:10-11, 
14 text, (2) the shortened form of Luke’s name, a 
Greek form of a Latin name, and (3) the details of the 


church tradition, which place Luke in Antioch of 
Syria. This view is quite possible. In fact, when one 
puts Fitzmyer’s points together with Salmon’s, the 
possibility is that Luke was a former God-fearer or 
Jewish proselyte.* 

Most commentators identify Luke as a Gentile 
without any further detail. They (1) point to Col. 
4:10-11, 14, (2) note Acts 1:19, which mentions a 
field with a Semitic name and then speaks of “their” 
language, and (3) point out the attention to 
Hellenistic locales and the concern for Gentiles. This 
last argument is not strong, since a Jew like Paul 
could fit into such geographical locales and concerns. 
In sum, it seems very likely that Luke was a Gentile, 
though it is unclear whether his cultural background 
was Semitic. In any case, he probably had religious 
contact with Judaism before coming to Christ. 

Colossians 4:14 refers to Luke as a doctor. In 1882, 
Hobart tried to bolster this connection by indicating 
all the technical verbal evidence for Luke’s vocation. 
Despite the wealth of references Hobart gathered, the 
case was rendered ambiguous by the work of 
Cadbury (1926), who showed that almost all of the 
alleged technical medical vocabulary appeared in 
everyday Greek documents such as the LXX, 


Josephus, Lucian, and Plutarch. This meant that the 
language could have come from a literate person 
within any vocation. Cadbury’s work does not, 
however, deny that Luke could have been a doctor, 
but only that the vocabulary of these books does not 
guarantee that he was one. Ultimately the issue 
concerns how one views Colossians and the tradition 
about Luke that grew up in the early church. Since 
such a detail was not necessary to note and served no 
apologetic concern, it can be seen to reflect reality. 

So Luke is Paul’s “sometime” companion. He is 
likely to be a medical doctor, possibly from Antioch 
of Syria, who is not Jewish, though whether he is 
Syrian or a Greco-Roman is not clear. The tradition 
also indicates that he lived a long life. 


Sources 


Sources of the Gospel. The sources of Luke’s work 
are a debated part of a complex area known as the 
Synoptic problem.* Numerous approaches to the 
issue have been suggested. 

Some argue for the independence of the Synoptic 
documents, though the amount of agreement in 
wording and order between these Gospels is against 
this approach. In addition, Luke’s mention of 


predecessors in his preface (Luke 1:1—4) suggests 
that this approach is too simple. 

An old solution, known as the Augustinian 
hypothesis, argues that the order is Matthew—Mark— 
Luke. The major problem with this hypothesis is that 
it cannot explain the contents of Mark, as a 
summarizing Gospel, without appealing to its use of 
Luke. 

The Griesbach or “two-Gospel” hypothesis argues 
that the correct order is Matthew—Luke—Mark 
(Farmer 1964). The appeal of this view is the absence 
of hypothesized sources and its agreement with early 
church tradition, which suggests that Matthew’s 
Gospel was the earliest. Its major problems are 
demonstrating that Luke knew Matthew and 
explaining how Mark, as a summarizing Gospel, 
often has more vivid detail in pericopes that overlap 
with the other Gospels (C. F. Evans 1990: 17 n. w). 
Mark’s lack of an infancy narrative or extended 
teaching, like the Sermon on the Mount (or Plain), is 
also against Mark coming last, especially since 
Mark’s use of the eschatological parables or 
discourses shows that he can report Jesus’ discourses. 

Most scholars hold to some form of the “four- 
source” theory, a view first formalized by Streeter 


(1924) and defended today by Tuckett (1983) and 
Fitzmyer (1981: 63-106; Fitzmyer’s defense of this 
approach as it relates to Luke is the most detailed 
available). This view argues for the priority of Mark 
and the use of a “sayings” source known as Q. In 
addition, Matthew has special source material (M), 
while Luke has his special material (L). Thus the four 
sources are Mark, Q, L, and M, and Luke would have 
used Mark, Q, and L. It must be noted that the most 
challenged aspect of this approach is the nature and 
evidence for Q, a document containing only sayings, 
which has only the Gospel of Thomas as a possible 
ancient parallel in this genre. 

A recent variation of the two-Gospel hypothesis, 
which maintains Marcan priority, comes from 
Goulder (1989: 3-71), who argues for the order 
Mark-Matthew-Luke. He maintains Marcan priority, 
while dispensing with Q, the major hypothesized 
source. Thus, his view requires that Luke used 
Matthew. This connection between Matthew and 
Luke can be challenged, a challenge that also impacts 
Farmer’s approach. The argument that Luke used 
Matthew has several points against it. (1) It has 
trouble explaining the unique infancy material in 
Luke and the absence of any indication of knowledge 


about Matthew’s infancy material. (2) It has trouble 
explaining the reorganization of Matthean-like 
material in the central section of Luke (9:51-19:44) 
and Luke’s distinct use of the eschatological 
discourse and other Matthean discourses (Fitzmyer 
1981: 75). (3) It also must posit significant recasting 
of several Matthean parables and sayings (pounds, 
lost sheep, great banquet, unfaithful steward, 
Beatitudes, Lord’s Prayer). (4) Luke never has the 
Matthean portions of triple tradition material 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 75). (5) With two exceptions (3:7--9, 
17; 4:2b-13), Luke never has material from Matthew 
in the same Marcan context as does Matthew. (6) The 
view is a denial of Luke 1:1—4 with its appeal to 
many predecessors: both the two-Gospel view and 
that of Goulder have only two sources, which is not 
the “many” of Luke 1:1. Goulder notes this problem 
(1989: 27-37), but argues that the other predecessors 
were not “authoritative documents which Luke 
accepted” as equal to Matthew and Mark. But how 
can this be assured, when Luke ties them to 
authoritative tradition in the same breath (1:2)? 

Soin all likelihood, Luke had access to Mark, 
special material (L), and traditions (which also are 
reflected in Matthew, though often with some, even 


significant, divergence). In fact, the Q material is so 
varied in character that some speak of two forms of 
Q: a Matthean version and a Lucan version (Marshall 
often makes this distinction in handling these texts in 
his 1978 commentary). This means that Q may not be 
a fixed, written tradition, but rather a pool of widely 
circulating traditions. Given the amount of teaching 
and parables that Matthew and Luke share, one 
cannot rule out that L and Q might have overlapped, 
with Matthew using Q and Luke using L. While 
noting that others speak of Q as a bona fide document 
or set of documents, I understand Q to be a fluid pool 
of traditions from which both Luke and Matthew 
drew. 

To show how the material breaks down by 
paragraph units, I provide the following lists of 
passages and sources, modified from C. F. Evans 
1990: 17-18 and Fitzmyer 1981: 67.° Those who 
have another view of Synoptic relationships can still 
benefit from the listings. The lists follow Lucan 
order, so rearrangements are easily spotted. 

The first list shows Lucan parallels with Mark. 
Parentheses around a reference indicate that the 
dependence is subject to some doubt. This means that 
the Matthean version (and so Q) may have influenced 


certain texts, though the passion material (Luke 22- 
23) may reflect L. 


Luke Mark 

(3:1-7) (1:1-6) 

(3:19-20) (6:17-18) 

(3:21-22) (1:9-11) 

(4:1-2a) (1:12-13a) 

4:14-15 1:14-15 

4:31-44 1:21-39 

9:12-6:19 1:40-3:19 

8:4-9:17 3:31-4:25; 4:35-5:43; 6:6-16, 30-44 

9:18—50, (51) 8:27-9:8; 9:14-41; (10:1) 

18:15-43 10:13-34, 46-52 

19:28-38 11:1-10 

19:45-21:33; (21:37) 11:11, 15-18; 11:27-12:27; 12:35-13:32; 
(11:18b-19) 

22:1-13 14:1-2, 10-16 

(22:14-23) (14:17-25) 

(22:39-53) (14:26-52) 

(22:54-71) (14:53-72) 

(23:1-5, 18-25) (15:1-15) 

(23:26, 33-38) (15:21-32) 

23:44—49 15:33—41 

23:50-56 15:42-47 

24:1-12 16:1-8 


Mark thus relates to 406 verses of Luke, or about 35 
percent of Luke’s whole. The most important 
observation is that the Marcan material tends to come 
in blocks, especially in the sections that describe 
Jesus’ ministry. (This is one of the reasons that Mark 
is seen as a fundamental source.) A few texts related 
to Mark also have material from Q or L: Luke 3:7— 
14, 23-38; 4:2b-13; 5:1-11; 19:1-27; 22:28-33, 35- 
38; 23:6-16, 27-31, 39b-43, 47b-49. 

The next list shows Luke’s parallels with 
Q/Matthew, where the picture is more complex. 
Problematic texts involve sayings or parables where 
factors raise uncertainties about a direct connection. 
Three types of situations raise uncertainty: (1) one 
Gospel writer may place in one location what the 
other Gospel writer has in a different place; (2) one 
writer may bring together material that another writer 
has in separate locations; and (3) the accounts may be 
rendered in significantly different terms. Parentheses 
in the following list indicate where C. F. Evans 
(1990: 21-22) expresses uncertainty; an asterisk (*) 
indicates my own uncertainty. Such texts, in my 
view, reflect either a variant Q or a potential overlap 


with L or both. Those who hold to Matthean priority 
will see Matthew as the point of connection, not Q.° 


Luke Matthew/Q 
3:7-9, 16-17 3:7-12 
4:2-12 4:2-10 


6:20-23, 27-30, 31, 32-  5:2-4, 6-7, 11-12, 39-40, 42; 
36, 37-40, 41-46, 47-49 (7:12); 5:44-46; 5:48; 7:1-2; (15:14; 


10:24-25); 7:3-5, 16-21; (12:33- 


35); 7:24-27 
7:1-10 8:5-13 
7:18-23 11:2—6 
7:24-35 11:7-19 
9:57-60 8:19-22 
* 10:2-16 9:37-38; 10:16, 9-10a, 11-13, 10b, 
7-8, 14-15; 11:21-23; 10:40 
* 10:21-22 11:25-27 
* 10:23-24 13:16-17 
* (11:1-4) (6:9-13) 
* 11:9-13 77-11 
11:14-23 12:22-30 
11:24-26 12:43-45 
11:29-32 12:38-42 
* 11:33-35 9:15; 6:22-23 


11:39-52 


| * 


| * 


12:2-12 

12:22-34 
12:39-46 
13:18-21 
13:24-30 


| * 


| * 


| * 


| * 


13:34-35 
(14:15-24) 
14:26-27 
(15:1-7) 
(16:16) 
(16:17) 
(16:18) 
(17:1-4) 
17:22-37 
(19:11-27) 


1* |* |* I® I*® |* |* |* 


| * 


23:25-26, 23, 6-7; 23:27, 4, 29-31, 
34-36, 13 

10:26-33; 12:32; 10:19-20 
6:25-33, 19-21 

24:43-51 

13:31-33 

7:13-14; 25:10-12; 7:22-23; 8:11- 
12; 19:30 

23:37-39 

(22:1-10) 

10:37-38 

(18:12-14) 

(11:12-13) 

(5:18) 

(5:32) 

(18:6-7, 15, 21-22) 

24:26-28, 37—41, 40, 28 
(25:14-30) 


This material represents 241 verses in Luke that are 
not found in Mark, or about 21 percent of Luke. The 
questionable Q texts also tend to cluster in the central 
section of Luke’s Gospel. This unit, Luke 9:51- 
19:44, is basically a combination of large amounts of 
L material with material that has seeming parallels 


with Matthew. Given the amount of unique L 
material and the thematic character of some parts of 
this section, it is hard to know if material is really 
from Q or from L. Goulder (1989: 73-128) suggests 
a large amount of Lucan rewriting of Matthean 
material, positing that little of L really comes from a 
source, but is actually reflective of Lucan emphases 
and elaboration. The problem with this approach is 
that it means that Luke handled Marcan material very 
differently from the way he handled Matthew (or Q), 
since Luke did little to change the substance of his 
Marcan material. 


C. F. Evans (1990: 26-27) lists forty-seven L texts 
(parentheses indicate questions about influence either 
from Q [or Matthew] or Mark): 


1:5-2:52 (10:25-28) 13:10-17 (17:28-32) 
3:10-14 10:29-37 13:31-33 18:1-8 
3:23-38 10:38-42 14:1-6 18:9-14 
(4:16-30) 11:5-8 14:7-14 19:1-10 
5:1-11 11:27-28 14:28-35 (33?) 19:41-44 
(5:39) (12:1) 15:1-10 21:34-36 
7:11-17 12:13-21 15:11-32 22:15-18, 27, 
(7:36-50) (12:35-38) 16:1-15 (31-33), 35-38 


(8:1-3) 12:47—48 16:19-31 23:6-16 


9:51-55 12:49-50 17:7-10 23:27—31 
9:61—62 12:54-56 17:11-19 23:39-43 
10:1, 17-20 13:1-9 17:20-21 24:13-53 


This unique material comprises 485 verses of Luke, 
or about 42 percent of Luke’s whole. Much in Luke 
is not found elsewhere. This material contains not 
only a unique portrait of Jesus’ infancy, but also 
many fresh sayings and parables of Jesus. 

Four miracles are unique (7:11-17; 13:10-17; 
14:1-6; 17:11-19). Three deal either with a Sabbath 
controversy or with the response of a non-Jew to 
Jesus. Several parables are indisputably unique to 
Luke (10:29-37; 11:5-8; 12:13-21; 15:1-7, 8-10, 
11-32; 16:1-8, 19-31; 18:1-8, 9-14). Their content 
has great variety, stressing service (Samaritan: 
10:29-37), humility (Pharisee and publican: 18:9- 
14), diligence in prayer and in eschatological hope 
(nagging friend: 11:5-8; nagging widow: 18:1-8), the 
preciousness of the lost and the joy at their recovery 
(lost coin and lost son: 15:8-10, 11-32), and care in 
the use of resources and/or kindness to the poor (rich 
fool: 12:13-21; crafty steward: 16:1—8; rich man and 
Lazarus: 16:19-31). The ethical thrust of Luke’s 
Gospel emerges in this material. Four additional 


parables that emphasize God’s plan have potential 
overlap with Matthew and yet are cast in fresh light 
by Luke: one should be faithful until Jesus returns 
(cruel steward: 12:39-46), one should rejoice to sit at 
the table (great banquet: 14:15-24), one should 
rejoice at the coming of the lost (lost sheep: 15:1-7), 
and one should be faithful with what the master 
supplies, resting on his goodness (pounds: 19:11-27). 
The breadth of topics in the Gospel and Luke’s 
pastoral concern emerge in this unique or uniquely 
emphasized material. 

The Gospel’s Link with Acts. In thinking about the 
use of sources, one should also consider that Luke 
structured his Gospel to anticipate his sequel, Acts. 
This connection to Acts is seen in the repetition of 
the prologue (Luke 1:1-4; Acts 1:1). In fact, the Acts 
prologue looks back to Luke’s Gospel in a style 
reminiscent of other ancient works (Josephus, 
Against Apion 1.1 81). The connection is also noted 
in the parallel themes that dominate the two volumes 

(Maddox 1982: 9-12). Jesus heals and so do Peter 
and Paul. Jesus must travel to Jerusalem, while Paul 
must go to Rome. Jesus is slain by opposition and so 
is Stephen. The account of the ascension also links 
the two volumes tightly together (Luke 24:49-53; 


Acts 1:1-11). Efforts to note extensive parallels 
between Luke and Acts have often brought much 
discussion (Talbert 1974). Though each of these 
connections needs evaluation, there is no doubt that 
Luke intends to show parallels between the time of 
Jesus and the time of his followers. Both the story 
and the theology of the two volumes are linked 
together. To understand the emergence of the church, 
one must understand Jesus and the plan of God. 

Luke as Historian. One other point emerges from a 
look at Luke’s use of sources: he was careful with his 
material. Great debate rages about how good a 
historian Luke was. Many see him handling his 
materials with great freedom for theological (Goulder 
1989; Haenchen 1971; Dibelius 1956) or sociological 
reasons (Esler 1987). Among the items under 
scrutiny are Luke’s association of Jesus’ birth with a 
census from Quirinius, his timing for the rebellion 
under Theudas, the authenticity of certain parables 
and sayings, the reality of the miracles, his portrait of 
the trials of Jesus, the details of his resurrection 
accounts, the faithful rendering of speeches, his 
portrayal of early church harmony, the uniqueness of 
the meeting with Cornelius, the reality of the 
Jerusalem council, and his portrait of Paul. The 


examination of such details must be done on a case- 
by-case basis. Differing judgments will be made in 
such matters, not just on the basis of the complexity 
of the evidence, which one must remember is not 
without its own historical gaps, but also because of 
philosophical worldview issues. Nonetheless an 
examination of Luke’s use of his sources shows his 
general trustworthiness (Marshall 1970: 21-76). 
Investigations into his descriptions of settings, 
customs, and locales reveal the same sensitivity 
(Hengel 1980: vii, 3-49; Hemer 1989). Luke is a 
first-class ancient historian, and most good ancient 
historians understood their task well (see Fornara 
1983: 142-68, on Thucydides and Polybius). Efforts 
to argue that Luke is exclusively either a theologian 
or a historian, with many opting to give history a 
lesser place, underplay the evidence in sources that 
show that Luke is careful with his material. He is not 
careless, nor is he a fabricator of events. 

This point, however, does not mean that Luke 
cannot rearrange material for emphasis, summarize 
events in his own language, or bring out his own 
emphases as drawn from the tradition. A study of the 
above lists of Luke’s sources and their arrangement 
reveals these traits. The Lucan speeches summarize 


and proclaim, as well as report. Luke is a sensitive 
observer of the events he describes. He is interested 
in both history and theology. He writes not just about 
the time sequence of events and teaching, but about 
their topical and theological relationship as well. He 
writes as a theologian and pastor, but as one whose 
direction is marked out by the history that preceded 
him. To underemphasize any element in the Lucan 
effort, whether pastoral, theological, or historical, is 
to underestimate the depth of his account. 


Purpose, Readers, and Destination 


It is debated whether Theophilus is already a 
Christian or is thinking of becoming one. Numerous 
intents for the Gospel and its sequel have been 
suggested (see Maddox 1982: 20-22): 


1. an explanation of why Jesus has not returned 
(Conzelmann 1960: 95-234) 

2. a defense brief for Christianity (Haenchen 
1971: 100-102) 

3. a defense of Paul before Rome (Mattill 1975) 
4. a defense of Paul before the community 
(Jervell 1972: 17) 

5. an anti-Gnostic concern (Talbert 1978: 13-15) 
6. evangelism (O’ Neill 1970: 172-85) 


7. confirmation of the Word and the message of 
salvation (Van Unnik 1960; Marshall 1978: 35— 
36; O’Toole 1984: 17) 

8. a theodicy of God’s faithfulness to Israel 
(Tiede 1980: 27-28) 

9. a sociological legitimation of full fellowship 
for Gentiles and a defense of the new community 
as not unfaithful to Rome (Esler 1987: 210-19; 
Sterling 1992 is close to this with his “apologetic 
historiography”) 

10. an effort at conciliation with Judaism by 
showing that the offer of salvation in Jesus Christ 
is the natural extension of Judaism (Brawley 
1987: 155-59) 

11. an anti-Semitic document and a total rejection 
of the Jews (J. T. Sanders 1987) 


This plethora of credible suggestions shows the 
complexity of the Lucan enterprise. Of all of these 
suggestions, those centering on God’s role in 
salvation and his new community are most likely to 
reflect the key aspects of Luke’s comprehensive 
agenda (views 7—10). The examination of the 
Gospel’s structure and theology will bear this out, as 
does a survey of Luke’s unique material. 


It is unlikely that Theophilus is just interested in 
becoming a Christian or is a Roman official who 
needs to have Christianity explained in order to 
accept it as a legitimate religion. Nor are Paul and 
his message of simple evangelism the object of 
defense. Too little of the Gospel deals with such 
legal, political concerns and too much exhortation 
deals with issues beyond simple evangelism. Paul is 
important to the last part of Acts only because of the 
mission and perspective he represents. Luke 1:3-4 
suggests that Theophilus received some instruction. 
The detail in Luke-Acts about faithfulness, Jew- 
Gentile relations, and clinging to the hope of Jesus’ 
return suggests a Gentile who is experiencing doubt 
about his association with the new community. The 
problems over table fellowship, Gentile inclusion, 
and examples of how rejection was faced in the early 
church also suggest this setting. Likewise the amount 
of ethical exhortation in the Gospel suggests this 
approach. Theophilus appears to be a man of rank 
(Luke 1:3) who has associated himself with the 
church, but doubts whether in fact he really belongs 
in this racially mixed and heavily persecuted 
community. In the Gospel, Luke takes Theophilus 
through Jesus’ career in order to review how God 


worked to legitimize Jesus and how Jesus proclaimed 
hope. Luke also wishes to defend God’s faithfulness 
to Israel and his promises, despite the rejection of the 
promise by many in the nation. (In this sense, Luke is 
not unlike Rom. 9-11.) The offer of the gospel 
openly includes Theophilus and calls him to remain 
faithful, committed, and expectant, even in the midst 
of intense Jewish rejection and with the hope that 
both Jews and Gentiles will turn to Jesus. What is 
very possible is that Theophilus had been a God- 
fearer before coming to Christ, since this can explain 
the interest in God-fearers in Acts (10:2, 22, 35; 
13:16, 26, 43, 50; 17:4, 17; 18:7), as well as the 
extensive use of the OT in the two volumes. 

Luke did not write, however, just for this one 
person, but for any who felt this tension. Any Gentile 
feeling out of place in an originally Jewish movement 
could benefit from the reassurance Luke offers. Any 
Jew (or Jewish Christian) troubled by the lack of 
Jewish response to the gospel or by the Gentile 
openness to the gospel could see that God directed 
the affair and that he gave the nation multiple 
invitations to join in God’s renewed work. 
Christianity conflicted with Judaism not because the 
new movement consciously tried to isolate itself from 


the nation, but because it was forced out. This 
rejection is evident in Acts, but the seeds are sown in 
the rejection of Jesus so carefully detailed in Luke 9- 
13 and 22-23. For Luke, the new community is broad 
in its extension of blessing because Jesus preached 
that it be so (Luke 4:16-30; 5:30-32; 19:10; 24:44— 
47) and God directed that it be so (Acts 10:34-43; 
15:1-21; 22:6-11; 26:15-20). 


Date 


The date of the Gospel’s writing is disputed, but there 
are some limits. For example, the earliest possible 
date would be within years of the last recorded event 
in Acts, which takes place probably in 62. On the 
other hand, Irenaeus contains some indisputable 
citations, so that the latest possible date is around 170 
(Against Heresies 3.13.3; 3.15.1). 

On a comparison of Luke with material from 
Marcion, Josephus, Justin Martyr, and the Pseudo- 
Clementines, some scholars offer a date in the early 
to mid-second century (Knox 1942: 110, 120; 

O’ Neill 1970: 19; Townsend 1984: 47-58). But the 
tone of Acts does not really fit the tone of other 
documents of this period, like 1 Clement (A.D. 95) 
and Ignatius (A.D. 117) (see Ellis 1974: 55). In 


addition, it is unlikely that such a late work would 
ignore Paul’s letters as much as Acts does. Finally, 
possible allusions in 1 Clem. 5.6-7 (to Acts 26), 2.1 
(Acts 20:35), and 18.1 (Acts 13:22) argue against this 
date. These allusions move the mid-second-century 
limit down to the mid-90s. 

The most popular date is sometime after the fall of 
Jerusalem, usually 80-90.’ The reasons set forth 
include the following: (1) Luke is said to be after 
Mark, which itself is a document of the 60s; (2) the 
picture of Paul as a hero figure needs time to emerge; 
(3) the portrait of churches like Ephesus requires a 
period before the Domitian persecution of the mid- 
90s; (4) the Lucan apocalyptic discourses with their 
description of siege and their focus on the city 
presuppose the fall and require a period after 70; and 
(5) some assert that the theology is late, even “early 
catholic.” 

Three of these arguments are less than central. The 
suggestion that Paul needs time to emerge as a hero is 
not clear. His letters and Acts agree that he was a 
central figure in the church, who generated some 
following and controversy. Paul’s letters show that 
James gained respect rather quickly, so why not the 
same for Paul? The portrait of the churches, which 


are not yet under Roman persecution, can fit any time 
before Domitian (ruled 81-96) or any time outside of 
Nero’s persecution (64; Tacitus, Annals 15.44). The 
debate about “early catholicism” in Luke-Acts 
continues, but it is by no means clear that Luke’s 
theology reflects a “late” theology (Marshall 1970: 
81-83, 212-15). 

Two arguments have more substance. The 
suggestion that Luke follows Mark is likely (even if 
one thinks Matthew, not Mark, is the first Gospel in 
order, most still date Mark’s work in the 60s or later). 
This date is close to the last event in Acts, which 
takes place in the early 60s. How quickly would 
Mark have been in circulation and thus accessible to 
Luke, especially if Luke had associations with major 
leaders of the church (Reicke 1986: 166-89)? The 
argument that time needed to pass for Mark to gain 
Stature is similar to the argument that Paul as a hero 
figure needed time to develop. But Paul was a major 
figure almost instantly. Now if Mark had roots to 
Peter, then respect for the work would have been 
instant. Luke sought out whatever materials were in 
circulation (Luke 1:1). Since he mentions several 
such documents, “quasi-canonical” status was not a 
prerequisite. 


The most central argument is that the 
eschatological discourses (Luke 19:41—44; 21:20-24) 
assume a post-70 date. These texts detail the siege 
and focus on the city, rather than on the temple alone, 
as the accounts in Matthew and Mark do. Esler 
recently (1987) has undertaken the most vigorous 
defense of this date. He argues that the details of 
these discourses cannot be attributed simply to “what 
inevitably happens in war,” because some of the 
features, such as building a circumvallation, total 
destruction of the city, and the marching off of all the 
captives, were not inevitable results of war. In 
responding in this way, Esler challenges Dodd’s 
assertion (1947: 49) that all war language in the 
discourse is possible for Jesus before 70, because the 
language fits ancient military operations against 
Israel, as well as parallels LXX descriptions of the 
sacking of Solomon’s temple in 586 B.C. In making 
the critique, however, Esler misses a key point of the 
OT connection. The OT judgment was exercised 
because of covenant unfaithfulness. The parallel of 
Jerusalem’s total destruction, with siege and total 
defeat, could be expected as a covenantal act of God. 
The result is that Esler’s argument does not stand. 


There is no need to appeal to Jerusalem’s fall as a fait 
accompli in the perspective of these texts. 

In addition, proponents of an earlier date note that 
there is no direct reference to the fall of Jerusalem. 
That the fall is alluded to here is strictly an inference. 
Yet those who hold that an allusion to the fall is 
present also frequently hold that Luke often 
“updates” his material and perspective. If, as is 
claimed, he did this elsewhere, why not here with this 
major salvation-historical event in the divine 
calendar? Why the silence instead of a direct 
reference? 

To sum up: the prediction of Jerusalem’s fall is one 
that Jesus was capable of making solely on the basis 
of his knowledge of how God acts to judge covenant 
unfaithfulness. Luke makes no effort to “update” 
remarks here; he only clarifies that in the temple’s 

collapse the city is not spared either. Thus, a major 
argument for a date in the 80s-90s does not work. 
Although a date in the 80s might seem possible and is 
popular, it is not the most likely. 

This leaves another possibility, a date somewhere 
in the 60s (Hemer 1989: 365-410; Moessner 1989: 
308-15; Ellis 1974: 57; Marshall 1978: 35). Reasons 
for this date include the following: (1) the picture in 


Acts that Rome, knowing little about the movement, 
is still deciding where Christianity fits; (2) failure to 
note the death of either James (62) or Paul (ca. late 
60s); (3) the silence about Jerusalem’s destruction, 
even in settings where it could have been mentioned 
editorially (e.g., Acts 6-7 [the Stephen account], 21- 
23 [Paul’s arrest in Jerusalem]); and (4) the amount 
of uncertainty expressed about internal Gentile- 
Jewish relations, which fits a setting that parallels the 
Pauline Letters that deal with similar tensions 
(Romans, Galatians, 1 Cor. 8-10, Ephesians). This 
last reason is most significant and has not been 
developed enough in the discussion to date 
(Moessner 1989: 312-15). Acts presupposes a 
racially mixed community, which in turn suggests an 
earlier date, not a later one. Details about the law, 
table fellowship, and practices that may offend (Acts 
6:1-6; 10-11; 15) also suggest an earlier time frame. 
That the Gentile mission still needs such vigorous 
and detailed defense further suggests this earlier 
period, since by the 80s the Gentile character of the 
Christian movement was a given. That believers need 
reassurance in the midst of intense Jewish pressure 
fits an early date as well. 


More difficult to determine is when in the 60s Luke 
was written. Some argue that the ending of Acts 
indicates the date of completion in the early 60s. 
Others suggest that texts like Luke 11:49--51 
presuppose the start of the struggle with Rome and 
offer a date in the later 60s. That Paul’s death is not 
mentioned in Acts may be an indication that it is the 
early to mid-60s rather than the latter third of the 60s. 
On the other hand, the time required for Luke to 
receive and incorporate Mark might suggest a mid- 
60s time frame. Overall an early to mid-60s date is 
likely. Luke left the end of Paul’s career open-ended, 
because that is where matters stood when he wrote. 


Place of Writing 


Where one fixes the place of Luke’s writing depends 
on the date one fixes for the work. It is really 
unknown. Possibilities include Caesarea (60s), Rome 
(60s or 80s), Antioch (any date), or Greece (any 
date). The “Anti-Marcionite” Prologues and the 
Monarchian Prologue place its origins in Achaia 
(Greece), while Bovon (1989: 23) thinks Rome is 
likely. Fitzmyer (1981: 57) is right to say that the 
answer is “anyone’s guess.” 


Ancient Manuscripts 


In this section, I merely outline Luke’s key witnesses 
according to the families in which major papyri, 
uncials, and minuscules are commonly classified.° 
Details on the contents of each manuscript can be 
found in Aland and Aland 1987, Fitzmyer 1981: 
127-28, and NA. When I speak of geographic 
distribution in text-critical matters, I mean that a 
reading is found in more than one family. By the use 
of the abbreviation Byz, I refer to the Byzantine 
family as a group, the origin of which I date to the 
fourth century. The major manuscripts of the Gospel 
of Luke are the following (dates [by century] are 
given in parentheses): 


Family Manuscripts 

Primary De (early 3d), X (4th), B (4th) 
Alexandrian 

Secondary C (5th), L° (8th), T (5th), W (5th), 
Alexandrian = (6th), 33 (9th), 892 (9th) 


Western D° (6th), Itala (4th), Syriac? (4th), 


Syriac“ (4th) 


Primary A (5th), E (8th), F® (9th), G® (9th), 

Byzantine H® (9th), N (6th), P€ (6th), W (5th), 
F (10th), A (9th), © (9th), 047 
(8th), 055 (11th), 0211 (7th), Byz 


(4th) 
Secondary K* (9th), M (9th), R (6th), S (10th), 
Byzantine U (9th), V (9th), X (10th), Y (9th), 


A (9th), TI (9th), ® (6th), Q (9th) 


The majority of manuscripts are from the 
Byzantine family, but these are the later manuscripts. 
One problem in talking about the “majority text” is 
that what is being referred to depends on one’s time 
frame. What is the majority text today may not 
necessarily have been the majority in the earliest 
period. The above chart reflects this reality in that the 
earlier manuscripts fall largely in the Alexandrian 
family and in versions reflecting the Western text. 
That Byzantine manuscripts now constitute the 


majority of available NT manuscripts is attributable 
to at least three factors: (1) severe Roman persecution 
caused vast destruction of the earliest manuscripts in 
the late first to early fourth centuries; (2) later 
Muslim persecutions in Middle Eastern and African 
regions after the seventh century did the same; and 
(3) only the Byzantine region of Christendom 
continued to use Greek as their religious language, 
while much of Christendom turned to Latin after the 
fourth century. For these historical reasons I prefer to 
weigh manuscripts, not count them.” One should 
also note that the Byzantine readings are frequently 
the most harmonistic in the Gospels. This basic 
internal feature is a stylistic reason for viewing the 
Byzantine family with some caution (details are in 
the additional notes). I use an eclectic approach, 
taking each variant on its own terms and weighing 
both external and internal considerations. 


Structure and Argument 


Luke’s Gospel breaks down nicely into largely 
geographical divisions (the full outline is printed at 
the end of this introduction): 


I. Luke’s preface and the introduction of John 
and Jesus (1:1-2:52) 


II. Preparation for ministry: anointed by God 
(3:14:13) 

III. Galilean ministry: revelation of Jesus (4:14— 
9:50) 

IV. Jerusalem journey: Jewish rejection and the 
new way (9:51-19:44) 
V. Jerusalem: the Innocent One slain and raised 
(19:45-24:53) 


The argument of Luke’s Gospel emerges as one 
proceeds through it in literary order. With the basic 
structure and argument of the book in place, its major 
theological points can be examined. The most 
sensitive works that concentrate on the literary 
argument of Luke are those by Talbert (1982), Tiede 
(1988), and L. Johnson (1991: 3-24), while Tannehill 
(1986) treats the themes of Luke topically with a 
literary emphasis. 


Luke’s Preface and the Introduction of 
John and Jesus (1:1-2:52) 


After a crucial preface in which Luke explains his 
task, the author launches into a unique comparison of 
John the Baptist and Jesus that shows how both 
represent the fulfillment of promises made by God. 
John is like Elijah (Luke 1:17), but Jesus has Davidic 
roles to fulfill and possesses a unique supernatural 
origin (Luke 1:31-35). John is forerunner, but Jesus 
is fulfillment. Everything in Luke 1-2 points to the 
superiority of Jesus. 

Mary’s hymn (Luke 1:46-56) praises the 
faithfulness of God to his promise and his blessing of 
those who are humble before him, setting up a major 
Lucan theme. Zechariah reiterates the hope in 
national, Davidic terms and sets forth the superior 
relationship of Jesus to John (Luke 1:67—79). In 
doing so, Zechariah links spiritual promises and 
national promises to Davidic hope. 

Jesus’ birth takes place in humble circumstances, 
but all the figures surrounding his birth are pious and 
responsive to the hope of God. Jesus is praised by a 
priest, a humble virgin, shepherds, and a prophet and 


prophetess at the temple. These people, all of whom 
are portrayed as walking with God, have high 
expectations of Jesus. Only the word of Simeon to 
Mary gives an ominous ring. The old man notes that 
Jesus will be “a light for revelation to the nations and 
glory of your people Israel” (Luke 2:32). In fact, 
however, Jesus will also be a cause of grief for Mary 
and division in Israel (Luke 2:34—35). Jesus is the 
“salvation” of God (Luke 2:30), but in the midst of 
hope is the reality that fulfillment comes mixed with 
pain. 

Jesus’ own self-awareness concludes the 
introductory overture of the Gospel (Luke 2:41-52). 
Here the young boy declares that he must be about 
the work of his Father in the temple. Jesus notes his 
unique relationship to God and his association with 
God’s presence and teaching. 

This section, dominated by OT allusions, opens the 
Gospel with notes of fulfillment and God’s direction 
—emphases that continue through the entire Gospel. 
John and Jesus are placed side by side in the 
pericopes of Luke 1; then Jesus has the stage in Luke 
2. The structure imitates the theology of forerunner- 
fulfillment. 


Preparation for Ministry: Anointed by 
God (3:1-4:13) 


John and Jesus remain side by side in the next section 
on Jesus’ ministry. John is the “one who goes before” 
(Isa. 40:3-5; Luke 3:1-6), while Jesus is the “one 
who comes” (Luke 3:15-17). Unlike Matthew and 
Mark, Luke lengthens his citation of Isa. 40 to make 
the point that salvation is seen by all people. Only 
Luke contains a section where the ethical dimensions 
of John’s call to repentance in terms of response to 
others are made clear (Luke 3:10-14). John warns 
about judgment, calls for repentance, and promises 
the coming of one who brings God’s Spirit. John 
baptizes Jesus, but the main feature of the baptism is 
the first of two heavenly testimonies to Jesus (Luke 
3:21-22). John had promised that Jesus would bring 
the Spirit, but here Jesus is anointed with the Spirit. 
The first hints of fulfillment are here. The heavenly 
testimony calls Jesus the “beloved Son in whom I am 
well pleased.” This fusion of Isa. 42 and Ps. 2 marks 
out Jesus as a regal, prophetic figure, who as a 
chosen servant of God brings God’s revelation and 
salvation. The universal character of Jesus’ 
relationship to humans is highlighted in the list of his 


ancestors (Luke 3:23-38). He is “son of Adam, son 
of God.” His first actions are to overcome 
temptations from Satan (Luke 4:1-13), something 
Adam had failed to do. So the section shows Jesus as 
anointed by God, representative of humans, and 
faithful to God. 


Galilean Ministry: Revelation of Jesus 
(4:14-9:50) 


Jesus’ teaching and miracles dominate the third 
section of Luke’s Gospel. Major teaching blocks 
include his synagogue declaration of the fulfillment 
of God’s promise (Luke 4:16-30) and the Sermon on 
the Plain (Luke 6:17—49). Elements unique to Luke 
are that the synagogue speech represents Jesus’ self- 
description of his mission, while the sermon 
represents his fundamental ethic presented without 
the concerns related to Jewish tradition. The section’s 
fundamental issue is, “Who is Jesus?” The unit 
pictures the growth of faith that comes to those 
whom Jesus gathers around himself. Their discovery 
is the vehicle that Luke uses to answer the question 
of Jesus’ identity. Jesus follows their response with 
the first discussions of the hard road of discipleship. 
Following Jesus is full of blessing, but it is not easy. 


In the synagogue speech (Luke 4:16-30), Jesus 
raises the note of fulfillment through the appeal to 
Isa. 61:1-2 and 58:6. He says that the anointing of 
God promised in Isa. 61 is fulfilled today. In the 
context of Luke, the anointing looks back to the 
anointing with the Spirit in Luke 3. Thus, the appeal 
to Isaiah is not just to the picture of a prophet, as 
allusions to Elijah and Elisha suggest, but it also 
asserts Jesus’ regal role. He will bring salvation to all 
those in need: poor, blind, and captive. Rejection will 
be met with the taking of the message to others, an 
indirect allusion to the inclusion of Gentiles. The 
mission’s scope is summarized here. 

Luke 4-9 juxtaposes Jesus’ gathering of disciples 
and the raising of opposition. Jesus’ ability to bring 
salvation is pictured in a series of miracles (Luke 
4:31-44), while disciples are called to be fishers of 
people (Luke 5:1-11). The first hints of official 
opposition come with the miracles of divinelike 
authority, when the Son of Man claims to be able to 
forgive sins and heals on the Sabbath (Luke 5:12- 
26). Levi, a hated tax gatherer, is called (Luke 5:27- 
28), and four controversies emerge, one of which 
involves the type of company Jesus keeps, while the 
others center on the Sabbath (Luke 5:29-6:11). Jesus 


gives a mission statement: his task is to call sinners to 
repentance (Luke 5:32). His authority is such that to 
do good is the real issue of the Sabbath (Luke 6:5, 9). 

Jesus organizes the disciples and issues a call. The 
Twelve are chosen (Luke 6:12-16). Then Jesus offers 
blessing to the humble and poor, while warning the 
rich and oppressive (Luke 6:20-26). His Sermon on 
the Plain is a call to love others in the context of 
accountability to God. One is to respect the authority 
of Jesus’ teaching and respond with obedience (Luke 
6:27-49). 

Luke 7:1-8:3 concentrates on “who is Jesus?” and 
the appropriate response to him. A Gentile centurion 
understands faith better than do those in the nation 
(Luke 7:1-10). The crowd believes Jesus is a prophet 
(Luke 7:11-17). John the Baptist wonders if Jesus is 
the Coming One, probably because of Jesus’ style of 
ministry. Jesus replies that his eschatological works 
of healing and preaching give the affirmative answer 
(Luke 7:18-35; Isa. 29:18; 35:5-6; 61:1). An 
exemplary faith is displayed by the woman who 
anoints Jesus and by those women who contribute to 
his ministry (Luke 7:36-8:3). 

Jesus can be trusted. With the parable of the seed 
and the image of the Word as light, a call is made to 


trust God and his Word, as revealed by Jesus (Luke 
8:4-21). Jesus then shows his authority over nature 
(Luke 8:22-25), demons (Luke 8:26-39), disease and 
death (Luke 8:40—56). He sends out a mission of 
proclamation of the kingdom (Luke 9:1-6), as word 
about him reaches as far as Herod (Luke 9:7-9). The 
picture of Jesus’ ability to provide comes in the 
multiplication of loaves (Luke 9:10-17). 

This section moves from teaching and 
demonstration of authority to confession and call to 
discipleship. Peter confesses Jesus to be the Christ 
(Luke 9:18-20). Now Jesus explains what kind of 
Messiah he will be; he will suffer (Luke 9:21-22). 
Those who follow him must have total commitment 
in order to survive the path of rejection that comes 
with following Jesus (Luke 9:23-27). The second 
heavenly testimony to Jesus comes at the 
transfiguration (Luke 9:28—36). The divine voice 
repeats the endorsement made at the baptism with 
one key addition, the call to “listen to him” (Deut. 
18:15). Jesus is asecond Moses, who marks out a 
new way. This section closes with the disciples 
failing, showing their need for Jesus to instruct them. 
Jesus issues calls to trust and be humble, two basic 
characteristics of discipleship (Luke 9:37-50). 


Jerusalem Journey: Jewish Rejection and 
the New Way (9:51-19:44) 


As much as 49 percent of the fourth section contains 
material unique to Luke. There is a high 
concentration of teaching and parable. In fact, 
seventeen parables are in this unit, fifteen of which 
are unique to Luke. The “journey” is not a 
chronological, straight-line journey, since Jesus in 
Luke 10:38—42 is near Jerusalem, while later in the 
section, he is back in the north. Rather it is a journey 
in time, in the context of the necessity of God’s plan. 
Journey notes dot the section (Luke 9:51; 13:22; 
17:11; 18:31; 19:28, 41) as Jesus travels to meet his 
appointed fate in Jerusalem (Luke 13:31-35). The 
section’s thrust is that Jesus gives a new way to 
follow God, which is not the way of the Jewish 
leadership. The theme is “listen to him.” So this 
section discusses how Jesus’ teaching relates to 
current Judaism. Jesus fulfills the promise and is the 
way, but his way is distinct from that of the 
leadership of the nation. The difference brings to the 
surface great opposition, a theme dominating Luke 
9-13. All are invited, but some refuse. As the new 


way is revealed, the seeds of discontent leading to 
Jesus’ death are also made manifest. 

The journey starts with the disciples learning the 
basics of discipleship: mission, commitment, love for 
God, love for one’s neighbor, devotion to Jesus and 
his teaching, and prayer (Luke 9:51-11:13). Also 
raised are notes of challenge to Judaism’s leadership 
(Luke 11:14-36) and an indictment by Jesus (Luke 
11:37-52). The leadership’s way is not God’s way. 
Fundamentally, discipleship is trusting God, not 
people or riches, for everything, while remaining 
faithful to him (Luke 12:1—48). 

Jesus tells his followers to know the nature of the 
times (Luke 12:49-14:24). Israel is turning away, and 
the time for it to respond, without facing judgment, is 
short (Luke 13:1-9, 31-35). Nevertheless blessing 
will still come. Renewed condemnation of Jesus’ 
Sabbath healings shows that the warnings and divine 
authentication are unheeded (Luke 13:10-17; 14:2- 
6). Jesus says that the door is closing, so be sure to 
enter the narrow way (Luke 13:23-30). He also 
warns that those at the table will not be those who 
were expected to be there (Luke 14:1-24). 

From this point on, most of the journey section 
concerns discipleship. Disciples in the face of 


rejection need absolute commitment (Luke 14:25- 
35). Their mission, even though others grumble at it, 
is to seek the lost, just as God does (Luke 15:1-32). 
God rejoices in finding lost sinners, so Jesus’ call is 
to pursue them. Discipleship expresses itself in 
service to others, so the disciple is generous with 
resources (Luke 16:1—31). Though false teaching is a 
threat, it is overcome with forgiveness of each other, 
deep faith, and service (Luke 17:1-10). The disciple 
is to look for the hope of the king’s return, when the 
promise of the currently inaugurated kingdom is 
consummated (Luke 17:11-18:8). The return will 
bring severe judgment, but also vindication. The 
disciple is to be humble, give all, and trust all to the 
Father (Luke 18:9-30). 

Now Jesus turns to Jerusalem. He again displays 
his authority when he predicts his suffering; he then 
heals as the “Son of David” (Luke 18:32--43). 
Zacchaeus pictures the transformed sinner and rich 
person (Luke 19:1-10). He is a picture of the mission 
of Jesus in seeking and saving the lost (Luke 19:10). 
The parable of the pounds shows the need for 
faithfulness and the reality that the disciple, as well 
as the nation of Israel, is accountable to the king 
(Luke 19:11-27). Jesus enters Jerusalem as a king, 


but the leadership rejects the claim (Luke 19:28—40). 
Jesus warns the nation that it has failed to respond to 
God’s promise and faces judgment ( Luke 19:41-44). 
Its tragic fall draws near. Though opposition results 
in death for Jesus, opposition results in something 
much worse for the nation. Thus they are the loser, 
while God’s plan advances in triumph. 


Jerusalem: The Innocent One Slain and 
Raised (19:45-24:53) 


In his concluding section, Luke explains how Jesus 
died, why apparent defeat became victory, and how 
God revealed who Jesus was. In addition, the task of 
disciples in light of God’s acts becomes clear. Luke 
mixes fresh material with that found in the other 
Gospels. 

The final battles in Jesus’ earthly ministry occur 
here, recalling earlier confrontations in Luke 11-13. 
Jesus cleanses the temple, signaling his displeasure 
with official Judaism (19:45—48). The leaders fail to 
embarrass Jesus in various controversies concerning 
his authority, political-economic responsibilities, and 
resurrection (20:1-8, 20-26, 27-40). 

A parable in the midst of these controversies 
(20:9-19) and a question at their end (20:41--44) 


overview God’s plan. They reveal God’s commitment 
to his Son, despite Jewish rejection. The nation’s 
rejection will cost them. The kingdom will go to new 
tenants. The question about Ps. 110 gives the reason. 
The Messiah is not just David’s Son; he is David’s 
Lord, who is to be seated at God’s right hand. Jesus’ 
death is a transition, not an end to God’s plan. Jesus 
reveals how things stand when he condemns the 
scribes’ hypocrisy and praises a poor widow’s 
simple, generous, and sacrificial faith (Luke 20:45- 
21:4). Blessing is not a matter of position, but of the 
heart. 

In light of the nation’s rejection, Jesus predicts the 
fall of the temple and of Jerusalem, events that are a 
foretaste of the end (Luke 21:5-38). The fall of 
Jerusalem will be a terrible time for the nation, but it 
is not yet the end, when the Son of Man returns on 
the clouds with authority to redeem his people (Dan. 
7:13-14). Disciples are to watch and be faithful. 

Luke 22-23 describes the moments before Jesus’ 
death. Jesus, though betrayed, is innocent, but his 
death will bring the new covenant and is a sacrifice 
on behalf of others (Luke 22:1—20). In his last 
discourse, Jesus announces the betrayal, points out 
that greatness is in service, appoints eleven to 


authority, predicts Peter’s denials, and warns of 
rejection (Luke 22:21-38). Jesus is in control, even 
as his death approaches. 

As Jesus prays, exemplifying in the midst of 
rejection the trust that he calls for from disciples, he 
is betrayed and arrested (Luke 22:47-53). The trials 
center on who Jesus is. The answer comes in Luke 
22:69. Jesus “from now on” will be manifest as the 
exalted Lord, who is seated with authority at the side 
of God. Messiahship means lordship, authority over 
God’s plan and salvation. No judgment the leadership 
makes can prevent that from happening. In fact, 
ironically and unwittingly, they help bring it to pass. 
Jesus is on trial, it seems; but in fact, he is the judge 
(Luke 22:54-71). 

But it is not only the leadership that is guilty. As 
Pilate and Herod debate what to do about Jesus, the 
people are given the final choice (Luke 23:1-25). 
Despite Pilate’s repeated protestations of Jesus’ 
innocence and Herod’s similar reaction, the people 
ask for Jesus to be slain and Barabbas to be freed. 
Justice is absent, both in the request and in the failure 
of the leaders to carry out what they know to be right. 
Passively and actively, the responsibility for Jesus’ 
death widens. The Innocent One dies, a criminal is 


freed—a cameo of the significance of Jesus’ death. 
Jesus is crucified between two thieves: one derides, 
the other believes and receives the promise of life in 
paradise, providing yet another cameo of the 
significance of Jesus’ death and the reactions to it. A 
centurion confesses the righteousness of Jesus, the 
final word at the scene of the cross (Luke 23:47). 
Luke describes Jesus’ death with OT allusions that 
picture Jesus as an innocent sufferer who relies on 


Luke closes with three scenes of resurrection and 
vindication. First, Luke 24:1-12 announces the 
empty tomb. The angels tell the women to recall the 
predictions of suffering proclaimed during the 
journey to Jerusalem. Luke 24 often notes that such 
events must be (gŭ, dei; Luke 24:7, 26, 44). The 
news of the excited women is, however, greeted with 
skepticism. 

Second, the experience of the Emmaus disciples 
pictures the reversal the resurrection brings to the 
disciples’ despair (Luke 24:13-35). These two 
disciples mourn the departure of the prophet of Israel 
who might have redeemed the nation. But instruction 
in Scripture and the revelation of Jesus himself show 


that God had a plan, which included Jesus’ death. 
God has indeed raised Jesus, vindicating both Jesus 
and the plan. Despair turns to joy upon understanding 
the nature of God’s plan and Jesus’ role in it, a major 
note in Luke. 

Third, Luke reports Jesus’ final commission, 
instruction, and ascension (Luke 24:36-53). Just as 
Luke 1-2 opened with the hope of OT promise 
fulfilled, so Luke 24:44-49 returns to the central 
theme of Jesus the Messiah as the fulfillment of 
God’s plan and promise. Jesus’ final appearance in 
Luke’s Gospel yields acommission, a plan, and a 
promise. Reminding the disciples again that Scripture 
teaches the suffering and exaltation of Messiah, Jesus 
also tells them that they are called as witnesses to 
preach repentance. The plan is to go to all the 
nations, starting from Jerusalem. The promise is the 
Father’s gift of the Spirit (Luke 24:49; 3:15-17). As 
the Baptist promised, so it has come to pass. 

The ascension of Jesus (Luke 24:50-53) pictures 
the exaltation Jesus predicted at his trial (Luke 
22:69). A dead Messiah does not represent the end of 
God’s plan. In exaltation, Jesus is vindicated and the 
plan to reach all nations goes on. Jesus the Messiah is 
Lord of all, so the message can go to all (Acts 2:14- 


40; 10:34-43). The Gospel closes with the disciples 
rejoicing that, out of the ashes of apparent defeat, 
victory and promise have arisen. The new way is still 
alive and the risen Lord shows the way. Theophilus 
can be reassured (Luke 1:14). 


Theology 


Biblical theological treatments often 
compartmentalize an author’s teaching. My brief 
survey outlines the major strands and connections 
that show Luke’s theological and pastoral concerns: 
God’s plan, Christology and salvation, and the new 
community. 


God’s Plan 


The center of Luke’s concern is a detailed discussion 
of God’s plan. This theme is emphasized in Luke 
more than in the other Synoptics. Mark and Matthew 
speak of the role of John the Baptist as forerunner, 
the necessity of Jesus’ suffering, and a plan 
concerning his return. They also have a series of 
parables that describe the kingdom, but Luke 
provides details concerning the connections and 
relationships. 


A number of uniquely Lucan passages bring out 
this theme (Luke 1:14-17, 31-35, 46-55, 68-79; 
2:9-14, 30-32, 34-35; 4:16-30; 13:31-35; 24:44— 
49). One key text does overlap with the other Gospels 
(Luke 7:18-35). In addition, Luke has the suffering 
Son of Man texts, a few of which are unique to him 
(Luke 9:22, 44; 17:25 [L]; 18:31-33 [L]; 22:22 [L]; 
24:7 [L]). Acts also highlights the details of God’s 
plan (Acts 2:23; 4:27-28; 10:34—43; 13:32-39; 
24:14-15; 26:12-23). These passages make it clear 
that the major elements of the plan are the career of 
Jesus, the hope of the spiritually humble and needy, 
the offer of God’s blessings, the coming of the new 
era, the defeat of Satan, the suffering that comes to 
Jesus, and the division that comes to Israel. 

Luke 24:44-49 is a key passage because it divides 
the career of Jesus into three parts and appeals to the 
Scriptures: (1) Christ must suffer; (2) he must be 
raised from the dead on the third day; and (3) 
repentance for the forgiveness of sins must be 
preached in his name to all the nations, starting from 
Jerusalem. Also highlighted is the promise of the 
Spirit’s coming. Thus, for all the beauty of Jesus’ 

ethical teaching, the message of the gospel for Luke 
is more than ethics. It is a new way of relating to God 


by turning to him through Jesus. If one approaches 
God in repentance, the spiritual blessings of the 
Father are bestowed. 

Promise and Fulfillment. The theme of God’s plan 
is supported by the note of promise and fulfillment in 
the Gospel and Acts, especially as it relates to the 
Scriptures (Talbert 1982: 234-40; Bock 1987). 
Appeal to the OT concentrates on Christology, 
Israelite rejection/Gentile inclusion, and justice in the 
end. The latter two themes are more prominent in 
defended from various charges, especially during 
Paul’s efforts among Jews and Gentiles. Nonetheless, 
the theme of Gentiles and non-Jews responding to the 
gospel, while Israel stumbles, is present in numerous 
texts in Luke (2:34; 3:4-6; 4:25-27; 7:1-10; 10:25- 
37; 11:49-51; 13:7-9, 23-30, 31-35; 14:16-24; 
17:12-19; 19:41-44). This racial concern, observed 
throughout Luke’s Gospel, indicates how God’s plan 
includes all races. The “today” passages enhance the 
plan motif and show the immediate availability of the 
promise (Luke 2:11; 4:21; 5:26; 13:32-33; 19:5, 9, 
42; 23:42-43). 

John the Baptist. John the Baptist is the “bridge,” 
stretching between the old era of promise and the 


new era of inauguration (Luke 1-2 [esp. 1:76-79]; 
3:4-6; 7:24-35; 16:16). Luke 7 is instructive here. 
John is the forerunner predicted by Malachi, but even 
more John represents the greatest prophet of the old 
period (Luke 7:27). Nonetheless, the new era is so 
great that the “lowest” member of the kingdom is 
higher than the greatest prophet of the old age (Luke 
7:28). The passage presents the basic Lucan structure 
of God’s plan: an era of promise or expectation 
followed by an era of inauguration. This two-stage 
structure is better than the three stages proposed by 
Conzelmann (1960: 12-17) and defended in modified 
form by Fitzmyer (1981: 185). Conzelmann’s 
proposal makes the divisions between Jesus’ era and 
the church’s era too strong, especially in light of the 
parallels between the activities of Jesus and those of 
the church. The church’s gospel message and Jesus’ 
teaching about the end clarify the timing and 
structure of the newly inaugurated era. God’s plan 
has future elements to be realized (Luke 17:21-37; 
21:5-38), but the basic turning point has come. So 
the second portion of the plan has a subdivision, even 
though the entire era is one of fulfillment: 
inauguration (Acts 2:14-40) and consummation 
(Acts 3:14-26)—or what NT theology now calls 


important to Jesus’ ethical message and will be 
discussed later. 

Mission Statements. Other elements of God’s plan 
are seen in Jesus’ mission statements, where he 
outlines his task. Jesus comes to preach good news 
to the needy (Luke 4:18-19); he comes to heal the 
sick (Luke 5:30-32); he comes to be heard, whether 
the message is through him or his representatives 
(Luke 10:16-20); he comes to seek and to save the 
lost (Luke 19:10). His career is reviewed again in 
Acts 10:36-43. 

Geographic Progression. Geographic progression 
reveals the movement’s growth under God’s plan. 
The outline of the Gospel from Galilee to Jerusalem 
shows this growth, as does the necessity of Paul’s 
going to Rome in Acts (Acts 19:21; 23:11). 

“It Is Necessary.” Many passages declare “it is 
necessary” that something occur. In fact, 40 of 101 
NT uses of dei (dei) occur in Luke—Acts. Jesus must 
be in his Father’s house (Luke 2:49). He must preach 
the kingdom (Luke 4:43). He must heal the woman 
tormented by Satan (Luke 13:16). Luke shows that 
Jesus is not a mere moralist, but one struggling 
against cosmic forces opposed to God. Certain events 


must precede the end (Luke 17:25; 21:9). Jesus must 
be numbered among the transgressors (Luke 22:37). 
The Christ must suffer and be raised (Luke 24:7). 
The preaching of repentance for the forgiveness of 
sins must take place (Luke 24:43-47). The necessity 
of the Son of Man’s suffering, already noted, is also a 
part of this emphasis. Acts also stresses this theme, 
sometimes using ÖEl, sometimes not (Acts 1:11; 
3:21; 9:6, 16; 13:46; 14:22; 19:21; 23:11; 25:10; 
27:24). Like a church bell’s ring each hour, Luke 
chimes the note of God’s design. God’s plan 
expresses his compassion and effort to deliver. He 
directs what occurs. What has happened, God has 
designed. For Luke, it is reassuring to fall into the 
hands of an active, compassionate God. 


Christology and Salvation 


At the center of God’s plan are Jesus and deliverance. 
Who is Jesus? What does he bring? How do we know 
he is God’s chosen? These are central questions for 
Luke. There are also the message and the call to 
respond, along with the enablement of God. All these 
notes are wrapped in a package that makes it clear 
that the plan not only has a future, but is relevant for 
the present. Not only is one to know God, but one is 


responsible and accountable to him. Thus the plan 
not only delivers, but calls for a response of faith that 
has an ethical edge as well. 

Messiah-Servant-Prophet and Lord. The portrait of 
Jesus is one that Luke carefully develops. Some say 
that Luke’s Christology is a collection of a variety of 
traditions, “the most variegated in the NT” (C. F. 
Evans 1990: 65). It is argued that none of the titles 
dominates or is worked out in detail. In my judgment, 
this understates Luke’s work. 

Luke 1-2 introduces Jesus largely as a regal figure. 
Both the announcement to Mary and the remarks of 
Zechariah make the Davidic connection explicit 
(Luke 1:31-33, 69). Other functions, like prophet and 
servant, are also important to Luke. The anointing of 
Jesus at his baptism recalls a combination of Ps. 2 
and Isa. 42, which brings together a regal-prophetic 
image (Luke 3:21-22). Servant and prophet imagery 
come together in Simeon’s remarks (Luke 2:30-35; 
Luke 4:16-30 has the same mix), but the idea of a 
leader-prophet is dominant in Luke. Though the 
prophets Elijah and Elisha are raised as parallels 
(Luke 4:25-27), Luke also speaks of the anointing in 
the aorist tense (Luke 4:18), thus indicating that the 
anointing that Jesus says is fulfilled “today” (Luke 


4:21) looks back to Jesus’ baptism (Luke 3:21-22), 
which had a regal-prophetic mix. Still, the populace 
views Jesus as a prophet (Luke 7:16; 9:7-9, 19). But 
Peter’s confession centers on Jesus as the Christ 
(Luke 9:20). Jesus qualifies this confession by 
introducing the inevitability of the Son of Man’s 
suffering (Luke 9:22). Even Jesus’ title as Son is 
uniquely related by Luke to Jesus’ messianic role 
(Luke 4:41). This regal-prophetic mix reappears with 
the voice of the transfiguration (Luke 9:35; Ps. 2:7; 
Isa. 42:1; Deut 18:15). When Jesus is presented as a 
prophet, he is a leader-prophet, one like Moses. Even 
here the note of rule and direction is fundamental. In 
short, Jesus’ messianic role is central for Luke’s 
Christology. But Jesus’ messiahship needs 
clarification and careful definition, so Luke places 
other expectations alongside that of Messiah. 
Nonetheless, messiahship is the foundational 
category around which the other concepts revolve. 
The prophetic motif is strong in texts like Luke 
11:47-51; 13:31-35; and 24:19, 21. But the appeal to 
Ps. 118 (in Luke 13) expands the Lucan presentation 
into a regal allusion (Luke 19:38), since “the one who 
comes” is fundamentally an eschatological and 
messianic figure (Luke 3:15-18; 7:22-23; 19:38). 


Luke 24 also presents the hope that Jesus would 
“redeem” the nation (Luke 24:21). Thus, the regal- 
deliverer picture is never very far from the prophetic 
one. 

Toward the end of Jesus’ ministry, Luke’s portrayal 
is more focused. Luke now makes reference to the 
authority of the Son of Man and speaks of the Lord 
(Luke 20:41-44; 21:27; 22:69; Acts 2:30—36; 10:36). 
These concepts, mentioned earlier (Luke 5:24), now 
become the focus of the dispute about Jesus. Luke’s 
citations of Ps. 110 show the centrality of this 
passage. In three steps, Luke raises the issue of 
lordship (Luke 20:41-44), gives Jesus’ answer (Luke 
22:69), and shows how Jesus’ authority in lordship is 
proclaimed (Acts 2:30-36; see Franklin 1975: 40-41, 
73-75, 119-24; Bock 1987: 128-32, 139-43, 181- 
87). The Synoptics share the first two texts, but 
unique to Luke is the detailed exposition found in 

Acts 2. Luke 22:69 makes it clear that “from now 
on” Jesus, alongside God, will exercise authority as 
Lord. The Messiah-Servant-Prophet is Lord. In Acts, 
religious rites are done in his name. Jesus’ authority 
is total and extends to believers calling on his name 
and acting in his name, just as OT saints acted on 
behalf of Yahweh. In other words, Luke develops his 


Christology from the earth up. Although hints of a 
heavenly connection exist at his birth, the Messiah- 
Servant-Prophet is gradually revealed as Lord in the 
context of his ministry and trial. The narrative brings 
the reader along: its portrait of Jesus deepens as 
events proceed. Luke enhances the portrait of Jesus’ 
authority by uniquely speaking of “the Lord” in 
narratives introducing events in Jesus’ ministry. Old 
Testament citations involving Christology and the use 
of KUpLoc (kyrios, Lord) within editorial narrative 
notes in the Gospel show that central to the Lucan 
portrait is the picture of Jesus as “leader-prophet” 
who is “more than Messiah” (Bock 1987: 262-70). 

Obviously, other titles are present alongside this 
basic portrait. Jesus is “Savior” or deliverer (Luke 
2:11; 1:70-75; 2:30-32; Acts 5:31; 13:23-25). He is 
Son of David (Luke 1:27, 32, 69; 2:4, 11; 18:38-39; 
Acts 2:25-31; 15:16) or King (Luke 19:38). He is the 
Son who relates to God as Father, even as divine 
testimony declares (Luke 1:35; 2:49; 3:22, 38; 4:3, 9, 
41; 9:35; 10:21-22). Yet he is also the son of Adam 
who grows in grace (Luke 3:38; 2:40, 52; Acts 2:22). 
He is compared to Jonah (message of repentance) and 
Solomon (message of wisdom; Luke 11:29-32). As 
Son of Man he suffers, is exalted, and ministers 


(Luke 5:24; 6:5, 22; 7:34; 9:58; 11:29-32; 12:8; 
19:10). He frequently is simply teacher (Luke 7:40; 
8:49; 9:38; 10:25; 11:45; 12:13; 18:18; 19:39; 20:21, 
28, 39; 21:7; 22:11). Luke’s portrait of Jesus is 
variegated, but organized. Jesus bears authority and 
promise. 

Kingdom in Jesus’ Teaching and Work. The 
Messiah brings God’s kingdom, God’s rule 
manifested on earth (Luke 4:18, 43; 7:22; 8:1; 9:6; 
10:11). The kingdom is present now, but comes in the 
future. It contains earthly hope and yet has spiritual 
dimensions. It has responsive, potential, and reluctant 
subjects. 

The kingdom present is associated with Jesus’ 
authority. Luke often mentions the kingdom’s 
“already” presence when Jesus exercises authority 
over evil spiritual forces. This connection shows the 
spiritual character of the kingdom. The kingdom is 
near (Luke 10:9). The authority of the seventy-two 
disciples over demons is seen as Satan’s fall (Luke 
10:18-19). In fact, Jesus says that if he casts out 
demons by the finger of God, then the kingdom has 
come upon those who are present (Luke 11:20-23). 
The kingdom is “among you” (Luke 17:21). The 
king, in one parable, departs “to receive a kingdom,” 


so he clearly possesses it before he returns ( Luke 
19:14-15). At his trial Jesus makes clear that he now 
will be at God’s side (Luke 22:69). Luke’s appeal to 
Ps. 110 depicts the presence of regal authority. Luke 
expounds on this theme in Acts 2:30—36, which 
involves the distribution of the benefits of salvation. 
Complementing the present aspect of the kingdom is 
its future nature. This “not yet” aspect includes a 
judgment that precedes the kingdom’s coming (Luke 
17:22-37), which is called the “time of redemption” 
(Luke 21:5-38). Day-of-the-Lord imagery abounds 
as evil is decisively judged. In Luke 21:25-27 are 
allusions to Isa. 13:10; Ezek. 32:7; Joel 2:30-31; Ps. 
46:2-3 [46:3-4 MT]; 65:7 [65:8 MT]; Isa. 24:19 
LXX; Hag, 2:6, 21; and Dan. 7:13. Old Testament 


Jesus will return to bring the rest of the promise, a 
promise that will visibly show itself on earth to all 
humankind, as well as in the eternal benefits given to 
believers. 

The kingdom is earthly. Jesus will rule as a 
Davidite on the earth and bring a total deliverance to 
it as he exercises his sovereignty over all. Such hope 
is most strongly expressed in Luke 1:32-33, 46-55, 
69-75. The eschatological discourses and the 


remarks of Acts 1:11 and 3:18—21 show that the 
future hope has not been consumed in the present 
inauguration, but remains alive, connected to its OT 
roots. God is faithful and brings all of his promises to 
fruition, even those made to Israel. Spiritual 
deliverance, however, is also his. Jesus is the rising 
sun who shines on those in darkness and leads them 
into the path of peace (Luke 1:78-79). The promise 
of the Spirit (Luke 3:15-18; 24:49; Acts 1:8) and the 
hope of forgiveness of sins (Luke 24:47) are central 
here. Jesus’ miracles over demons and other forces 
show that he is able to bring such promises to 
realization. 

The most obvious subjects of the kingdom to 
benefit from its presence are the disciples (Luke 
18:26-30). All of salvation’s benefits are theirs. But 
potential beneficiaries exist; for example, anyone 
who enters (Luke 13:23-30; 14:16-24). There are, 
however, unwilling subjects who will face the reality 
of Jesus’ rule one day and are accountable to him 
even now (Luke 19:27; 21:24-27; Acts 3:20-26; 
10:42; 17:30-31). Thus, everyone has some 
relationship to the King and therefore to the 
kingdom. The issue is where they fit. 


Holy Spirit. The Spirit as a central figure of 
redemption moves from the position of being 
promised (Luke 3:15-18) to being a testifier-enabler 
for Jesus (Luke 3:21; 4:16-18). The full promise 
finally comes later when the Spirit falls on all 
believers (Acts 2:1-13). Luke explains the event as 
the sign that the new era has come (Acts 2:14—21; 
Joel 2:28-32). The Spirit, therefore, is the gift of the 
Father through the exalted Son. He is power (or 
enablement) from on high (Luke 24:49; Acts 2:30- 
36; 10:44-47; 11:15-16; 15:8). His presence is 
evidence that Jesus is raised and that Jesus directs his 
new community from the side of God. Luke 
reassures Theophilus that, though the Messiah is dead 
and seemingly absent, he is present in the gift and 
presence of the Spirit he has sent. 

Resurrection and Ascension. Central to the 
provision of the Spirit are the resurrection and 
ascension of Jesus. Luke alone mentions and 
develops the ascension. The ascension links Luke 24 
and Acts 1 and is explained in Acts 2:23-24, 30-36; 
3:14-15, 21; 4:10-12; 5:30 (17:31 mentions 
resurrection, not ascension). A raised Savior is one 
who can rule and can consummate his promise. He is 
one who can forgive and bestow blessing as a sign of 


that forgiveness (Acts 2:21; 4:12; 10:43). Jesus’ 
authority is active and is demonstrated in those who 
work “in his name” (Acts 2:38; 3:6, 16; 4:7, 10; 
8:11-12; 9:27-28; 10:48; 19:5). Thus, the ascension 
shows that he is Lord (Franklin 1975: 6, 35,40-41, 
48). 

Salvation in Jesus’ Teaching and Work. Jesus 
brings promise and salvation. Salvation involves 
sharing in hope, experiencing the kingdom, having 
forgiveness, and being enabled by the Spirit. Jesus 
reveals himself as the one who brings salvation, 
while his teaching and work explain what he hopes to 
bring through his ministry. Jesus is a teacher and 
wonder-worker (Luke 4:14-15, 31-32, 44; 6:17-19; 
7:22). His teaching centers in the offer of the 
kingdom. The kingdom’s coming is pictured as 
release and healing in the context of Jubilee (Luke 
4:16-21; Lev. 25:10; Isa. 61:1-2), but it also includes 
a call to ethical honor as a result of experiencing 
blessing (Luke 6:20-49). The parables show the same 
combination. Some, where meal scenes dominate, 
deal with God’s plan (Luke 13:6-9, 23-30; 14:16-24; 
20:9-18). These texts not only show the joy of 
salvation but picture the table fellowship of the 
future, which the community can have now without 


racial distinction (Acts 10-11, 15). Thus, there is to 
be a unity among the people of God. 

Beyond unity stands a call for ethical living, which 
involves relationship with God, mission, and ethical 
honor. Love, humility, service, and righteousness are 
to dominate relationships, as many parables show 
(Luke 10:25-37; 11:5-8; 14:1-12; 12:35-48; 15:1— 
32; 16:1-8, 19-31; 18:1-8; 19:11-27). Jesus did not 
come just to get people to heaven, to enable them to 
know the transforming activity of God in their lives. 
Thus, the community is accountable to God. This is 
why commitment is so prominent in Jesus’ teaching 
(Luke 9:21-26, 57-62; 14:25-35; 18:18-30). 

Cross. In surveying Jesus’ work and teaching, I 
have said little about the cross, because in Luke’s 
presentation exaltation is featured more than the 
cross. Some would deny a saving function for Jesus’ 
work, preferring to argue that Jesus in his death is 
only an example (Pilgrim 1971; Büchele 1978; 
Glöckner 1976). Exemplary elements do exist for a 
church under pressure, but this ethical view of Jesus’ 
death is too limiting (Sylva 1990). Tyson (1986) 
stresses how the portrayal of Jesus’ death reveals the 
conflict between Judaism and the new way. The 
leaders debate Jesus’ claims of authority, while Luke 


argues that Jesus’ death is a necessary outcome of 
this conflict. Although the cross is less prominent for 
Luke than for Paul, the cross is important 
theologically in Luke’s teaching; it does not have 
merely an ethical or historical function. 

Jesus is the righteous sufferer (Luke 22-23). Two 
texts, however, especially define Jesus’ death: Jesus’ 
death inaugurates the new covenant with God (Luke 
22:20) and Jesus’ blood “purchases” the church (Acts 
20:28). Covenant inauguration and a soteriological 
transaction occur with Jesus’ death. Two other 
images reinforce this view. Jesus’ substitution for 
Barabbas pictures Jesus’ substitution for the sinner, 
especially since all share in the unrighteous choice 
(Luke 23:13-25). And the offer of paradise to the 
thief on the cross pictures Jesus’ ability to offer life, 
despite his death (Luke 23:36-49). 

Miracles. Jesus’ authentication comes not only in 
resurrection, but also in miracles, which show the 
arrival of the new era (Luke 7:22; Acts 2:22-24). 
Miraculous healing demonstrates the scope of Jesus’ 
authority. He heals the sick, exorcises evil spirits, and 
cures fever, leprosy, paralysis, a withered hand, 
epilepsy, dropsy, blindness, a flow of blood, and 
deafness. He resuscitates the dead and exercises 


power over nature. Jesus’ work testifies to his person 
and task. His disciples also perform some of these 
works in Acts, demonstrating that such authentication 
continues (Acts 3:6, 16) and that Jesus’ authority 
continues also. 

Jesus and Salvation. Although Luke’s portrayal of 
Jesus is fundamentally about his authority, Jesus also 
brings promise. Salvation inaugurates the kingdom, 
delivers the sinner, forgives sin, provides the Spirit, 
and calls for committed and faithful living in the 
context of the kingdom’s future consummation. All 
of God’s covenantal promises are inaugurated by 
Jesus. Realized are the Abrahamic promise (Acts 
3:22-26), the Davidic hope (Luke 1:31-33, 69; 
22:69; Acts 2:25-36; 13:23-39; 15:14-21), and the 
hope of the Spirit associated with the coming of the 
new era and new covenant (Luke 22:20; Acts 2:14— 
21). Theophilus should be reassured that Jesus can 
and does deliver on these promises. But who 
participates in such blessing, how do the members 
relate to one another, and what is the task of 
community members? Who makes up the new 
community and what is it to be? How does Luke 
view Christology’s effect on the content and task of 


the new community? The answers to these questions 
are found in Luke’s portrayal of the new community. 


The New Community 


Jesus’ new community is not a totally organized 
entity in the Gospel. Beyond the twelve apostles and 
the seventy-two of Luke 10, there is no formal 
structure for some time. Rather, those who become 
the new community of Acts are called disciples. In 
the Gospel, this group is mostly Jewish, but there are 
a few hints that the benefits of Jesus’ program can 
extend to Samaritans and non-Jews (Luke 3:4-6; 
4:22-30; 7:1-10; 13:23-30; 14:16-24; 17:12-19; 
20:15-16; 24:47). Although the racial theme is 
central in Acts, Luke’s Gospel shows that the 
message is going out to those on the fringe of society. 

Beneficiaries of Salvation. Luke focuses on the 
reception of the message by social outcasts and 
women. Luke features the poor, sinners, and tax 
collectors. 

Luke has in view the materially and spiritually 
poor. This spiritual element is clear in Luke 1:50-53 
and 6:20-23, where the poor and humble, like the 
mistreated prophets, are beneficiaries of God’s 
covenant. The poor or rejected are mentioned in 


several texts (Luke 1:46-55; 4:18; 6:20-23; 7:22; 
10:21-22; 14:13, 21-24; 16:19-31; 21:1-4). Sinners 
are also special objects of the gospel (Luke 5:27-32; 
7:28, 30, 34, 36-50; 15:1-2; 19:7). Tax collectors are 
also offered hope. They are disliked because they are 
seen as traitors to Israel for collecting Roman taxes, 
but Jesus shows they can enter God’s blessing (Luke 
5:27-32; 7:34; 18:9-14; 19:1-10). 

Finally, Luke features the responsiveness of 
women (Luke 7:36-50; 8:1-3, 48; 10:38-42; 13:10- 
17; 24:1-12)— not just women, but widows, who 
represent the most vulnerable in society (Luke 2:37; 
4:25-26; 7:12; 18:3, 5; 20:47; 21:2-3). Whether in 
parable or by example, these women are sensitive to 
Jesus’ message. Though they are on the fringe of 
first-century society, they are in the middle of Luke’s 
story. Often they are paired with men (Luke 2:25-28; 
4:25-27; 8:40-56; 11:31-32; 13:18-21; 15:4-10; 
17:34-35; Acts 21:9-10), a clear indication that the 
gospel is for both genders. 

In short, the makeup of this new community knows 
no boundaries. The message is available to all, but 
especially to those who are exposed in society and 
who, as a result, are often most suited to respond to 
the message of hope and reliance upon God. 


Pictures of Response. Luke uses three terms to 
describe response to the message: repent, turn, and 
faith. “Repent” (UETAVOEW, metanoeö) and 
“repentance” (UETAVOLA, metanoia) have OT roots 
(Luke 11:32; 24:43-47),_ where the Hebrew 
equivalents (mainly I1W, šûb) refer “to turning 
around.” In Greek, the term has to do with a “change 
of mind.” The point is that repentance involves a 
reorientation of perspective, a fresh point of view. 
When dealing with God’s plan, it means to see that 
plan in a new way and to orient oneself to it. Luke 
demonstrates that the fruit of repentance expresses 
itself concretely (Luke 3:10-14). Repentance 
expresses itself in life, especially in how one treats 
others. 

Luke paints four pictures of repentance. (1) A sick 
patient in need of medical attention and totally reliant 
on the skill of the doctor comes to the physician for 
help. So the one who repents comes to God for 
spiritual healing and blessing (Luke 5:31-32). (2) 
The “repentance” of the prodigal’s action in returning 
to his father indicates how repentance makes no 
claims, but is totally reliant on the mercy of the one 
to whom the request is made (Luke 15:17—21). 
Repentance is a change in attitude about sin, because 


one sees that only God and his mercy can provide 
relief. The centrality of repentance for Luke is 
indicated by its summation in Luke 24:47. 
“Repentance for the forgiveness of sins” means that 
one seeks God’s mercy through Jesus as one 
approaches God on his terms, recognizing the need to 
be forgiven and that only God can provide 
forgiveness. (3) The tax collector shows this type of 
approach to God, though the term repentance is not 
used there (Luke 18:9-14). (4) Also instructive is the 
response of Zacchaeus (Luke 19:1-10). In Acts, the 
term is also key (Acts 5:31; 11:18; 13:24; 19:4; 
20:21; 26:20). The verb is also frequent to indicate 
proper response (Luke 11:32; 13:3, 5; 15:7, 10; 
16:30; Acts 2:38; 3:19; 17:30; 26:20). 

The term “turn” (EITLOTPE@W, epistrephö) appears 
primarily in Acts but is hardly visible in the Gospel 
(Luke 1:17; 17:4; 22:32; Acts 3:19; 9:35; 11:21; 
14:15; 15:19; 26:18-20; 28:27). The term, however, 
is important because it pictures a change of 
fundamental direction, a reversal of estrangement, 
and portrays what happens with repentance. Acts 26 
is particularly important because the three key 
concepts of repent, turn, and faith appear together 
and are related to each other. 


“Faith” (J1LOTLC, pistis) also describes actions that 
bring benefit to the bearer. Faith expresses itself 
concretely through the paralytic’s friends (Luke 
5:20), the centurion (Luke 7:9), and the sinful woman 
who anoints Jesus (Luke 7:47-50). The Samaritan 
leper and the blind man also have faith that Jesus can 
restore them to wholeness (Luke 17:19; 18:42). In 
sum, faith believes and so it acts. Faith also expresses 
itself concretely in Acts (3:16; 14:9; 6:5; 14:27; 15:9; 
16:30-31; 20:21; 24:24; 26:18). Belief has various 
levels. It can be short-lived (Luke 8:12) or increased 
(Luke 8:50). In Acts, those who respond are 
sometimes called “believers” to show the centrality 
of faith and its dynamic ongoing quality (Acts 5:14; 
15:5). In short, faith is the recognition and persuasion 
that God has something to offer through Jesus, 
namely, forgiveness and the blessings of promise. 
One must actively embrace faith and “call on the 
name of the Lord” (Acts 2:21; Rom. 10:13). 

Blessings of the New Community. Luke uses 
various terms in the Gospel for blessings offered: 
forgiveness or release (Luke 1:77 and 3:3 [both tied 
to John the Baptist]; 4:18; 24:47; Acts 2:38; 5:31; 
10:43; 13:38), life (Luke 10:25; 12:15 with 12:21 
[not in possessions]; 18:29-30), peace (Luke 1:79; 


2:14; 10:5-6; Acts 10:36), the kingdom, and the 
Spirit (both noted above). 

These blessings and the way in which the promise 
is set forth show that Luke’s agenda is not a political 
one. Consequently, liberation readings (e.g., Cassidy 
1978)— especially those with a political ideological 
base or those that attempt to turn Jesus into a political 
activist—lack support. Jesus did not challenge the 
current political order of Rome. He worked “above” 
and “around” it. The church does not stand against 
the state or with it per se. The church should not be 
confused with the state (Luke 20:20-26). 
Nevertheless, the ethics of the community does have 
social implications. The transformation of people is 
to be exemplified in this new community, which 
stands alongside secular institutions. People of this 
new community—who love God—should manifest 
their love by caring for those in the community (Acts 
4:32-38) and those “neighbors” outside of the 
community (Luke 10:25-37). If social concern and 
compassion are visible anywhere, it is in the hope 
that the new community and its message of blessing 
and transformation offer to all, as well as in the 
concrete expression of such care in the generosity, 
love, and activity of the community. 


Opponents of Salvation. In contrast to those who 
are responsive stand those who oppose and pressure 
the new community. At the transcendent level, the 
spiritual forces of evil stand resistant, though 
powerless, before God’s plan (Luke 4:1-13, 33-37; 
8:26-39; 9:1; 10:1-12, 18; 11:14-26; 22:3). For 
Luke, God’s struggle involves not only regaining 
human devotion, but also reversing the effects of evil 
forces. 

On a human level, the opponents who are the 
biggest obstacle to the community are the scribes, 
Pharisees, and Sadducees—that is, the religious 
leadership of Judaism. Their opposition is virtually 
constant once Jesus claims to have authority to 
forgive sin and challenges Sabbath tradition (Luke 
5:24; 6:1-11). The roots of this rejection go back to 
their refusal to respond to John the Baptist (Luke 
7:29-30; 20:1-8). At various meals, they are warned 
(Luke 7:36-50; 11:37-52; 14:1-24). The leaders are 
at the center of Jesus’ condemnation in the journey 
section, as well as in Jerusalem (Luke 11:37-52; 
12:1; 14:1-4; 15:1-2; 16:14-15; 19:45-47; 20:45— 
47). Brawley (1987: 84-132) attempts to picture the 
Sadducees as the major opponents, with the 
Pharisees and scribes pictured more neutrally on the 


basis of Acts. For him, the Sadducees and chief 
priests oppose Christ, while the Pharisees are less 
resistant and legitimate key aspects of the church’s 
message by standing up for resurrection. Now there 
is no doubt that the Sadducees are portrayed more 
negatively, but the texts of Luke make it clear that the 
Pharisees and scribes are under severe criticism as 
well for rejecting the message. There are, however, 
exceptions—such as Jairus (Luke 8:41) and Joseph of 
Arimathea (Luke 23:50-53). But it is mostly the 
leadership who oppose Jesus and plot his demise 
(Luke 6:11; 11:53-54; 20:19; 22:3-6, 52-53; 23:3- 
5). 

The crowd’s reaction, however, is mixed. They 
have interest in Jesus, yet their response to him is 
superficial and sometimes fickle. The transition 
occurs in Luke 9-13. Jesus offers many warnings to 
them in Luke 12:49-14:24. He rebukes “this 
generation” (Luke 11:29-32), he condemns various 
cities of the nation (Luke 10:13-16), and he tells a 
few parables about the fault of the nation (Luke 
13:6-9; 20:9-19). The crowd’s eventual response 
typifies the general response of most in the nation. 
The rejection brings warnings of judgment, but such 
warnings do not represent anger. They picture 


prophetic regret, since Jesus weeps for those he 
warns (Luke 19:41—44). In fact, the crowd becomes 
responsible for Jesus’ death when they ask for 
Barabbas (Luke 23:18-25). Jesus warns of the 
consequences in a final prophetic note of judgment 
(Luke 23:27-31). There is no doubt that the nation 
stands accountable for rejecting Jesus (Acts 2:22-24; 
3:14-26; 5:30-31). 

The response of Israel is a tragic one, at least for 
now (Tannehill 1986: 169-99). It was in line for 
blessing, but has missed the day of visitation (Luke 
19:44). Now it is the “time of the Gentiles” (Luke 
21:24). Israel is not, however, out of God’s plan, for 
the faithfulness of God’s promise to the nation cannot 
be denied, but Israel is “desolate” until it 
acknowledges the Messiah (Luke 13:34—35; Acts 
3:14-21). In Acts, the nation is warned again to 
change its mind about Jesus and repent (Acts 2:22- 
24; 5:27-32). 

Luke has been accused of anti-Semitism (J. T. 
Sanders 1987). But this is harsh. Luke does argue 
that the new community is persecuted by those who 
fail to respond to the message of hope. Jesus and the 
disciples consistently offer the gospel to the nation 
and suffer while making the offer. The disciples do 


not create the division and they do not bring violence 
to the Jewish community. Those who respond to 
Jesus are forced out, as the persecution of Acts shows 
and as Jesus predicted (Luke 12:1-12; 21:12-19). 
But the new community is not “anti-Jewish”; it is 
“pro-promise.” Consistently in Acts, the new 
community continually returns to the synagogue at 
great risk to offer hope to Israel. These enemies are to 
be loved and prayed for, as Jesus made clear (Luke 
6:27-36; 23:34; Acts 7:60). 

Source of Tension: The Law. A primary cause of 
tension in Luke’s Gospel and Acts is the new 
community’s relationship to the law. This is a heavily 
debated area in Lucan studies. Some argue that Luke 
is very conservative in his attitude to the law (Jervell 
1972: 133-51; Esler 1987: 110-30). Esler argues that 
Luke maintains this position, even though it is 
impossible to defend. Luke does so for sociological 
reasons, which serve to legitimate the new 
community. Others suggest that Luke is ambivalent 
on the law (Wilson 1983). Luke sees Jewish 
Christians keeping the law, while Gentiles are free on 
some matters (circumcision) and bound on others 
(idols, meat offered to idols, immorality). Others 
argue that the law is part of the old era and that the 


church slowly came to recognize this (Blomberg 
1984a; M. Turner 1982). The last position is best. 
Most of these matters are made clear in Acts 10-11, 
15, though the discussions of Luke 6:1-11 and 16:16 
are also relevant. Law is not binding, though 
missionary considerations mean that it can be 
followed in matters where central issues of the new 
faith are not at stake. In Luke’s complex view, the 
law needs to be seen in three different perspectives: 


1. As a legal and sacrificial code and as a 
sociological distinctive, the law passes away 
(Luke 6:1-11; Acts 10-11, 15)—as evidenced by 
change in food regulations, circumcision, and 
perhaps Sabbath practice. 

2. As a promise of the hope of the kingdom, the 
law is fulfilled (Luke 16:16-17; 24:43-47; 4:18- 
20 [on the law and Jubilee; perhaps the Sabbath 
is viewed as hope of rest now realized|]). 

3. With its ethical thrust in terms of loving God 
and loving one’s neighbor and in relation to its 
moral commands (as distinct from the Sabbath 
command), the law is reaffirmed in ways that 


37; 16:19-31; 18:18-30). 


The law—or the traditions associated with it—are a 
central source of irritation in the Gospel, especially 
Sabbath regulation (Luke 6:1-11). In fact, Jesus 
makes the point that what David did on the Sabbath, 
which is his justifying example, is not allowed in the 
law (Luke 6:4). It is crucial that the Sabbath 
challenge comes after Jesus’ proclamation that new 
wine must come in new wineskins and that those who 
like the old will not try the new (Luke 5:33-39). This 
remark is part of a dispute about Jesus’ failure to 
follow traditions related to cleansing. Jesus 
challenged the law, at least in terms of how it was 
read in the first century, and his challenge helped 
produce the opposition to him. 

Acts makes this challenge clear. The opening up of 
all foods, the full table fellowship with the Gentiles, 
and the refusal to circumcise Gentiles (Acts 10-11, 
15) reflect a rejection of some elements of the law 
and the tradition that grew out of it. Luke’s clear 
indication that members are charged with denial of 
Mosaic customs and his description of opposition 
within the new community show that issues related to 
Jewish roots are alive and a source of irritation, even 
within the community (Luke 13:10-17; 14:2-6; 23:2; 
Acts 6:11, 13; 15:1-5; 21:28; 25:8). Luke replies that 


the law pointed to promise (Luke 24:43-47; Acts 
26:4-23; Acts 3:14-26 cites only Torah texts). He 
also openly describes differences with aspects of the 
law. The argument is that God gave evidence of his 
acceptance of this new community and its differences 
from the law by pouring out the Spirit on Gentiles, 
even though they were not circumcised (Acts 11:15- 
18). God shows his support of the new way with a 
vision that commands open table fellowship (Acts 
10:1-33). Luke portrays the taking of vows and other 
elements of the law as optional, as long as one does 
not make these elements necessary (Acts 15:22-29; 
21:17-26). The exercise of such options might 
promote unity on some occasions. Luke’s resolution 
is that Jews are free to observe such customs, as long 
as they do not force Gentiles to do so. This 
distinction is key and is not unlike Paul’s solution in 
Rom. 13-14. The law cannot be held as binding. The 
many texts in Acts dealing with this issue reveal 
some of the concerns that Luke wishes to treat; they 
presuppose a racially mixed community struggling 
with its relationship to ancient roots. One can suspect 
how much tension such racial differences raised in 
the new community. Luke is honest about these 
differences and about the complex solution and 


compromise that resulted for the sake of the church’s 
unity, acompromise he endorses in his portrayal. 

Pressure against God’s Plan. Opposition calls for a 
strong commitment to Jesus. It is inevitable that with 
every decision for Jesus comes opposition. Notes 
about division come early (Luke 2:34-35) and are 
found throughout the Gospel (Luke 8:14-15; 9:21- 
23, 61-62; 12:4-9, 22-34; 22:35-38). Disciples 
shrink back from responding boldly in the Gospel, as 
Peter’s denial exemplifies, but the presence of the 
Spirit in Acts makes them bold. Steadfastness and 
faithfulness are marks of a disciple. Luke’s 
exhortations to steadfastness reveal an element of his 
purpose and setting. The pressure of this conflict 
within and about the community raised the need for 
Theophilus to be reassured. This troubled disciple 
belongs in this new movement, and he, along with 
any other Gentiles, has the right to be here. He needs 
to know that God’s plan and blessing are at work in 
this new community. But if he belongs here, what is 
his call as amember of this new community? What is 
his relationship to Jewish promise, to Jewish 
Christians, and to Jews? 

The new community did not choose to be separate. 
It presented itself as the hope of Israel, but it was 


forced to become distinct. In its distinctiveness it 
became steward of the Word of God (Acts 6:7). It 
now houses the true people of God, the repository of 
the promises given to the patriarchs and to David 
(Acts 13:21-39). Some features even mark it as 
distinct. The “newness” of the Spirit is responsible 
for this difference and is the source of enablement by 
which Jesus expresses his presence though he is 
physically absent (Acts 2:14-40; 11:15). 
Accordingly, the new community is to have a distinct 
character, unlike the present piety of the leadership or 
the current cultural standards (Luke 6:27—36; 12:1; 
14:1-14; 22:24-27). 

Faith and Dependence. The fundamental role of a 
reorientation to God is noted above (see under 
“Pictures of Response”). Such basic trust not only 
begins the walk with God, but sustains it (Luke 5:31- 
32; 15:17-21; 12:22-32). 

Total Commitment. Disciples are to be totally 
focused on their walk with God. There are to be no 
higher priorities (Luke 9:23, 57-62; 14:25-35). This 
focus requires daily dedication and reflection about 
what is demanded. The reason for this commitment is 
that the path of the disciple is not easy. It involves 
“cross-bearing,” which is a daily endeavor. 


Commitment to the Lost. The community has a 
mission to the lost. Acts details the early 
accomplishments of this mission, but the Gospel 
spells out the call (Luke 24:47), the emphasis (Luke 
5:31-32; 19:10), and the focus of the mission on “tax 
collectors” and sinners (Luke 15:1-32; 7:28-30). The 
church is not an inwardly directed body, but an 
outwardly reaching group. The theme of testimony 
and witness in Acts also underlies this point. 

Love for God and for One’s Neighbor. Devotion to 
God expresses itself in dependent prayer (Luke 11:1- 
13). Devotion to Jesus is shown in the “right” choice 
of Mary to sit at Jesus’ feet, absorbing his teaching 
and presence (Luke 10:38-42). The care of one’s 
neighbor is likewise an expression of such devotion 
(Luke 10:25-37). In fact, the call is to be a neighbor 
to everyone. Such care and compassion know no 
boundaries of race, gender, or class, as Jesus’ own 
ministry showed. 

Prayer. Prayer is noted by exhortation and example 
(Luke 11:1-13; 18:1-8, 9-14; 22:40). Prayer does not 
demand; it requests, humbly relying upon God’s 
mercy and will. It looks to the return and 

consummation. It rests in God’s care and provision 


of basic needs. It also recognizes that in seeking 
forgiveness one should be prepared to give it as well. 

Persistence in Suffering. Many of the texts dealing 
with persistence have already been noted (Luke 
8:13-15; 9:23; 18:8; 21:19). The church in Acts often 
exemplifies such persistence (Acts 4:23-31). This 
attitude of the disciple is related in turn to patience 
and expectation. 

Watchfulness, Patience, Boldness. Disciples are to 
fear God, not people (Luke 12:1-12). They recognize 
that the Lord will return and that they are responsible 
to him (Luke 12:35-48; 19:11-27; 18:8). They cling 
to the Word and bear fruit (Luke 8:15). 

It is here that eschatology makes its impact in 
Luke. Jesus represents both the present and the 
future. The promises that remain unrealized will 
come (Luke 17:22-37; 21:5-38). The judgment of 
Jerusalem, which came in A.D. 70, is seen as the 
guarantee and picture of the final judgment. The 
return will be a horrific period in which unbelieving 
humankind is severely judged and believers will 
suffer at the hands of those who do not believe. Luke 
emphasizes that the return’s reality and the 
accountability that comes with it require that 
disciples be faithful and that all people respond to the 


good news. In Acts, Luke will note that Jesus is the 
“judge of the living and the dead” (Acts 10:42; 
17:31). The Lucan eschatological discourse makes it 
clear that there is some time before the return (Luke 
21:5-20). The time of the return is unknown, but will 
come quickly when it comes (Luke 12:35-40). 

More problematic is how soon Luke anticipates the 
return. Some texts suggest a high level of immediacy 
(Luke 18:8; 21:32). But such texts can be read to 
suggest either that the return is “next” on the divine 
calendar (Luke 18:8; Acts 3:18-21) or that the return, 
when it comes, will come quickly and be resolved 
quickly (Luke 17:24—37; 21:25-36). Luke’s position 
expresses uncertainty about the timing of the return 
and yet the possibility of its coming at any moment. 

Luke uniquely notes the reality of “personal 
eschatology,” that is, the awareness of being in Jesus’ 
presence upon death. In two unique texts, Luke 
portrays death as a transition into paradise (Luke 
23:42-43) or as the acceptance of a faithful witness 
by the Son of Man (Acts 7:55-56). Thus the issue of 
a current “interim” period without the consummation 
is somewhat softened by the presence of the 
intermediate reality for those who pass away before 
the return. In all of this, the future helps to give 


perspective to the present, especially perspective 
about the readiness to suffer. 

Joy and Praise. Notes of joy resound throughout 
the Gospel; they are related to God’s plan (Luke 
1:14; 2:10), the Word (Luke 8:13), mission (Luke 
10:17), heaven’s reaction to sinners who repent (Luke 
15:7, 10), and Jesus’ resurrection and ascension 
(Luke 24:41, 52). The hope of the gospel fuels a 
basic joy and praise of God. 

Hindrances to Discipleship. The role of money is a 
much discussed Lucan topic (Seecombe 1982; 
Pilgrim 1981; T. Schmidt 1987). Negative warnings 
and parables abound (Luke 8:14; 12:13-21; 16:1-15, 
19-31; 18:18-25). But positive examples also exist 
(Luke 8:1-3; 19:1-10; 21:1—4; Acts 4:36-37). 
Especially debated is whether Luke decries wealth 
per se. The example of Zacchaeus, who generously 
repaid his misuse of funds, but hardly divested 
himself of every asset, suggests the issue is not what 
one has, but what is done with what one has. The 
disciples are said to have “left all” for Jesus (Luke 
18:28-30), a remark that goes beyond resources to 
leaving family as well. Yet later in the Gospel, they 
exhibit failure, when the pressure of Jesus’ arrest 
produces denial. The issue with resources (as with 


family and fearing people) is not the perfection of 
one’s response or a literal following through to one’s 
last coin, but a fundamental orientation, a recognition 
that all of one’s life belongs to God and comes from 
his hand. The rich man would not even consider 
Jesus’ request to sell all, while the disciples and 
Zacchaeus had entered into the process. In sum, Luke 
warns that the hindrances to discipleship include not 
only resources, but fearing people (Luke 12:1-12) 
and worrying about the cares of life (Luke 8:14). 


Summary 


Luke’s Gospel is pastoral, theological, and historical. 
The reality of God’s plan influences how individuals 
see themselves and the community to which they 
belong. Old barriers of race are removed. New hope 
abounds. There is to be no doubt that the message of 
Jesus is one of hope and transformation. Anyone, Jew 
or Gentile, can belong. At the center is Jesus, the 
promised Messiah-Lord, who sits at God’s right hand 
exercising authority from above. He will return one 
day and all will be accountable to him. His life, 
ministry, resurrection, and ascension show that he has 
the ability to be trusted. He can bring God’s promises 
to completion, just as he has inaugurated them. In the 


meantime, being a disciple is not easy, but it is full of 
rich blessing that transcends anything else this life 
can offer. This is the reassurance about salvation that 
Luke offers to Theophilus and others like him. 


Outline 


The following detailed outline of the Gospel of Luke 
reflects the basic exegetical units discussed in the 
commentary, except in a few cases where more 
precise divisions are beneficial to note. 


I. Luke’s preface and the introduction 
of John and Jesus (1:1—2:52) 
A. Preface: Luke carefully builds on precedent 


(1:1-4) 

B. Infancy narrative: forerunner and fulfillment 
(1:5-2:40) 
1. Announcement to Zechariah (1:5-25) 
2. Announcement to Mary (1:26-38) 
3. Meeting of Mary and Elizabeth (1:39-45) 
4. Mary’s praise: the Magnificat (1:46-56) 
5. Birth of John (1:57--66) 
6. Zechariah’s praise: the Benedictus (1:67- 


80) 
7. Birth of Jesus (2:1-7) 
8. Reaction to the birth (2:8-21) 


9. Witness of the man and woman at the 
temple (2:22-40) 
C. Jesus’ revelation of his self-understanding 
(2:41-52) 
TI. Preparation for ministry: anointed 
by God (3:1—4:13) 
A. John the Baptist: one who goes before (3:1— 
20) 
1. Ministry of John the Baptist (3:1—6) 
2. Preaching of John the Baptist (3:7-14) 
3. Promise of John the Baptist (3:15-18) 
4. Imprisonment of John the Baptist (3:19- 
20) 
B. Jesus: one who comes after (3:21-4:13) 
1. Jesus’ baptism (3:21-22) 
2. Jesus’ genealogy: son of Adam, Son of 
God (3:23-38) 
3. Messianic preparation: resistance of Satan 


(4:1-13) 
III. Galilean ministry: revelation of 
Jesus (4:14-9:50) 


A. Overview of Jesus’ ministry (4:14-44) 
1. Summary of Jesus’ Galilean ministry 
(4:14-15) 
2. Example of Jesus’ preaching (4:16-30) 


3. Examples of Jesus’ ministry (4:31-44) 
a. Setting summary (4:31-32) 
b. Unclean spirit cast out (4:33-37) 
c. Simon’s mother-in-law healed (4:38-39) 
d. Jesus’ healings; demonic confessions 
(4:40-41) 
e. Jesus’ mission to preach the kingdom 
(4:42-44) 
B. Gathering of disciples (5:1-6:16) 
1. Miraculous catch and Peter (5:1-11) 
2. Two miracles of authority (5:12-26) 
a. Cleansing of the leper (5:12-16) 
b. Healing of the paralytic (5:17—26) 
3. Call of Levi and a complaint (5:27-32) 
a. Call of Levi (5:27-28) 
b. Controversy over association and 
mission (9:29-32) 
4. Rise of opposition: three controversies 
(5:33-6:11) 
a. Question about fasting (5:33-39) 
b. Question about plucking grain on the 
Sabbath (6:1-5) 
c. Question about healing on the Sabbath 
(6:6-11) 
5. Choosing of the Twelve (6:12-16) 


C. Jesus’ teaching (6:17—49) 
1. Setting (6:17-19) 
2. Jesus’ message: an offer and the call to 
love (6:20-49) 
a. Prophetic call: blessings and woes (6:20- 
26) 
b. Parenetic call to love and mercy (6:27- 
38) 
c. Parabolic call to righteousness, fruit, and 
wise building (6:39--49) 
D. First movements to faith and christological 
questions (7:1-8:3) 
1. Faith of a centurion (7:1—10) 
2. Resuscitation of a widow’s son and 
questions about Jesus (7:11-17) 
3. Questions about Jesus and John the Baptist 
(7:18-35) 
a. John’s question to Jesus about his 
ministry (7:18-23) 
b. Jesus’ view of John (7:24-30) 
c. Jesus’ view of this generation (7:31-35) 
4. Picture of faith: a sinful woman forgiven 
(7:36-50) 
5. Picture of faith: the ministering women 
(8:1-3) 


E. Call to faith, christological revelation, and 
questions (8:4-9:17) 
1. Call to faith (8:4-21) 
a. Issue of response: seed parable (8:4-15) 
b. Call to respond to light (8:16-18) 
c. True family of Jesus (8:19-21) 
2. Christological authority over all (8:22- 
9:17) 
a. Authority over nature: stilling of the 
storm (8:22-25) 
b. Authority over demons: Gerasene 
demoniac (8:26—39) 
c. Authority over disease and death: flow of 
blood and Jairus’s daughter (8:40—56) 
d. Commissioned authority revealed (9:1-6) 
e. Herod’s questions about Jesus (9:7—9) 
f. Authority to provide revealed (9:10-17) 
F. Christological confession and instruction about 
discipleship (9:18-50) 
1. Peter’s confession (9:18—20) 
2. Prediction of Jesus’ suffering (9:21-22) 
3. The “new way” of suffering (9:23-27) 
4. Transfiguration: divine confirmation and a 
call to hear (9:28—36) 


5. The disciples’ failure and Jesus’ instruction 
(9:37-50) 
a. The disciples’ failure and Jesus’ reversal 
(9:37-43a) 
b. Prediction of betrayal (9:43b-45) 
c. On greatness and cooperation (9:46-50) 
IV. Jerusalem journey: Jewish rejection 
and the new way (9:51-19:44) 
A. Blessing of decision: privilege, mission, and 
commitment (9:51-10:24) 
1. Rejection in Samaria (9:51—56) 
2. Warnings about discipleship (9:57-62) 
3. The mission of the seventy-two (10:1-24) 
a. The larger mission of the seventy-two 
(10:1-12) 
b. Jesus’ woes on the unrepentant cities 
(10:13-15) 
c. Jesus’ messengers (10:16) 
d. The messengers’ report (10:17—20) 
e. Jesus’ thanksgiving and blessing (10:21- 
24) 
B. Discipleship: looking to one’s neighbor, Jesus, 
and God (10:25-11:13) 
1. Looking to one’s neighbor: parable of the 
good Samaritan (10:25-37) 


2. Looking to Jesus: Martha and Mary 
(10:38-42) 

3. Looking to God: call to prayer (11:1-13) 

C. Controversies, corrections, and calls to trust 

(11:14-54) 

1. Controversy: what do healings mean? 
(11:14-23) 

2. Warnings about response (11:24-36) 
a. Parable of the returning spirits (11:24— 

26) 
b. Blessing for keeping God’s word (11:27- 
28) 

c. No sign except Jonah (11:29-32) 
d. Two sayings about light (11:33-36) 

3. Rebuke of Pharisees and scribes (11:37— 
54) 

D. Discipleship: trusting God (12:1-48) 

1. The need to avoid hypocrisy, fear God, and 
confess Jesus (12:1—12) 

2. Parable of the rich fool (12:13-21) 

3. Call to avoid anxiety (12:22-34) 

4. Call to be ready and faithful stewards: 
parable of the faithful and unfaithful servants 
(12:35-48) 


E. Knowing the nature of the time: Israel turns 
away, but blessing still comes (12:49-14:24) 
1. Knowing the time (12:49-59) 
a. Jesus as the cause of division (12:49-53) 
b. Reading the times like the weather 
(12:54-56) 
c. Settling accounts with the accuser 
(12:57--59) 

2. Lessons for Israel (13:1-9) 
a. Tragedy and the need to repent (13:1-5) 
b. Parable of the spared fig tree (13:6—9) 

3. Sabbath healing of the bent-over woman 
(13:10-17) 

4. Kingdom parables: mustard seed and 
leaven (13:18-21) 

5. The narrow and soon-shut door (13:22-30) 

6. Lament for the nation as Jerusalem nears 
(13:31-35) 

7. Another Sabbath healing and silence 
(14:1-6) 

8. Lessons on humility and generosity (14:7- 
14) 

9. Parable of the great supper (14:15-24) 

F. Discipleship in the face of rejection: basic 
elements (14:25-35) 


G. Pursuit of sinners: heaven’s examples (15:1- 

32) 

1. Parable of the lost sheep (15:1-7) 

2. Parable of the lost coin (15:8-10) 

3. Parable of the forgiving father (15:11-32) 

H. Generosity: handling money and possessions 
(16:1-31) 

1. Parable of the crafty steward (16:1-13) 

2. Responses to the Pharisees’ scoffing 
(16:14-18) 

3. Parable of Lazarus and the rich man 
(16:19-31) 

I. False teaching, forgiveness, and service 
(17:1-10) 

1. Warning about false teaching (17:1-3a) 

2. Instruction about confronting the sinner 
and forgiving the penitent (17:3b-4) 

3. Exhortation to exercise even a little 
genuine faith (17:5-6) 

4. Parable of the dutiful servant (17:7-10) 

J. Faithfulness in looking for the king, the 
kingdom, and the kingdom’s consummation 
(17:11-18:8) 

1. Healing of ten lepers and a Samaritan’s 
faith (17:11-19) 


2. Question about the consummation (17:20- 
37) 
a. Basic reply (17:20-21) 
b. Its quick coming and accompanying 
judgment (17:22-37) 
3. Expectant prayer and promised vindication: 
parable of the nagging widow (18:1-8) 

K. Humbly entrusting all to the Father (18:9-30) 

1. Humility and arrogance: parable of the 
Pharisee and tax collector (18:9-14) 

2. Children and faith (18:15-17) 

3. Jesus’ discussion with a rich ruler and the 
disciples (18:18-30) 
a. The rich ruler and Jesus (18:18-23) 
b. Discussion about the rich ruler’s 

response (18:24—30) 

L. Turning to Jerusalem: messianic power, 
personal transformation, warning of 
responsibility, and entry with mourning 
(18:31-19:44) 

1. The passion prediction (18:31-34) 

2. Healing by the Son of David (18:35-43) 

3. Zacchaeus: faith’s transforming power 
(19:1-10) 

4. Parable of stewardship (19:11-27) 


5. Jesus’ controversial approach to Jerusalem 
(19:28-40) 
6. Weeping for Jerusalem (19:41—44) 
V. Jerusalem: the Innocent One slain 
and raised (19:45-24:53) 
A. Controversy in Jerusalem (19:45-21:4) 
1. Temple cleansing (19:45-48) 
2. Question about authority (20:1-8) 
3. Parable of the wicked vinedressers (20:9— 
19) 
4. Question about Caesar’s tax (20:20-26) 
5. Question about resurrection (20:27—40) 
6. Jesus’ question about Messiah (20:41—44) 
7. Jesus’ condemnation of the scribes (20:45- 
47) 
8. Counterexample: the widow who gave all 
(21:1-4) 
B. Jerusalem’s destruction and the end (21:5-38) 
1. Setting (21:5-6) 
2. Signs before the end (21:7-11) 
3. Persecution (21:12-19) 
4. Picture of the end: Jerusalem’s destruction 
(21:20-24) 
5. The end: coming of the Son of Man 
(21:25-28) 


6. Parable of the fig tree (21:29--33) 
7. Application: call to watch (21:34-36) 
8. Jesus teaches at the temple (21:37--38) 
C. Betrayal and farewell (22:1—38) 
1. Judas’s plan to betray (22:1-6) 
2. Preparing for the meal (22:7-13) 
3. Last Supper (22:14-20) 
4. Last discourse (22:21-38) 
a. The betrayer (22:21-23) 
b. Greatness (22:24-27) 
c. Appointment to authority (22:28-30) 
d. Peter’s denials predicted (22:31-34) 
e. Swords and rejection (22:35-38) 

D. Trials and death of Jesus (22:39-23:56) 
1. Preparation through prayer (22:39--46) 
2. Betrayal and arrest (22:47-53) 

3. Trial and denials (22:54-71) 
a. Jesus taken to the high priest (22:54) 
b. Peter’s three denials (22:55-62) 
c. Jesus reviled (22:63-65) 
d. Jesus condemned before the Sanhedrin 
(22:66-71) 
4. Trial before Pilate (23:1-5) 
5. Trial before Herod (23:6-12) 


6. Sentencing by Pilate and release of 
Barabbas (23:13-25) 
a. Jesus’ innocence declared (23:13-16) 
b. The crowd’s demand: Jesus’ death and 
Barabbas’s release (23:18-23) 
c. Jesus’ condemnation and Barabbas’s 
release (23:24-25) 
7. Crucifixion (23:26—49) 
a. To Golgotha (23:26-32) 
b. Crucifixion (23:33-38) 
c. Two thieves (23:39--43) 
d. Jesus’ death (23:44—49) 
8. Burial (23:50-56) 
E. Resurrection and ascension of Jesus (24:1-53) 
1. Resurrection discovered (24:1-12) 
2. Emmaus road and a meal of discovery 
(24:13-35) 
a. Meeting (24:13-16) 
b. Conversation (24:17-27) 
c. Meal and revelation (24:28-32) 
d. Report to disciples (24:33-35) 
3. Commission, promise, and ascension 
(24:36-53) 
a. Appearance at a meal (24:36-43) 


b. Commission, plan, and promise of the 
Spirit (24:44-49) 
c. Ascension (24:50-53) 


I. Luke’s Preface and the Introduction 
of John and Jesus (1:1-2:52) 


Luke introduces his account with three major units. The 
first, a preface, mirrors other ancient writing and 
describes the basis of his work (1:1-4). His account 
carefully builds on precedent and is grounded in a 
tradition from eyewitnesses. In addition, Luke has gone 
back through the events carefully and now sets about 
telling the story in a way that assures the reader about 
God’s plan. 

The second unit is a long and elaborately constructed 
section in which Luke introduces God’s work of 
salvation (1:5—2:40). This section serves as a 
theological overture to many themes in Luke—Acts. The 
basic emphasis is God’s fulfillment of promises made 
long ago. In addition, Luke introduces two key players 
in the plan: John the Baptist and Jesus. Everything 
about these two chapters shows Jesus’ superiority to 
John. John is born of barren parents, but Jesus is born 
miraculously of a virgin. John is great before the Lord, a 
prophet of the Most High, but Jesus is greater, the 
promised Messiah from David. Numerous witnesses 
from heaven and earth testify to what is taking place as 
God’s salvation arrives. 


The third section is generally put with the “infancy 
material” of 1:5-2:40, but really is distinct. It represents 
Jesus’ own testimony, showing his awareness that he 
must do his Father’s work (2:41-52). Since Jesus is 
almost a teenager at the time, it hardly does the passage 
a service to place it with the infancy material. Rather, it 
is the last section in the overture, with Jesus sounding 
the final note. The account rightly moves Jesus to center 
stage. Until 2:41 others talk about Jesus. In this final 
passage, Jesus introduces himself and his authority. 

Luke moves from describing his own task (1:1--4) to 
having Jesus reveal his call (2:49). Christology 
dominates these texts, as does the note of fulfillment. 
This fulfillment is painted in very national colors, as 
those around Jesus hope that he will deliver the nation. 
Jesus does that and more. 


Localities in Luke 1:1-2:52 


Bethlehem 2:4,15 
desert 1:80 
Galilee 1:26; 2:4, 39 


hill country of Judea 1:39, 65 


Jerusalem 


Judea 


Nazareth 


Qumran 


Syria 


2:22, 25, 38, 41, 43, 45 


1:39, 65; 2:4 (in 1:5 “Judea” 
probably = land of the Jews) 


1:26; 2:4, 39, 51 


[1:80] 


2:2 


SYRIA 


GALILEE 


Nazareth 


desert 


Jerusakme 


Qumran 
hill country eBethichom 
of Judea 


JUDEA 


A. Preface: Luke Carefully Builds on 
Precedent (1:1-4) 


Luke begins his work as other ancient writers do, 
with a preface. The entire paragraph is one long 
Greek sentence. Luke explains his connection to 
the past and his desire to give his readers 
assurance about the instruction they have 
received. Luke discusses in 1:1 the tradition he 
inherited. Then he traces in 1:2 the origin of that 
tradition in eyewitnesses and servants who preach 
the Word. As the main clause, 1:3 discusses how 
Luke wrote his account. The last verse reveals 
Luke’s purpose. He desires to give his reader, 
Theophilus, assurance about the events 
surrounding Jesus. Theophilus had previous 
knowledge of these events and Luke wishes to 
reassure the recipient of his treatise that Jesus is 
the fulfillment of God’s promises. Luke 1:1 speaks 
of fulfilled events to raise the note of God’s 
activity at the very start. History makes it clear 
that Theophilus was not the only one who 
benefited from Luke’s labor; the church was also a 
major beneficiary. 


The structure of 1:1—4 reflects balanced Greek 
periodic style with a protasis in 1:1—2 (“inasmuch 
as” or “since”) and an apodosis in 1:3-4 (“it 
seemed good also to me”; see BDF 8464; BDR 
8464.4). BDF describes how the periodic 
parallelism works: “many” is parallel to “also to 
me,” while “to compose a narrative” goes with “to 
write for you,” and “even as eyewitnesses and 
servants handed down” is tied to “in order that 
you might have assurance.” The parallelism in the 
third unit is not as clear as in the first two units 
(for a stylistic parallel, see Acts 15:24—25). Tiede 
(1988: 33) notes how the period is laid out in 
parallel lines, matching the suggestion of BDF. So 
Luke 1:1-4 goes as follows: 


a inasmuch as many have undertaken 
(1:1a) 

b to compile an account of the things 
... (1:1b) 

c even as those ... delivered to us 
(1:2) 

a it seemed good also to me ... (1:3a) 

b’ to write an orderly account for you 


... (1:3b) 


Cc that you might know certainty ... 
(1:4) 


The passage’s balance provides an esthetic touch. 
The parallelism also reflects Luke’s effort to 
create a culturally appropriate introduction. 


There are ancient parallels to the prologue. Some are 
in Hellenistic-Jewish writings (Wiefel 1988: 38 n. 1). 
Here one can note 2 Macc. 2:19-31. The writer of 
2 Maccabees cites a predecessor and then explains 
what his own goal is in writing a new summary work 
(2:23). He compares his work to painting an already 
constructed house (2:29). He wishes to entertain and 
provide facts for the profit of the reader (2:25). 
Josephus’s Antiquities 1 proem 881-4 and the Letter 
of Aristeas 1-8 should also be mentioned. There is 
also the prologue to Sirach, where the writer likewise 
explains the rationale for his work. 

Josephus says that he writes to set out events in 
which he took part and to remove the prevailing 
ignorance that exists about important events. 
Josephus’s introduction in Against Apion 1.1 831-5 
even has a dedicatory line to “most esteemed 


Epaphroditus” and describes the quality of the 
witnesses on whom Josephus relies. He writes this 
work to convict detractors of the truth who spread 
falsehood, to correct ignorance, and to instruct all 
who desire to know the truth. The prologue to the 
Letter of Aristeas speaks of a “trustworthy” narrative 
of memorable matters (1, 6). Sirach simply tries to 
present to the outside world the legacy of Israel’s 
traditions of wisdom and discipline. 

Greek parallels also exist for this form. The later 
work by Lucian of Samosata (ca. A.D. 125-180), 
How to Write History 53-55, states that unlike the 
orators he will not appeal for a favorable hearing. He 
desires to interest his audience and instruct them. 
Earlier, he had said that the only task of a historian is 
to tell the truth (39-40; Tiede 1988: 34). Fitzmyer 
(1981: 16) notes that the ancients knew how to 
distinguish between fact and fiction. The goals of 
many Greek writers were like those of 2 Maccabees 
and other Jewish historian-theologians. Lucian argues 
that, if what is said is important and essential, it will 
receive attention. The goal is to be clear, set forth 
causes, and outline the main events. Luke writes with 
similar goals. 


Alexander (1986: 60-63) argues that Luke is a 
writer in the classic “ancient scientific” mold.* This 
places Luke in the “middle brow” of classical 
writing. In Alexander’s view, such a work respects 
tradition and uses sources, but also has some 
reworking of tradition. Sterling (1992: 311-89) 
argues that Luke-Acts is apologetic historiography, 
like Josephus and other Hellenistic Jewish works. 
Luke is trying to define the church’s place within 
Hellenistic culture and to explain how its roots relate 
to divine promise. Hengel (1980: 49) argues that 
Christian history is not designed to present a 

“rational means of proof for the church” (i.e., pure 
apology), but is an “invitation to understanding in 
faith.” This is the best way to understand Luke’s 
historiography, provided one does not divide too 
greatly between history and theology or between 
rationality and persuasion. 

Among the ancients, various terms are tied to 
writing history. The term Wuyaywyta (psychagögia, 
persuasion) is related to a verb that can be pejorative: 
Yvyaywyéw (psychagögeö, to lead astray, delude; 
LSJ 2026 SII). It refers to the goal of some writers, 
while others refuse to adopt it. Another term is 
UMOUVNU (hypomnéma, records, memorial, 


commentary, or minutes; LSJ 1889 811.4).* Still a 
third idea is i0TOpla (historia, inquiry, information, 
narrative, or history; LSJ_842_8II). But Luke chose 
none of these terms to describe his work. His term is 
Sujynotc (diegesis, narrative account; see BAGD 
195 and BAA 392; LSJ 427 defines the verb form 
broadly as “to describe”; Büchsel, TDNT 2:908, 
defines a related verb as “to recount”). 

Biichsel (TDNT 2:909) notes that the term 
Sujyynotc simply means “narrative.” It does not refer 
to some form of an incomplete literary work that one 
could compare to the individual, detached traditions 
of modern form criticism. Luke has longer materials 
in mind than individual pericopes. Büchsel gives 
some extrabiblical texts using the term (TDNT 2:909 
n. 3). Some texts describe oral reports; others refer to 
written reports or historical accounts: Sir. 6:35 (oral); 
9:15 (oral); 22:6 (oral); 27:11, 13 (oral); 38:25 (oral); 
and 39:2 (discourses of famous men); Letter of 
Aristeas 8, 322 (written); 2 Macc. 2:32 (written); 
6:17 (historical narrative). LSJ adds Plato, Republic 
392D and Phaedrus 246A, and one should also note 
Hab. 2:6 LXX (oral). The verb Stnyeouar 
(diegeomai) in the NT speaks of both oral and written 


Acts 8:33; 9:27; 12:17; written in Heb. 11:32. So 
whatever type of narrative Luke alludes to in 1:1, it is 
not clear whether the sources are oral or written or 
both. What is clear is that these prior works are long 
and that Luke’s work is similar to them, as 1:3 makes 
clear (Tannehill 1986: 10). This association might 
suggest, but does not guarantee, that they are written 
Sources. 


So Luke explains why he has written and 
establishes that his work has precedents. Luke 
makes other points as well: he highlights the 
eyewitness origin of tradition; he points out that 
his account results from a careful consideration of 
the events; and he notes that the study was 
carefully done. In fact, the account begins at the 
start and is thorough. Luke’s contribution is 

significant not only because of his careful work, 
but also because only he writes a sequel, Acts, 
tying fulfillment in Jesus to the church. 

The basic outline of Luke 1:1—4 is as follows: 


1. The precedents (1:1-2) 
a. Existence of other accounts (1:1) 


b. Source of the accounts: apostolic 
eyewitnesses (1:2) 
2. Luke’s contribution (1:3-4) 
a. Luke’s method of composition (1:3) 
b. Purpose of Luke’s composition (1:4) 


Luke stresses his accuracy and reveals his goal 
of providing assurance to the reader. His care 
reflects his aim. Though others have gone before 
him, Luke attempts to give additional detail to 
Jesus’ ministry, so that Theophilus and those like 
him can know that God was at work in Jesus. 
Luke’s Gospel is about Jesus and salvation, but it 
is more than that. Behind the events stands the 
God of design and concern, who will not abandon 
his people, his promises, or his plan. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


1Sınasmuch as} many have undertaken to compile an account 
of the things that have been fulfilled among us, ?even as those who 
were from the beginning eyewitnesses and servants of the Word 
delivered to us, ĉit seemed good Oalso to me], having followed all 
things carefully from the beginning, to write an orderly account for 


you, most excellent Theophilus, “that you might know certainty 
concerning the things about which you were instructed. 


1. The Precedents (1:1-2) 
a. Existence of Other Accounts (1:1) 


1:1 Luke’s work is not novel. His Gospel notes the 
precedent of others recounting what Jesus did. The 
conditional term ETTELÖNTTEP (epeidéper, inasmuch 
as) is usually causally related to the action of the 
main clause: “since many have undertaken” (BDE 
8456.3). Those accounts laid the groundwork for why 
Luke writes. Ancient writers loved to show that what 
they were doing had precedents. 

Luke’s introduction has stylistic parallels with 
other ancient writings. Fitzmyer cites similar 
beginnings from Josephus, Jewish War 1.proem.6 
817, and Philo, Embassy to Gaius 25 8164.2 No LXX 

usage exists for the introductory term ETTELÖNTTEP, 
but this style of introduction is common. The causal 
nuance is defended by Marshall (1978: 41) and 
Schneider (1977a: 38). 

So Luke is not the first to write about Jesus. 
“Many” (Jt0AAOL, polloi) refers to his literary or oral 
predecessors or both. For most scholars today, this 
would allude, at least, to Mark and Q (from German 


Quelle, source). Q is a posited source or set of 
sources containing Jesus’ teaching that both Luke 
and Matthew used. Those who hold to the existence 
of Q usually think that Mark was the first Gospel 
written. Others believe that Matthew is a source that 
precedes Luke; some of these scholars do not think 
an appeal to Q is necessary. Scholars who hold to the 
Griesbach or Augustinian hypothesis consider 
Matthew as the first written Gospel (Griesbach: 
Matthew, Luke, Mark; Augustinian: Matthew, Mark, 
Luke). Fitzmyer (1981: 91) and Schneider (1977a: 
38), with most, hold to the “four-source theory,” 
which advocates Marcan priority and the use of Q, 
along with a special set of Lucan sources called L. 
The fourth source (called M) in the four-source view 
is a special Matthean source, which is material that 
only the First Gospel writer used. Caird (1963: 23- 
27) argues for a proto-Luke hypothesis, that is, Mark 
became a Lucan source at a late stage. In this view 
Mark had a minor role as a source.* 

Ertexeipnoav (epecheirésan, have undertaken, 
set their hand to, attempted) describes the work of 
Luke’s predecessors. “Setting the hand” to tell a story 
might well suggest written accounts here, except that 
other terms in the context suggest organized oral 


reports. So Luke’s remark suggests the presence of 
written materials, but need not be limited to such 
sources. Is EITIYELPEW neutral or pejorative? Did 
Luke think Jesus’ story was well served by previous 
accounts? First, the term is the natural one to use for 
composing an account (BAGD 304; BAA 617; 
Cadbury 1922a: 493). Käuol (ka’moi, and I also) in 
1:3 has Luke join himself to his predecessors (Leaney 
1958: 77; Marshall 1978: 42; Creed 1930: 3; 
Plummer 1896: 4).° But Fitzmyer (1981: 291-92) 
argues that the stress on accuracy and research shows 
Luke still thought work needed to be done. 
Klostermann (1929: 2) also views a critique as 
implied. 

However, another fact complicates the discussion. 
Luke’s sequel makes his task unique, by joining Jesus 
tradition to church history. Luke adds more accounts 
to Jesus’ ministry and includes discussion of the 
church’s rise (L material comprises over one-third of 
the Gospel). He does so without necessarily 
downgrading his predecessors, who blazed a difficult 
trail ahead of him. One can note the neutrality in 
ETteXelpnoav by citing common usage from MM 
250—51.* Acts 9:29 and 19:13 represent other NT 
uses, which are more negative, but KAuol in Luke 


1:3 is the key to the problem. The phrase is not as 
pejorative as Danker (1988: 24) suggests when he 
includes the possibility of heretics in this group.” 
Along with 1:3, the connection of these accounts 
with the apostolic eyewitnesses shows that they are 
seen mostly in a good light (1:2). 

Luke calls the previous accounts orderly 
(Avatasaocdaı dınynoLv, anataxasthai diegesin). 
Fitzmyer (1981: 292) has a detailed lexical survey of 
Sujyynotc (diegesis), which refers to historical 
narrative.? Avatasaodau refers to an orderly 
account (BAGD 61; BAA 122). Delling (TDNT 
8:32--33) suggests that the term refers to the 
movement from oral to written tradition. Taken with 
this sense, the Lucan reference is exclusively to 
written sources, but it is not guaranteed that this is 
the point. AVaTAOOOUAL itself can refer to oral or 
written accounts, so the idea that only written 
accounts are in view cannot be defended merely from 
the use of this term. This term is a technical 
expression of ancient historians for different kinds of 
recounting." 

It was not just any set of events that were recorded. 
They had a special character. Hepi Tv 
TTETANPOPOPNHEVWV év NUlV TPAYUATWV (peri 


ton peplerophoremenön en hemin pragmaton) means 
“concerning the events fulfilled among us.” The 
meaning of “fulfilled” is disputed (Fitzmyer 1981: 
293). Does it mean completed, assured (Rengstorf 
1968: 14), or fulfilled'® events? The third meaning, 
“fulfilled,” is the best since Luke’s emphasis in his 
volumes is the fulfillment of God’s plan (1:20, 57; 
2:6, 21-22; 4:21; 9:31; 21:22, 24; 24:44-47). The 
passive participle TETANPOMOPNUEVWV (that have 
been fulfilled) suggests God’s acts with its use of the 
“theological” passive (Marshall 1978: 41). These 
fulfilled events from the past continue to color how 
one should see the present. The effect of Jesus’ life, 
death, and resurrection lives on. Luke will chronicle 
one of the immediate effects, the rise of the church, 
in his second volume. In Acts, Luke makes the point 
that Jesus continues to work in the world as the 
exalted Lord (Acts 1:1-5). 

These divinely wrought events did not occur in a 
corner. Ev Nuiv describes “events fulfilled among 
us.” At the minimum, the first-person plural pronoun 
refers to those believers who saw the initiation of 
salvation history, the “first generation.” Both 
Fitzmyer (1981: 293-94) and Leaney (1958: 77) 
stress that the reference here is to those who observed 


these events. Leaney is more narrow, taking Y}ULV to 
refer only to this original group. But Fitzmyer 
correctly extends the reference to all affected by 
salvation history, as does Marshall (1978: 41). Dillon 
(1978: 271 n. 115) argues that this phrase moves 
one’s attention away from a reference only to the 
original events to the effect of those events in a later 
time for all who came to believe. It refers to the 
second and third generations (the perfect participle 
suggests a broader time frame for the remark). He 
notes correctly that the perfect tense of the participle 
“fulfilled” can include a reference to a group that was 
not present at the original events. Past and present 
believers, united by these events, share in their 
significance. The historical ground that produced this 
impact is the topic of Luke’s two volumes. 


b. Source of the Accounts: Apostolic 
Eyewitnesses (1:2) 


1:2 Luke now details the ultimate source for these 
accounts. The conjunction KAOWG (kathös, even as) 
describes how the accounts originated by comparing 
the previous accounts to their point of origin 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 294; BDF 8453). The term stresses 
the reliable basis on which these accounts rested: 


traditions passed down to the reporters by the 
eyewitnesses and ministers of the Word. There is a 
two-step process described here; but the nature of the 
sources guarantees the quality. Luke is still 
discussing the earlier accounts here, not his own 
study, which he will describe in 1:34. 

The ultimate sources of the Jesus tradition are 
described by two terms, AUTOTTAL (autoptai, 
eyewitnesses) and ÜITNpETAL (hypéretai, servants). 
Here is a clear allusion to the original oral level of 
the tradition. This is the only NT use of aUTOTTNC. 
These servants served Jesus’ cause as eyewitnesses 
who preached the Jesus they saw.“ Fitzmyer (1981: 
294) notes that the word order favors a reference to 
one group that holds a twofold role: early witnesses 
who became ministers of the Word (also Nolland 
1989: 7). The single article Ot (hoi, the) and the 
trailing participle yevóuevot (genomenoi, were, 
became) argue for this view, though the plural makes 
it less than certain, since the Granville-Sharp rule 
does not apply in plural constructions. Fitzmyer 
(1981: 294) suggests that the reference is to those 
disciples who became apostles. These eyewitnesses 
go back to “the beginning” (az Apyxfß, ap’ archés ) 


of Jesus’ ministry, a ministry that started after Jesus’ 
baptism by John the Baptist (Acts 1:21-22; 10:37 
41). One group is referred to as they functioned in 
two stages of church history: they saw, and then they 
reported.'° 

Fitzmyer (1981: 294) argues that Luke is a third- 
generation Christian because before him there were 
(1) those present at the beginning and (2) those who 
ministered the Word (also Goulder 1989: 201). But, if 
the same group is in view in these two descriptions, 
then Luke could be a direct descendant of the original 
group. Even though Luke may be second generation, 
he is describing three stages of history in the 
tradition: (1) the experienced events, (2) the 
witnesses’ formulation of tradition concerning the 
events, and (3) the recording of that tradition and the 
reflection upon those events. Ellis’s description 
(1974: 65) of Luke as second generation is more 
accurate than seeing Luke in the third generation. 

The Word refers to the message about Jesus and 
divine events (Luce 1933: 82). The Word preached as 
God’s authoritative message is powerful.'° The 
ministers served not their own ends, but the cause of 
God’s message. 


The message was preached and was passed on, as 
Tapedsooav Nulv (paredosan hémin, delivered to 
us) indicates. The verb tTapaslöwutı (paradidömi) is 
a technical term for passing on official tradition.” 
Since an account (1:1) was made of what these 
ministers passed on (1:2), it is likely that the 
reference in 1:2 is to apostolic oral tradition (Creed 
1930: 4). The reference to “us” in 1:2 alludes to the 
tradition’s transmission to a later generation of the 
church, to those of Luke’s time. The appeal to 
eyewitnesses is more than mere literary convention. 
Creed (1930: 4) notes against Cadbury (1922a: 497) 
that one mentions eyewitnesses in the hope that one’s 
account will be believed. The recording of this 
tradition preserves this important material for all 
time. 


2.  Luke’s Contribution (1:3—4) 
a. Luke’s Method of Composition (1:3) 


1:3 Introducing the main clause, 1:3 gives Luke’s 
view of his own work. "E60é€ KUO! (edoxe ka’moi) 
means “it seemed good also to me.”’? Luke joins 
himself to those others who have catalogued Jesus’ 
life. They drew from the apostolic tradition for these 
accounts. Most agree that Luke wishes to add to this 


tradition of writing because he feels he has something 
to contribute (Schneider 1977a: 39; Fitzmyer 1981: 
296; Dillon 1981: 207-8). Any interpretation that 
Luke is contrasting himself to his predecessors does 
not honor the presence of Kal (kai, and) in the 
verse.” 

Luke notes four characteristics of his work in 1:3, 
but the meaning of several terms in the verse is 
disputed. The first key term is TAPNKOAOVONKOTL 
(parekolouthekoti), whose literal rendering is “having 
followed along closely.” The verb basically means 
“to follow,” but its precise force here is disputed 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 296). Though six possible meanings 
exist for the term, the dispute boils down to three 
options. (1) The term may refer to “following closely 
the progress of certain events,” so it means “to keep 
up with a movement.” In this view, it refers to 
following something with interest or by association, 
as opposed to doing research. (2) It may refer to the 
investigation of past events.” (3) Some church 
fathers took the term differently, referring it to 
Luke’s role as an apostolic follower. They argued that 
it means “to accompany,” a meaning that is close to 
the first sense found here, but that stresses Luke’s 
direct involvement more than the first view would 


(Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 103). If this third sense were 
the meaning, one wonders why Luke would appeal so 
strongly to the testimony of others as eyewitnesses, 
since he would have been one himself. Why would 
Luke be so obtuse about his own direct involvement? 

Haenchen argues strongly for the second view, 
asserting that the meaning “to investigate” is present 
in Josephus and that Cadbury’s interpretation does 
not fit the Lucan context.” Josephus uses the verb to 
mean “to follow,” but with a catch. The idea is to 
follow an account or events so as to understand them. 
If Luke’s meaning parallels that of Josephus, then the 
Gospel writer is asserting here that he gave careful 
attention to the events, something that implies 
investigation, since he did not experience all the 
events. 

Haenchen continues his case by noting that one 
cannot be intimately associated “carefully,” which is 
the resultant meaning when one links Cadbury’s 
sense of TAPNKOAOVONKOTL to AKPLBC (akribös). 
Also, Avwdev (anöthen) is unlikely to mean “a long 
time,” which is what it must mean for Cadbury’s 
definition of the term to stand. Now Luke is not an 


eyewitness, so his ability “to follow” the events 
carefully can result only from investigation.” 

Robertson (1923-24) also enters the discussion, 
noting that the choice for “investigation” is 
contextually generated because of the perfect 
participial form of the verb, since the meaning is that 
Luke “followed along” (i.e., studied) before he 
wrote.” So Luke declares first of all that his work is 
the fruit of investigation. 

The second description applies to the extent of the 
investigation. It is tied to GvWOev in the phrase 
Avwdev nw AKPLBWC (anöthen pasin akribos, 
from the beginning all things [or events] carefully). 

However, GvWwO0ev can mean either “from the 
beginning”” or “for a long time.”” If the latter 
translation is chosen, Luke refers to the length of 
study. The solution comes from Lucan usage. The 
parallelism of this expression with am’ apyfjc in 
Luke 1:2 and Acts 26:4—5 suggests the first meaning 
here. An emphasis on the length of the study would 
make the later reference to the care of the study 
somewhat redundant. So Luke makes a temporal 
reference back to the earliest events. 

Fitzmyer (1981: 298) raises the question if dpyn 
here refers to the births of John the Baptist and Jesus 


or to the start of the apostolic tradition. He opts for 
the latter but gives no clear reasons. The first option 
is better (Schneider 1977a: 39; Plummer 1896: 4; 
Creed 1930: 5). If one notes the emphasis on 
fulfillment in the infancy material and thus Luke’s 
unique contribution in regard to this period of Jesus 
life, then it would seem natural that Luke intends to 
refer back to this beginning. Though Jesus’ ministry 
does not begin until after John the Baptist, the 
fulfillment starts with John’s coming to earth. Luke 
viewed his new material on the infancy as 
contributing to the church’s information about Jesus. 
The reference to “everything” (TTÜOLV, pasin) gives 
a third characteristic of Luke’s work. It tells what he 
studied. He not only investigated the accounts and 
went back to the beginning, but he also looked at 
everything. A question exists whether TTÄOLV is 
masculine, referring to the study of all the sources, or 
neuter, referring to the study of events (Fitzmyer 
1981: 297 opts for the latter). If amt’ apyfc refers to 
the events starting from the infancy narrative, then it 
is most natural to see a reference to events here as 
well. Fitzmyer (1981: 297) seems inconsistent in 
taking the previous phrase to refer to apostolic 
tradition, while referring this phrase to events. Luke 


3 


examined all the events going back to Jesus’ birth 
(Klostermann 1929: 3). Given Luke’s associations in 
the church, he could make such inquiries. We should 
not think of Luke as a student locked up in a library, 
especially since written material was so rare in the 
ancient world. Here was an inquiring student, who 
took in whatever he could, oral or written. 

Axpıßüg (akribös) describes a fourth 
characteristic of Luke’s study. It tells how Luke did 
his work.” He investigated the material “carefully.” 
Some commentators see this as a description of how 
Luke wrote his material (i.e., modifying ypawat) 
rather than as a description of his investigation. But 
the word order of the sentence makes this connection 
less likely. So, Luke’s study is the fruit of a careful 
and thorough investigation that went back to Jesus’ 
birth. 

Luke describes his undertaking with Kadeäöfig GOL 
ypawat (kathexés soi grapsai, to write an orderly 
account for you). The connection of Kadeäfig could 
be disputed. Does it describe the manner of study? If 
so, it goes with TAPNKOAOVONKOTL and means 
“having investigated in an orderly manner.” Or does 
it describe the nature of the account? If so, it goes 


with ypawal and means “it seemed good to write an 
orderly account for you.” The parallel structure of the 
prologue argues for the second view: Kadeäfig 
describes what Luke wrote for Theophilus.” Luke 
wrote an orderly account of these events. 

But to what does Kadeäfig (an orderly account) 
refer? Is the order (1) “broadly chronological” 
(Marshall 1978: 43; Plummer 1896: 5), (2) “a literary 
systematic presentation” (Fitzmyer 1981: 298-99, 
citing Acts 11:4), (3) “a salvation-historical linkage” 
(Schneider 1977b), (4) “a complete presentation” 
(Klein 1974: 194—96), (5) “a continuous series” 
(Vö;lkel 1973-74), (6) the presentation that follows 
the prologue (Kürzinger 1974), or (7) a presentation 
without gaps (Mussner 1975)?" 

One can answer this question only by examining 
what Luke has done. The first three views all have 
some merit; but each, by itself, is inadequate. Luke is 
broadly chronological in its flow, but there is some 
rearrangement of material (e.g., Luke 4:16-30 from 
Mark 6:1-6; Luke 4:1-13, where the order of the 
temptations differs from Matthew; and the placement 
of John the Baptist’s imprisonment by Herod in Luke 
3:19-20). These rearrangements and others rule out a 
strictly chronological arrangement, though a general 


chronology is present, as I argue in the introduction 
to the Gospel of Luke. 

There is a geographical arrangement to the material 
as well. This movement is from Galilee, to Samaria, 
Jerusalem, Judea-Samaria, and then Rome. This 
arrangement is not artificial, since it represents the 
broad geographical sweep of Jesus’ ministry and the 
church’s growth. However, the organization of this 
material with this clear emphasis is Luke’s work. 

Luke’s order is also salvation-historical in that it 
shows the progress of salvation under God’s 
direction. This growth starts from its founder and 
continues with one of the most representative 
messengers of the faith, Paul. It runs from Israel to 
the Gentiles. It moves from promise in the infancy 
material to fulfillment in Jesus and the church. This 
two-part promise-fulfillment structure for God’s plan 
has more merit than does the threefold division 
advocated by Conzelmann (promise, Jesus, church), 
since it is not entirely clear that Luke separates the 
Jesus period from the church period as sharply as 
Conzelmann implies (see the discussion in Marshall 
1970: 77-83; Bock 1994c). Thus, the order of Luke’s 
account works on many levels.” It is broadly 


chronological and geographic, and deals with sacred 
history. 

Schneider (1977b) correctly argues that the focus is 
salvation-historical. Luke does not just link the 
events, but shows that what has been fulfilled gives 
assurance about what is still to be fulfilled: 
worldwide proclamation of the gospel and Jesus’ 
return. Schneider appeals especially to Acts 3:17—24 
and 11:4 for this concept of sacred history told “in 
order.” He puts his finger on a significant part of 
Luke’s concern but his restriction of assurance to 
future events is too limiting when one looks at 1:4 in 
light of the whole of Luke-Acts. Luke is also 
interested in Christology, and he details Gentile 
mission and inclusion. 

The recipient of the book comes next with 
KPATLOTE BEODWE (kratiste Theophile, most 
excellent Theophilus). The identity and spiritual 
status of Theophilus are unknown. Some have 
suggested that the name is symbolic of “pious 
Christians,” since the name means “beloved of God” 
(Plummer 1896: 5, with uncertainty). However, the 
address to him with the vocative KDGTLOTE seems to 
indicate a specific person of high social standing 
(Acts 23:26; 24:3; 26:25).°° This greeting could 


suggest that Theophilus is the patron or monetary 
backer of Luke’s work (so Ellis 1974: 66), but there 
is no clear way to determine this point. Marshall 
(1978: 43), Caird (1963: 44), and Fitzmyer (1981: 
299-300) mention traditions and speculation about 
his exact identity (see the introduction to the Gospel 
of Luke under “Purpose, Readers, and Destination”; 
Pseudo-Clement, Recognitions 10.71). 

Is Theophilus a believer or an interested 
unbeliever? This question turns on 1:4 and the 
meaning of KaTHYNONs (katechethes, you were 
instructed or you were informed). Caird (1963: 44) 
argues that an unbeliever is in view, because the 
dedication is too formal for a reference to a believer 
and because Luke’s work is apologetic in character 
(also Beyer, TDNT 3:639). But these arguments are 
not convincing. Luke’s prologue is formal, because it 
purposely has taken on a literary character. 
Accordingly, the formality need not indicate the 
audience, beyond suggesting someone of high 
culture. Luke’s goal, as stated in the preface, is to 
give knowledge or assurance (see the exegesis of 
A0PAAELAV in 1:4). The characterization of the 
Gospel as apologetic is not the best description of the 
work. The contents of the Gospel and Acts do not 


represent a defense but a proclamation of Jesus, a 
review of his teaching and that of the church about 
which Theophilus has already heard (1:4). So, 
edification and encouragement are Luke’s goal. If 
this description is correct, then Luke is probably 
addressing a new believer or one whose faith needs 
bolstering. Since Theophilus is a name used by both 
Greeks and Jews, the name does not indicate his 
nationality (Fitzmyer 1981: 299). However, his social 
station suggests that he is probably a Gentile, as does 
the amount of energy Luke spends in Acts defending 
the Gentile mission. The amount of Jewish material 
and interaction with devout pagans in Acts may also 
suggest a former God-fearer (see the introduction to 
the Gospel of Luke under “Purpose, Readers, and 
Destination”). Nevertheless, that the work is 
dedicated to Theophilus does not mean that Luke 
intended his work just for him. Other ancient writers 
dedicated their works to individuals, knowing full 
well that they were writing for a larger audience 
(Josephus, Against Apion 1.1 831-5). 


b. Purpose of Luke’s Composition (1:4) 


1:4 Luke’s purpose is that he wants Theophilus to 
realize something about the material.** What is 


realized is A0OWAAELAV (asphaleian). However, the 
meaning of AOPAAELAV (truth, trustworthiness, 
assurance) is disputed. Does it vouch for the 
message’s (1) correctness or (2) reliability, or (3) is it 
giving certainty (or assurance) to the reader? Is Luke 
interested in accurate facts (view 1) or more (views 
2-3)? The Greek word’s position at the end of the 
sentence is emphatic, so it is a key term. Lucan usage 
of aopadeıa and related terms answers the 
question. In Acts 2:36, 21:34, 22:30, and 25:26, he 
consistently uses these terms in reference to 
assurance or determining the facts with certainty.” 
Thus, Luke wishes Theophilus, and those who have 
questions like his, to be certain of the teaching’s truth 
(i.e., either view 2 or 3). 

The resulting assurance is probably not of a 
political nature. Luke is not writing an apology toa 
Roman official who wonders if Christianity should 
be granted a legal status. Schweizer (1984: 13) notes 
that these volumes are too long and deal too little 
with political issues to have been written for that 
purpose. What official, he asks, would wade through 
all this information for just that point? Rather, it 
seems that the assurance is of a religious, theological 
nature (Schneider 1977a: 40). Theophilus’s question 


would seem to be, “Is Christianity what I believed it 
to be, a religion sent from God?” Perhaps such doubt 
resulted from the judgment the church suffered, 
especially as a result of including Gentiles. Why 
should a Gentile suffer frustration for joining what 
was originally a Jewish movement? Is the church 
suffering God’s judgment because it has been too 
generous with God’s salvation? Will the rest of God’s 
promises come to pass? Has most of Israel rejected 
the promise? Questions like these are Luke’s concern 
in Acts, where Gentile mission and Paul’s ministry as 
a fulfillment of OT hope receive detailed review. Can 
one really be sure Jesus is the fulfillment of God’s 
promise and that he brings God’s salvation both now 
and in the future? By the emphasis on fulfillment in 
Jesus and the truthful character of the tradition (1:1), 
Luke intends to answer these questions with a 
resounding “yes.” The gospel of Jesus is from God 
and is available for all, Jew and Gentile alike 
(Marshall 1978: 43-44). 

The phrase nepi wv KatnyrOng AOywv (peri 
hon katechethes logon, concerning the things about 
which you were instructed) tells us Theophilus 
knows something about Jesus. The meaning of this 
phrase is disputed, but that meaning is clarified once 


CLOMAAELAV is shown to mean “certainty” or 
“assurance.” AÖyWwV can mean “matters” and refer to 
the events of salvation (Luke 7:17; Acts 8:21; 15:6), 
or it can refer to “instruction” (Luke 4:32; 10:39), or 
it can refer to a message received (Luke 1:20; 6:47). 
Katnyn8nc can refer to “a report of information” 
(Acts 21:24; so Cadbury 1922a: 508; RSV) or to 
“receiving instruction” (Acts 18:25; NKJV, NIV, 
NASB, Neu Luther, Einheitsübersetzung, Zurcher 
Bibel). The difference in sense surrounding 
KATNyXNONG is that the first meaning could refer to a 
report of information given to anyone, including an 
unbeliever, while the second sense looks more to 
received teaching and would imply that a believer is 
addressed. Since the reference to assurance suggests 
that a new believer is addressed, a reference to 
instruction is more likely. More importantly, Luke’s 
Gospel-wide pressing for commitment and for 
remaining faithful until Christ returns also suggests 
this force. Luke is not pressing for decision, but for 
faithfulness. 

Whether AOyWVv means events or teaching is less 
certain, since either meaning can fit. Fortunately, the 
difference between the two senses is slight. Whether 
Theophilus was taught about the events or simply 


given teaching, the result is virtually the same. If 
teaching is in view, then the significance of the 
events may have been included in it, but since the 
events are seen as fulfillments anyway (1:1), the 
difference becomes almost meaningless. Luke’s point 
is that Theophilus be reassured about the teaching he 
had previously received. Ellis (1974: 66) suggests 
that heretical teaching, perhaps of a proto-gnostic 
flavor, was circulating in the church, but it is more 
likely that the assurance deals with the pressures felt 
by a church suffering rejection and persecution. 
Concern about the nature and extent of God’s 
salvation is a major subject of Acts. Luke’s goal is to 
reassure Theophilus about salvation’s fulfillment in 
Jesus, a salvation that involves even the Gentiles. 


Summary 


In sum, the goal of Luke’s prologue is to place his 
work alongside other church materials that have 
recounted the eyewitness, apostolic testimony 
about Jesus. Luke’s unique contribution is found 
in a fresh presentation of this salvation history, 
starting from John the Baptist’s birth and running 
through the extension of the church into Rome. 
Luke’s work involved investigation that was 


thorough and careful. In the orderliness of the 
account and in its careful, systematic presentation, 
Luke hoped to reassure Theophilus and those like 
him about the certainty of what the apostles taught 
about Jesus. Jesus is the fulfillment of God’s 
promise and the fulfillment of salvation, which is 
now available directly to all nations.” 

Many suggest that the use of a literary 
convention in the prologue to make claims about 
accuracy proves nothing about the real historical 
character of Luke’s work. The argument goes, 
Luke makes great claims for accuracy, as did other 
ancients, who in fact were not very accurate 
(Cadbury 1922b: 419; Talbert 1982: 10-11). It 
must be noted, however, that the goal of what 
Luke wishes to accomplish, assurance, is greatly 
affected by his accuracy. Also, unlike many of the 
historians to whom Luke is compared, his writing 
is virtually contemporary to the events he 
describes. As a result, his ability to be careless 
with the facts is limited. Assurance grounded in 
“propaganda” that can be exposed by 
eyewitnesses is not any great comfort to the 
doubting. For Luke to produce false propaganda in 


a period when people experienced what had 
happened would be counterproductive. 

One could also question the morals of a writer 
who believes in a religion that stresses the telling 
of the truth, and who yet misrepresents the history 
he describes. Such religious constraints did not 
exist for many ancient secular writers. Thus, 
comparison of Luke to their prefaces, though 
superficially compelling, does not deal with the 
unique personal and religious factors that control 
Luke’s account. Whether Luke achieved his goal 
of accuracy may be tested by an analysis of his 
work. However, a cavalier dismissal of his claims 
is not advisable. Neither does a quick appeal to 
extrabiblical parallels do justice to the statement 
of the author’s goals. Luke’s desire is to assure 
Theophilus, or anyone who reads his Gospel, of 
the truth of the apostolic teaching about Jesus. His 
claim is that he was careful about his task in order 
to achieve this goal. In examining the account to 
see if Luke met his own standard, we must 
presume that he tried to do so. 


Additional Notes 


1:1. Though ETTELÖNTTEP appears nowhere else in the NT, the 


“since ... it Seemed well to us” construction (Creed 1930: 3). 


1:3. Three Latin manuscripts (b, gt, q) add et spiritui sancto (and to 
the Holy Spirit) after KAuol. Mention of the Holy Spirit (probably 
influenced by Acts 15:28) is designed to add a reference to 
inspiration in the prologue, but such an idea is not original to the 
Lucan text nor is this issue explicitly addressed in this text 
(Klostermann 1929: 3). The reading is too poorly attested to be 


original. 


1:4. The relative pronoun GV has been attracted to the genitive 
case of AOYWV. It would normally be accusative since it functions 
as an object to KATNXNONG. Grammatical attraction has 
produced the use of the genitive case (Klostermann 1929: 3; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 301; BDF §294.5). 


B. Infancy Narrative: Forerunner and 
Fulfillment (1:5-2:40) 


Luke’s infancy narrative is a major section of his 
Gospel, since it introduces many key themes. Biblical 
narrative uses a variety of means to present its point 
of view: (1) reviewing or previewing events, (2) 
using Scripture to reveal God’s purpose, (3) revealing 
God’s purposes through commissioned agents, and 
(4) giving testimony through reliable characters 
within the account (listed in Tannehill 1986: 21-22). 
Luke’s infancy material utilizes all of these: (1) the 
account is obviously a preview of Luke’s Gospel; (2) 
agents are revealed and commissioned: John the 
Baptist and Jesus (the role of each emerges in 
announcements from Gabriel the archangel and 
through the hymns of Mary and Zechariah); and (4) 
additional testimony comes from Simeon and Anna, 
prophets of Jewish piety. 

The narrative’s major goal is to give an overview 
of God’s plan by showing the relationship of Jesus to 
John. John is the forerunner who announces 
fulfillment’s approach, but Jesus is the fulfillment. In 
every way, Jesus is superior to John. John is born out 


of barrenness; Jesus is born of a virgin. John is great 
as a prophet before the Lord; Jesus is great as the 
promised Davidic ruler. John paves the way; Jesus is 
the Way. The key stylistic feature used to develop 
this contrast is parallelism with interchange. John is 
the major figure in 1:5-25, 46-80; Jesus is the 
subject in 1:26-38 and 2:1—40. The announcements 
of the births are laid side by side for contrast. Also, 
the naming of John is placed alongside the birth of 
Jesus to set these events together (the chapter break 
here is a little unfortunate in that it hides the 
parallelism). After the infancy unit, there is a 
concluding episode about Jesus in the temple (2:41— 
52), which underscores how well the Chosen One 
understands his own mission. No such parallel exists 
for John. The absence of this parallelism reveals the 
uniqueness of Jesus. 

A key link in the unit is Mary’s meeting with 
Elizabeth (1:39—45). This event ties the two strands 
of the section together as John and Jesus meet 
through the interaction of the two mothers.* 
Following this, Mary’s hymn details what God is 
doing in Israel (1:46-55). Another link is the hymn of 
Zechariah (1:67—79), which places the two figures 
side by side and shows how John leads to Jesus. 


Once Luke 2 arrives, John is left behind and 
everything is about Jesus. The forerunner hands the 
baton to the Promised One. 

Luke 1:5-2:40 serves as a theological overview of 
the work of God. It is in every sense an “overture” 
and “introduction” orienting the reader to God’s work 
of salvation. A careful study of these two chapters 
must be a part of any treatment of Luke’s two 
volumes, for they set the table for Luke’s account. 
The outline of the entire unit is as follows: 


= 


. Announcement to Zechariah (1:5-25) 

. Announcement to Mary (1:26-38) 

. Meeting of Mary and Elizabeth (1:39—45) 

. Mary’s praise: the Magnificat (1:46-56) 

. Birth of John (1:57—66) 

. Zechariah’s praise: the Benedictus (1:67-80) 
. Birth of Jesus (2:1-7) 

. Reaction to the birth (2:8—21) 

. Witness of the man and woman at the temple 
(2:22—40) 


Events 3 and 4 occur at the same time, as do events 5 
and 6, but their significance and stylistic differences 
require that each be treated as a separate unit. The 
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events move from John to Jesus and back again, with 
some events mixing the two: 


1:5-25 
1:26-38 
1:39-45 
1:46-56 
1:57—66 
1:67-80 
2:1-7 
2:8-21 
2:22—40 


John 
Jesus 
both 
both 
John 
both 
Jesus 
Jesus 


Jesus 


1. Announcement to Zechariah (1:5- 


25) 


The first unit is, strictly speaking, an angelophany: 
an angel appears to Zechariah to announce John’s 
birth and his commission as forerunner. The 
account records the reversal of the couple’s 
barrenness. Zechariah’s doubting reaction will 
bring God’s short-term discipline, during which he 
will learn to trust God and believe his word. 
Zechariah’s expression of faith comes in the 


Benedictus (1:67-79). Luke 1:5-25 shows God 
moving to save, his individual concern for the 
couple, and John the Baptist’s call. 


Sources and Historicity 


Whereas the sources and historicity sections will normally treat only 
the unit under consideration, this section treats sources and 
historicity issues for the entire infancy narrative (1:5-2:40) as well as 
for 1:5-25. 

Discussion of the genre of the infancy narrative has become very 
complex, and various names have been given to the genre of Luke 
1:5-2:40. Some use the label “legend,” because of the highly 
supernatural features in the account (Klostermann 1929: 4). Some 
speak of “imitative historiography,” because Luke’s style parallels OT 
accounts.* Others speak of Midrash or Haggadah, because the 
major reference point for the unit’s concepts is the OT (Schürmann 
1969: 22-23; Nolland 1989: 18).2 Still others, appealing to Greek 
categories, call the account a “pre-public heroic account,” because 
the account exalts the major figure before he has done anything.? 
Perhaps it is best to describe the material as “confessional history,” 
because it clearly has a point of view of faith and yet sets forth the 
roots of God’s work of fulfillment (Schneider 1977a: 77-78). The unit 
is very complex, using various types of subgenres: angelophany, 


hymn, narrative, and prophetic pronouncement. Luke uses a variety 
of genres to depict the start of God’s work. 

The discussion of sources is equally complicated and numerous 
propositions and combinations exist (R. Brown 1977: 244-50; 
Marshall 1978: 47-48; Fitzmyer 1981: 309-11; Nolland 1989: 21- 
24). Some argue for material created from oral tradition. Others seek 
origins in a pre-Lucan document, in either Hebrew or Aramaic. 
Various other sources are posited, especially an appeal to sources 
from circles associated with John the Baptist for the material in 1:5— 
25, 57-66. The discussion reaches back as far as 1911 and includes 
as major contributors D. Vöj;lter, R. Bultmann, M. Dibelius, P. Winter, 
and H. Schürmann (see Schürmann 1969: 18—19 n. a). Schürmann’s 
detailed analysis (1969: 140—45) of the issue concludes that the 
resolution is still wrapped in darkness, a point that is still true today. 
The division of sources is very speculative at points, though it does 
seem likely that Luke would have found some of his material in the 
Jewish-Christian church, perhaps from believers with roots in the 
movement started by the Baptist. The contacts within the Jewish- 
Christian church may well have included family members of Jesus, 
like Mary or James.4 

The issue of historicity in these accounts is a judgment that 
reflects the worldview of the interpreter. Numerous similarities and 
differences exist between Matthew’s account and Luke’s version. 
The differences and the heavy supernatural flavor of both accounts 
cause many to doubt their historicity, or at least many individual 


aspects of the accounts. Still, there are numerous similarities in the 
accounts (Schneider 1977a: 78; Fitzmyer 1981: 307): 


1. John is a forerunner of Jesus. 

2. Events surrounding Jesus involve eschatological 
fulfillment. 

3: There is no Mary typology. 

4. Jesus’ origin is grounded in God. 

5. There is no adoptionism in the Christology of the 
passages. 

6. In fact, there is Davidic Christology: Jesus is the 


promised Davidic redeemer. 

7. Jesus’ human origins are rooted in righteous 
parents. 

8. The pious recognize Jesus. 


Grace comes into Israel. 


10. Mary is a picture of faith. 

11. Jesus is born in the time of Herod. 

12. Mary is a virgin and is engaged to Joseph. 

13. An angel makes the announcement. 

14. Jesus is named by the angel. 

15. The Holy Spirit is involved in the birth process. 
16. The birth is in Bethlehem. 

17. Both accounts call Jesus “Savior.” 


18. Jesus is born after Mary and Joseph are together. 


19. The family settles in Nazareth of Galilee. 


The differences in the accounts have raised much discussion. 
Matthew’s account is from Joseph’s perspective, while Luke focuses 
on Mary. How could two announcements have come in isolation? 
Would not Jesus’ parents have told each other? The differences in 
content are so great that one cannot really place the accounts side 
by side. This is where the real complaint about historicity lies. 
Matthew’s infancy account has a genealogy; Luke’s does not. When 
Luke does give a genealogy, it differs from Matthew’s. Matthew has 
the magi and a trip to Egypt; Luke has no such details. On the other 
hand, only Luke has details about John the Baptist’s family, events in 
the temple, the shepherd account, the hymns, and the prophetic 
remarks of Simeon and Anna. These differences make determining 
sequence difficult, but one must recognize the possibility of 
independent, complementary presentations. Clearly one of Luke’s 
goals was to supplement what was already known about Jesus (1:1- 
4), so such differences are not entirely unexpected. We may not get 
the neat unity of presentation that we might wish to have, but each 
account is helpful in revealing elements of the situation. 

With regard to possible discussion between Joseph and Mary, two 
points can be made. First, marriage in the ancient world was more 
formal and arranged than in current Western culture. Their contact 
may have been limited. In addition, it seems clear in Matt. 1:18-19 
that Joseph did know about Mary’s condition. But would he really 
have believed her explanation had she given it to him? The 


Matthean account serves as a confirmation to Joseph to go ahead 
despite Mary’s pregnancy. 

Many interpreters do speak of a core of historicity in these 
accounts, but they tend to demur at different points. Nonetheless, 
one’s judgment about historicity, especially in view of the presence of 
angels and a miraculous birth, depends more on how one sees 
God's activity in the world than on the data of the text. In other 
words, philosophy, how one views other ancient historical-literary 
materials, and theological viewpoint determine how one sees the 
text, though there can be no doubt that the text’s perspective sees 
the events as historical realities and calls the reader to see them in 


the same way. 


The outline of Luke 1:5—25 is as follows: 


a. Tragic situation: a childless couple (1:5-7) 
b. Answer: announcement of John’s coming 
birth (1:8-23) 
i. Setting: evening temple offering (1:3-10) 
ii. Event: angelic announcement, doubt, and 
judgment (1:11-20) 
iii. Aftermath: a wondering crowd and the 
silent priest 
(1:21-23) 
c. Resolution: Elizabeth’s pregnancy (1:24-25) 


The structure of 1:13-17 calls for additional 
comment. NA lays these verses out in strophic 
lines, a layout that reflects the generally held 
belief that the material is poetic. Since there is no 
agreed upon poetic division, it seems best to 
present the movement of thought in the passage.° 
In fact, it is not entirely clear a hymn is in view. 
Rather, what is present is a formulaic 
announcement, which takes on a fixed structure. 

R. Brown (1977: 156) lists the five parts of a 
biblical birth annunciation: 


1. appearance of an angel or of the Lord 

2. fear of the one to whom the appearance 
comes 

3. the message 

4. objection by the recipient of the vision 

5. asign given for reassurance 


Luke contains all of these elements. Brown notes 
that the divine message in biblical birth 
annunciations also has a typical style: 


1. the person is addressed by name 
2. a qualifying phrase describes the person 
3. the person is urged not to be afraid 


4. an announcement is made that awoman is 
or soon will be with child 

5. a promise is made that she will give birth to 
the child 

6. the name of the child is given 

7. an etymology of the name is given 

8. the future accomplishments of the child are 
predicted 


Of these elements, only the second, third, and 
seventh are missing in Luke 1:13-17. Here is the 
four-part movement of thought in the verses: 


promise of a child in answer to prayer; his name 
(1:13) 

personal and corporate response to the child 
(1:14) 

position and character of the child (1:15) 

mission of the child (1:16-17) 


The announcement of John’s birth begins a 
series of great events that ring through the 
corridors of time and eternity as God’s salvation 
comes to fruition. The themes of this unit are the 
return of God’s promised work of salvation, the 
promise of a righteous prophet for the nation, 
God’s power exercised for righteous people, and 


the piety of John’s parents in the midst of 
disappointment. There is a reversal of that 
disappointment, for God does respond to personal 
prayer offered in pain. Although answers to such 
prayer may take time, God may respond 
positively. In addition, there is the portrayal of 
God’s disciplining grace to a doubting Zechariah. 
In short, God’s promise begins to be realized and 
its presence brings joy. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


>In the days of King Herod of Judea, there was a certain priest 


named Zechariah, of the division of Abijah; and he had a wife out of 
the daughters of Aaron and her name was Elizabeth. $And they were 
both righteous before God, following in all the commandments and 
ordinances of the Lord with blamelessness. ‘And they had no 
children, because Elizabeth was barren, and both were advanced in 
years. 

8When Zechariah served his course as priest before God while 
his division was on duty, “the lot fell to him to sacrifice in the Holy 
Place of the Lord, according to the custom of the priesthood. 1%And 
the full multitude of the people were praying outside at the hour of 


incense. “And there appeared to him an angel of the Lord standing 
on the right side of the altar of incense. 1?And when he saw the 
angel, he was afraid and fear fell upon him. 

13The angel said to him, “Do not fear, Zechariah, because your 
prayer is heard, and your wife Elizabeth will bear you a son, and you 
shall call his name John. *4And it shall be joy and gladness for you, 
and many will rejoice at his coming, !”for he shall be great before the 
Lord, and he shall drink no wine nor strong drink, and he shall be 
filled with the Holy Spirit, even from the mother’s womb. 1$He shall 
turn many sons of Israel to the Lord their God. 4’And Ohe shall goO 
before him in the spirit and power of Elijah, to turn the hearts of 
fathers to the children, and the disobedient to the wisdom of the just, 
to make ready for the Lord a people prepared.” 

18 nd Zechariah said to the angel, “How shall | know this? | am 
old and my wife is advanced in years.” 

19 and the angel replied to him, “Il am Gabriel, who stands in the 
presence of God, and | have been sent to speak to you and bring 
you this good news. @°And behold, you shall be silent and not be 
able to speak until the days all these things happen, because you did 
not believe my words, which will be fulfilled in their time.” 

21 And the people were waiting for Zechariah and wondered at his 
delay in the Holy Place. ??And when he came out, he was not able to 
speak to them, and they knew that he had a supernatural encounter 
in the Holy Place, and he made signs to them and remained deaf 


and mute. ??When his days of service ended, he went to his home. 


24 Ater these days his wife Elizabeth conceived, and for five 


months she hid herself, saying, ?°‘Thus the Lord has done to me in 
the days when he looked on me, to take away my reproach among 


men.” 


a. Tragic Situation: A Childless Couple 
(1:5-7) 


1:5 Luke places the events in the context of 
Palestinian history (references to Roman history are 
saved until 2:1-2; 3:1). EyEveto ... NUEPALC 
(egeneto ... hemerais, it came about in those days) is 
1:1; Tob. 1:2; Marshall 1978: 51; C. F. Evans 1990: 
145). The reference to “days” refers to the period of 
Herod the Great, who reigned as a Jewish ruler for 
Rome in 37—4 B.C. He is correctly described as a 
“king” (Marshall 1978: 51; Plummer 1896: 8; 
Tacitus, Histories 5.9). Herod received his 
commission to rule from Mark Antony and the 
Roman senate in 40 B.C., but did not actually return 
to rule until 37 B.C. (Josephus, Antiquities 14.14.4—5 
§§383-86; 14.16.1 8469; Fitzmyer 1981: 321). He is 
described as the king of Judea in its broad political 
sense, with “Judea” referring to Judea proper, 
Galilee, much of Perea, and much of Syria (so Luke 


4:44; 6:17; 7:17; 23:5; Acts 2:9; 10:37; 11:1, 29; 
Klostermann 1929: 6; Plummer 1896: 8). 

When all the NT data are put together, these events 
are dated near the end of Herod’s rule, around 4 B.C. 
Matthew 2:15, 19—20 notes that Jesus was born near 
the time of Herod’s death (see Josephus, Antiquities 
17.8.1-3 83191-99). Schweizer argues that Herod 
wanted to see himself as the Davidic king, yet the 
one who would get that designation was born in his 
reign in a little Israelite village.” 

The meaning of Zechariah’s name, “Yahweh has 
remembered again,” fits the account, but Luke makes 
no effort to exploit the point, since he offers no 
translation for his audience, which included Gentiles 
(Marshall 1978: 51-52). The name is common, 
especially in the OT.° 

Zechariah was a righteous and faithful Jewish 
servant of God (1:6). As a priest, he served in the 
temple for two one-week periods each year, 
excluding festival periods (SB 2:55-68; Marshall 
1978: 52; Plummer 1896: 8-9). Josephus describes 
the twenty-four divisions of first-century priesthood.? 
Each division was further subdivided into orders, and 
each order served a daily rotation during its week of 
service at the temple. Each rotation consisted of four 


to nine priestly houses or families." Zechariah was 
not a high priest as the Protevangelium of James 8 
portrays him.“ In 1 Chron. 24:10, the order of Abijah 
(or Abia) comes eighth in the list; the evil reputation 
that they came to have centuries later was not true of 
Zechariah (SB 2:68 cites an eighth-century rabbinic 
elegy). 

Elizabeth was also of priestly blood, since she was 
a daughter of Aaron.'* It was very common for a 
Jewish priest to have a wife of the same background, 
and such a union was regarded as a sign of special 
privilege.“ The mention of Elizabeth’s lineage 
underlines her pious origins and strengthens the 
pedigree behind John the Baptist. That Elizabeth was 
also the name of Aaron’s wife (Exod. 6:23) may 
explain why the Protevangelium of James referred to 
Zechariah as a high priest. 

The meaning of Elizabeth’s name is disputed. It 
means either “my God is the one by whom I swear” 
or “my God is fortune” (Fitzmyer 1981: 322). The 
choice is not certain, but both possibilities indicate 
trust in God. Elizabeth’s response later shows her 
faith (1:24—25). The parents of John the Baptist are of 
the best spiritual ancestry. 


1:6 This couple not only had the right heritage, they 
also had a commendable spirituality. Both were 
“righteous before God,” an expression describing a 
moral righteousness that conforms to God’s 
standards, as the following reference to a blameless 
conduct shows." This use of (Kator (dikaioi, 
righteous) is different from Paul’s use of the term to 
refer to those who are positionally righteous before 
God (Rom. 3:21-31). The righteousness described 
here fits its precross setting; it is righteousness from 
the perspective of God’s law. In contrast to Pauline 
justification, righteousness here is concrete and 
visible and is seen in consistent acts. The phrase 
€VaVTLOV TOU BED (enantion tou theou, before 
God) depicts God’s positive evaluation of their lives. 
They are faithful saints who have an approved walk 
before him. The wording also has OT parallels (Gen. 
6:8; 7:1; Ezek. 14:14; Klostermann 1929: 6; Luce 
1933: 84; Creed 1930: 9; Plummer 1896: 9). 

Luke further defines this couple’s righteousness: 
Zechariah and Elizabeth were blameless with respect 
to God’s commands and requirements. The participle 
TIOMEVOLEVOL (poreuomenoi, following), which 
depends on cav (esan, were), describes how John’s 
parents were obedient: they faithfully and 


consistently obeyed God.'° The OT also refers to 
following after God’s commandments (Deut. 28:9; 1 
EvtoAdic Kat SUKALWUAOLY (entolais kai 
dikaiomasin, the commandments and ordinances) is 
another OT phrase.'° Luke loves to note obedience to 
the law and faithfulness to the temple.” The adjective 
TLAGALC (pasais, all) shows that this couple’s 
righteousness covered the full range of God’s 
commandments. They earned the right to be called 
CLUEUTTOL (amemptoi, blameless; BAGD 45; BAA 
Zechariah and Elizabeth were of honorable priestly 
origin and were faithfully righteous before God, but 
there was one thing that was a disappointment: 
despite their blamelessness, they were barren (1:7). 


1:7 The pious couple lacked children and were 
troubled as a result (1:18, 25). The absence of 
children was generally seen as a reproach in Judaism 
and in the OT." But the couple’s righteousness (1:6) 
shows that their barrenness was not the result of 
judgment or sin. Rather, God had something special 
in mind, as he had with many of the great OT saints 
who were born under similar conditions. Among the 


OT parallels are Isaac born to Sarah (Gen. 18:11), 
Samson born to the wife of Manoah (Judg. 13:2, 5), 
and Samuel born to Hannah (1 Sam. 1-2). If a curse 
was not present, then perhaps God was preparing to 
do something great. To those readers who knew the 
rest of this account, the reversal was a cause of joy 
and wonder. For those who did not know the 
outcome, Luke proceeded to set forth the gracious 
outcome of the couple’s dilemma. 

The phrase beginning with Ka80TL (kathoti, 
because) is explanatory, just as was the participle 
TOPELOUEVOL in 1:6: they were childless because 
Elizabeth was barren. To make matters worse, both 
(AU POTEPOL, amphoteroi) were now old 
(mpoBEeBnKOTES Ev taç NUEPALC, probebékotes 
en tais hemerais, advanced in their days).'* The age 
factor makes this account parallel to the Abraham- 
Sarah-Isaac birth account. There, as here, the birth is 
seen as God’s act, since the child is born despite the 
excessive age of the parents (Schneider 1977a: 45). 
The rabbis make the point that whenever Scripture 
says “she had not,” God gave her a child.” The 
indications of the situation leading up to the 
announcement of John’s birth prompt the reader to 
expect great things from God’s hand as he begins the 


execution of the “events of fulfillment” (1:1). God’s 
action now parallels the way God often introduced 
the greats of the OT. A new great period begins with 
God’s grace toward this faithful couple. 


b. Answer: Announcement of John’s Coming 
Birth (1:8-23) 


i. Setting: Evening Temple Offering (1:8—10) 


1:8 Zechariah is in the midst of his biannual temple 
ministry as one of approximately 18,000 priests (see 
additional note) who served at the temple (SB 2:71- 
but his week of ministry is not a normal one, as 1:9 
makes clear.“ In offering the incense, Zechariah is 
performing the greatest ministry of his priestly career. 
At this special moment, God makes an announcement 
for the pious priest and for the nation of God’s 
people.” 


1:9 By the casting of lots Zechariah received the 
honor of giving the sacrifice. The custom of casting 
lots—required because of the large number of priests 
(m. Tamid 5.2-6.3)— occurred twice a day to 
determine which priest would offer the incense with 
the whole burnt offering. Only once in his life would 


a priest receive the special honor of offering incense 
in the Holy Place as part of the preparation for the 
sacrificial offering.” 

The times of the twice-daily offering were at 
sunrise and dusk.* In first-century Judaism the time 
of the evening offering, which was known as “the 
perpetual offering,” was altered so that preparations 
for it started around 2:30 in the afternoon. Taken to 
the altar about an hour later,” this offering coincided 
with the time of evening prayer at the temple, so that 
it was often well attended (Dan. 9:21; Acts 3:1). 
Details of the offering, both the offering of the 
incense and the sacrificial offering, are found in the 
Mishnah (see Tamid 6-7 and the exegesis of 1:22). 
The chosen priest went into the Holy Place, where 
the altar of incense, the lampstand, and the 
showbread were found. The priest offered the incense 
with its “sweet savor” on behalf of the people. The 
incense was a symbol of intercession proceeding up 
to God (1:10). It is at this high moment in 
Zechariah’s career that God speaks to him. It is not 
clear whether a morning or evening offering is in 
view here, though the presence of the large crowd 
tends to favor the evening offering (Klostermann 


1929: 7; Schneider 1977a: 45). At amoment of 
prayer, God acts for his people.” 


1:10 The people gathered at the temple were 
praying, while Zechariah was busy offering sacrifices 
to God.” The offering of sacrifices inside the temple 
reflected the action of the people outside. A solemn 
mood of corporate piety is present in the narrative. A 
later tradition from Tg. Song 4:16 says that the 
people prayed during the offering: “May the merciful 
God enter the Holy Place and accept with favor the 
offering of his people” (SB 2:79; Marshall 1978: 54; 
Klostermann 1929: 7). Though this tradition is later 
than the first century, it may accurately reflect the 
people’s sentiments during this offering, especially 
since eschatological hope was high in Judaism during 
this period. What happened to Zechariah would be 
witnessed by a pious throng (1:21-22). Luke paints 
the background of the announcement in pious, 
worshipful colors. In the midst of this worship, the 
angel Gabriel (1:19) comes. 


ii. Event: Angelic Announcement, Doubt, and 
Judgment (1:11-20) 


1:11 The account returns to Zechariah, and the 
drama begins in earnest. As Zechariah goes to place 


the incense on the altar and offer up a prayer (m. 
Tamid 6.3), an angel appears to him. He stands at the 
right of the altar, the side of favor.” This position 
places the angel between the altar and candlestick in 
the Holy Place (Plummer 1896: 12). The verb WOON 
(öphthe, there appeared; from Öpaw, horaö, to see) 
is frequently used in Luke of supernatural 
appearances.” Arguing that the discussion about 
angels is “characteristic of the naive supernaturalism 
of primitive and popular thought,” Luce (1933: 85) 
explains the event in terms of Zechariah’s spiritual, 
psychological perception. But Plummer (1896: 11- 
12) rightly raises the question whether such an 
explanation works here. If only an internal 
psychological event were intended, it would be easy 
to depict God speaking to Zechariah in a vision or in 
a voice without an angel present. Luce’s explanation 
reveals more about the interpreter than the event. As 
to the reality of the event, one’s view of God’s ability 
to reveal his will and one’s view of the spiritual 
world will determine how one sees the reality of what 
is described here. But the biblical perspective about 
the reality of angels is clear. In the view of the entire 


5:19; 1 Cor. 4:9; Heb. 1:4; 1 Pet. 3:22; Jude 6; Rev. 
5:2). 

Parallels for this event are often noted. The most 
popular parallel is found in Josephus, Antiquities 
13.10.3 §282, where the high priest Hyrcanus (135- 
104 B.C.) hears God’s voice reporting the victory of 
his sons in battle during the offering of a sacrifice. 
But this parallel is not as strong and intense as the 
Lucan account in that hearing a voice is different 
from seeing an angel. So the appeal to parallel 
“heavenly voice” accounts is not a precise 
comparison to make with Luke 1:11.” 

The angelic report to announce a birth recalls OT 
Samson.” But against those who argue that Luke 
created the parallelism, it is to be noted that usually 
those appearances were to the mothers of the 
children, not to the fathers. Thus, if Luke had wished 
to construct a parallel, Elizabeth, not Zechariah, 
would have been the likely subject of the 
announcement. The similarity with this OT motif 


again. 


1:12 Zechariah reacts. When he saw (iSWv, idön) 
the angel, he was terrified with fear (£Tapay$n, 
etarachthe; ~OBos, phobos).* In the Scriptures, an 
encounter with the Divine or his agents usually 
produces fear (Exod. 15:16; Judg. 6:22-23; 13:6, 22; 
2 Sam. 6:9; Isa. 6:5; Dan. 8:16-17; 10:10-11). Luke 
consistently records this response to God’s presence, 
his activity, or the presence of his messengers (Luke 
1:29-30, 65; 2:9; 5:8-10; 9:34; Acts 5:5, 11; Tiede 
1988: 42). Other things producing this or a similar 
response are the gospel message alongside apostolic 
wonders (Acts 2:37 [“cut to the heart” ], 43; 19:17), 
Jesus’ teaching and work (Luke 5:26; 7:16; 8:37), 
and the resurrection event (in the other Synoptics, but 
not in Luke; Balz, TDNT 9:209-12). 

The priest’s response is real terror, as is indicated 
by the verb €TapayOn (etarachthé, he was afraid; 
Tob. 12:16; Mark 6:50; Luke 1:29 [uses the 
intensified form StaTAPAGOW]; 24:38). The 
description is not a mere literary touch, for when 
humans contact the “unseen world” they often 
respond with fear at the unknown.” This response 
reveals that Zechariah is taken aback by the angel’s 
appearance. He does not expect it, nor does he view it 
as a Common occurrence. Rather it places him in 


deep anxiety. The angel’s presence heightens the 
drama. God is at work. 


1:13 The angel announces the child’s arrival with a 
word of comfort. The call not to fear is typical of an 
annunciation scene and seeks to relieve the anxiety 
that the encounter with God or his messenger has 
produced.” As Zechariah is about to find out, there is 
no need to fear what the angel will say or do. He 
brings good news (1:19). 

The reason that Zechariah need not fear is that his 
prayer has been heard.” There is much discussion 
about the content of this prayer, and it is hard to be 
sure. Views include that (1) he had prayed for a son 
as part of his prayer in the Holy Place (Creed 1930: 
10; Danker 1988: 29; Klostermann 1929: 8); (2) he 
had prayed for the redemption of Israel (Plummer 
1896: 13; Marshall 1978: 56); and (3) the angel 
referred to a previous prayer for a child (Schiirmann 
1969: 32-33; Schneider 1977a: 45). Although the 
immediate context starts out as if the answer were to 
a prayer for a child, the nature of Zechariah’s reply in 
1:18 makes it unlikely that he had prayed for a child 
in the Holy Place or even that he still hoped to have a 
child. So view 1 is not likely. 


The choice between the other two options is more 
difficult. In the context, both personal and national 
concerns are addressed. Prayer for the nation is the 
point of the evening offering, so that event itself 
suggests view 2. The term SEnotc (deésis, prayer) 
suggests specific petition, a definition that fits either 
view (2:37; 5:33; Greeven, TDNT 2:41). It is perhaps 
more likely, in light of the personal focus of the 
angel’s reply and in light of Zechariah’s question 
about the promised son, to see a reference to his old 
prayer for a child, as 1:13 suggests (view 3). 
Plummer (1896: 13) argues against any reference to 
past prayers, insisting that a reference to a past set of 
requests in the singular S€notc is unusual. However 
a collective reference for S€NOLC can occur (see 
Rom. 10:1—surely Paul prayed for Israel more than 
one time!). In fact, God was tackling two problems at 

once. He was dealing with something absent from 
Zechariah’s personal life, while dealing with Israel’s 
prayer and plea. God’s answers sometimes come at a 
Surprising time, in a surprising place, and in a 
Surprising way. 

The birth announcement reflects OT 
announcements.” The father usually names a child 
(1:62); God’s naming a child shows that the child is 


important to his work (Gen. 16:11; 1 Kings 13:2; Isa. 
7:14). Luke is not concerned with the meaning of 
John’s name; but the name is appropriate enough, 
seeing that it means “Yahweh has been gracious.” 
The child is special and significant, as the angel’s 
further explanation will reveal. 


1:14 The angel announces the personal joy that will 
be Zechariah’s because of the child’s coming. Terms 
are chosen that suggest the great joy usually 
associated with God’s great acts. Both yapa (chara, 
joy) and ayaAAlaoıg (agalliasis, gladness) often 
refer to the response associated with God’s work. 
Bultmann makes the point that dyaAAlaoıg in this 
context describes the reaction to the position and 
mission of the child.“ Conzelmann shows that yapa 
and its variants frequently appear in Luke (TDNT 
9:367--68). Joy comes with finding the lost (15:5-7) 
and at knowing one’s name is written in the book of 
life (10:20). Joy is a reaction to the acts of Jesus 
(13:17; 19:6), to the events associated with the 
ascension (24:52), and even to suffering for 
proclaiming and believing God’s message (Acts 
5:41). Zechariah will rejoice not only because he is a 
father, but also at what the mission of this child 


means for his people. John’s coming means that 
salvation nears. Ihe fundamental Lucan theme of 
God’s work of salvation emerges. 

John will bring joy not only to his formerly barren 
parents, but also to the “many” (JTOAAOL, polloi). 
There is a minor debate over whether 77OAAOL means 
“all” (Danker 1988: 30; Jeremias, TDNT 6:541) or “a 
lot” (Marshall 1978: 57). Luke 1:16 seems to settle 
the matter, for it speaks of “many” (TOAAOUG, 
pollous) who will turn to the Lord. Since not every 
Israelite responded to John’s ministry (e.g., the 
Pharisees in Luke 3), nodot means “a lot.” The 
rejoicing is on the basis of (ni, epi, because of) his 
VEVEOEL (genesei, birth or coming). Since the 
rejoicing is corporate, the verb yapnoovtTal 
(charesontai, will rejoice) is a term suggesting 
eschatological joy for John’s entire ministry 
(summarized in 1:13-17). The term yevéoet here 
refers to the response to John’s coming and not just to 
his birth.*? This eschatological and comprehensive 
reference receives confirmation in 1:15, which begins 
with yap (gar, for) and gives the explanation for this 
statement by the angel. The explanation is focused on 
the position, work, and ministry of John the Baptist 


(1:15-17). Thus, a paraphrastic way to render 1:14 in 
light of the description of the following context is 
this: “And many of the Lord God’s people will 
rejoice because of his ministry of preparing them for 
the Lord.” Joy comes because John’s ministry signals 
the Lord’s decisive work for salvation. 


1:15 Next, the angel describes John’s character and 
ministry. His position before God is that he will be 
great. MEyac (megas, great) anticipates what will be 
said of John in 7:28, that there is no one greater born 
of a woman. The reason for his greatness rests in his 
character and mission (1:15b—17). God will use John 
for his own purposes (Danker 1988: 30). The term 
ueyac by itself need not suggest that John is a 
prophet, just that he is significant in God’s plan.” 
John’s prophetic role is made clear by the rest of the 
announcement. Fitzmyer (1981: 325) notes that when 
the term appears by itself in an absolute sense it 
describes an attribute of God (Ps. 48:1 [47:2 LXX]; 
[144:3 LXX]). So the unqualified description of Jesus 
with just this term in Luke 1:32 suggests Jesus’ 
superiority to John and implies that Jesus is closer to 
Yahweh than is John. 


The phrase before the Lord places John’s greatness 
in perspective. He is great in God’s judgment because 
John lives to serve him. R. Brown (1977: 273) sees 
an allusion here to Mal. 3:1, which is explicitly 
picked up in Luke 7:27. Fitzmyer (1981: 325) rejects 
this allusion, but gives no reason for his view. John is 
perceived through this allusion as an eschatological 
messenger of salvation. 

John lives a life of discipline. The restriction from 
wine represents special consecration. In the OT, such 
a restriction existed for priests when they were 
performing their duties (Lev. 10:9). A more 
permanent restriction existed for the Nazirite, who 
could make a vow not to drink during his or her 
whole life (Judg. 13:4-5) or could vow to refrain for 
special periods (Num. 6:1-21). The strongest OT 
parallel to the wording here is 1 Sam. 1:11, an 
allusion to Samuel, who was presented as Israel’s 
first prophet. By this parallel, John’s office is 
implicitly affirmed. 

The term olKepa (sikera, strong drink) is a 
Semitic loanword, going back ultimately to Akkadian 
Sikaru (Klostermann 1929: 8). It refers to intoxicating 
drink not made from grapes and includes drinks like 
barley beer (Fitzmyer 1981: 326). The restriction 


does not say anything inherently evil about drink, but 
points to a special consecration that is above the call 
of the normal person. The vow receives emphasis 
through the use of OV un (ou mē, shall not). Such a 
vow usually was voluntary; but in the rare cases 
where it was not, the imposition of the vow revealed 
a special person called of God.“ R. Brown (1977: 
269, 273-74) suggests that Luke framed the account 
after the OT parallels, but if that had been the case 
would not Zechariah have committed John to the 
vow? It cannot be denied that a pattern of God’s 
actions with great individuals is present here. 
However, the variations argue against Lucan creation 
of a parallel, since more agreement might be 
expected if the details were fabricated. 

From this verse some conclude that John is a 
Nazirite (Leaney 1958: 41; Plummer 1896: 14; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 326). For others the absence of an 
instruction not to cut his hair shows that John is not a 
Nazirite, but an ascetic (R. Brown 1977: 274; 
Marshall 1978: 57; Klostermann 1929: 9; Gray 
1899-1900). It is hard to be sure, since nothing more 
is made of his abstinence. Rather the stress is on 
John’s prophetic office. If Luke 7:25, 33 is any guide, 
the asceticism of a prophet is the point of the 


description here. John is specially set apart to God, as 
his lifestyle will indicate. 

The presence of God’s Spirit with John underscores 
his prophetic role. Such an association is used 
elsewhere to refer to great people of God.” God’s 
Spirit is very active in the infancy events (1:35, 41, 
67; 2:25-27; Marshall 1978: 58; Tiede 1988: 43). 
The Spirit’s presence before the birth expresses 
God’s sovereign choice of one to serve him. 

An intensification of the usual OT practice is seen 
in the Spirit’s permanent residence in John the 
Baptist, since in the OT the Spirit came and went 
R. Brown (1977: 274) notes that the association of 
John with a permanent filling of the Spirit is not a 
Christianized account about John, since the 
association of God’s Spirit with his prophets is strong 
(Isa. 61:1; Ezek. 11:5; Joel 2:28 [3:1 MT]). The point 
commonly uses TLUTANUL (pimplémi, to fill) to 
indicate filling, whether in reference to being filled 
with the Spirit (Luke 1:41, 67; Acts 2:4; 4:8, 31; 
9:17; 13:9), being filled with fear or anger (Luke 
4:28; 5:26; 6:11), or to the fulfillment of a law, a time 


period, or a scriptural passage (Luke 1:23, 57; 2:6, 
21-22; 21:22; Acts 13:33 [uses EKTTANPOW)). 

Reference to the Spirit’s filling is largely absent 
from Luke’s Gospel, but makes an appearance again 
in Acts. Such a contrast tends to indicate that John is 
a transitional figure, since he is regarded as part of 
him in this period is unique. This intensification may 
explain why Jesus calls him “more than a prophet” in 
7:26. Luke’s presentation of John as a transitional 
figure tends to dilute the attempt to make clean 
breaks in the “periods” of Luke’s portrayal of 
salvation history. John represents a bridge between 
promise and fulfillment. 

Some discussion exists whether filling “from the 
mother’s womb” means “from birth” (Isa. 48:8; Ps. 
22:10 [22:11 MT]; Plummer 1896: 14) or “while still 
in the womb” (Judg. 13:3-5, 7; 16:17; Isa. 44:2; 
Marshall 1978: 58; R. Brown 1977: 261; Fitzmyer 
1981: 326). Luke 1:41, with the testimony of the 
kicking fetus in the womb, argues for the rendering 
“while still in the womb.” Elizabeth’s testimony in 
that scene makes clear that John performs as a 
“witness” before his birth.“ The witness idea is 
something that will appear explicitly in Acts (1:8). 


John’s lifestyle and early provision of the Spirit 
reveal a special man of God, the transition figure 
from promise to fulfillment. In his intimate 
relationship with the Spirit, John the Baptist is a 
precursor of God’s coming ministry of the Spirit in 
the church when the Spirit will be given not justto a 
few but to all who believe. 


1:16 John the Baptist’s mission is prophetic. 
Danker (1988: 30) compares the ministry of John to 
the high priest effecting reconciliation, but John 
offers no sacrifices and has no mediatorial role. 
Rather, his ministry involves proclaiming God’s 
message by calling for repentance that expresses 
itself in a changed life (3:1-14), a ministry like the 
prophet. Nothing in this section indicates that John 
was ever treated as a messianic figure in Luke’s 

is of a prophet in the OT mold. 

John, the prophet, calls the nation to reform—to 
turn to God and live differently. Eruotpebeu 
(epistrepsei, he shall turn) alludes to a change of 
orientation or of direction in life (1 Thess. 1:9-10). 
But John’s message is not the universal ministry that 


is a part of the church’s call. Rather, it involves 
TOAAOUG TWV viðv Topana (pollous ton huiön 
Israel, many sons of Israel). It is a ministry calling 
Israel to prepare for the work of God. KUptov 
(kyrion, Lord) is not a Christianized reference here to 
Jesus, since the Lord is clearly identified as TOV 
HEOV AUTWV (ton theon auton, their God) (Friedrich, 
TDNT 2:719; Stein 1992: 76 takes the opposite view) 
and Jesus has not been mentioned yet. This verse 
recalls language like that in Mal. 2:6, while Luke 
1:17 parallels the description of Elijah found in Mal. 
3:1; 4:5 [3:24 MT]; and Sir. 48:10. In fact, the 
“turning” role of the prophet recalls the prophetic 
mission expressed in 2 Chron. 15:1, 4 and a prophetic 
message not responded to in Sir. 48:15. The idea of 
“turning to God” is a standard OT phrase for 

God of salvation (Deut. 30:2; Hos. 3:5; 7:10; 
Bertram, TDNT 7:727). Variations of this theme are 
also tied to the prophets’ messages (Jer. 3:7, 10, 14; 
18:8; Ezek. 3:19; Dan. 9:13; Plummer 1896: 15). The 
idea of turning is picked up in the NT to describe 
conversion (Acts 9:35; 2 Cor. 3:16; 1 Pet. 2:25; 
Marshall 1978: 58; R. Brown 1977: 275). In fact, 
repentance is part of the content of the great 


commission in Luke (24:47). This is the second note 
of continuity between John and the period of 
fulfillment, with the role of the Spirit being the first. 

Thus, the opportunity for salvation comes in the 
call to turn—or return—to God. Whereas in the 
church’s language turning indicates an initial 
reorientation of one’s life to God’s way, here John’s 
call is for the covenant nation to return to the way of 
living that God expects of his people. This distinction 
between John and the Christian message is as 
important as the similarities between John and the 
period of the church. Luke 3:7-14 discusses the 
details of this turning and suggests a reliance on God 
for anew way of living. It is a life conducted in 
righteousness and in kindness to one’s fellow 
humans. The prophets called Israelites to live a 
faithful, righteous life before their covenant God and 
reminded them of this call when they turned away. 
John has this same role. 


1:17 The angel details John’s prophetic mission with 
three descriptions: “going before,” “turning,” and 
“preparing.” The first means leading or going before 
the Lord (the reference to “him” goes back to 1:16 
and means God). Plummer (1896: 15), R. Brown 


(1977: 261), and Fitzmyer (1981: 326) make the 
point that only God can be meant here since the 
Messiah has not yet been introduced. Of course, the 
reader knows that the coming of the Lord is tied to 
Messiah, but John’s role is to represent the Lord God 
before his people. The phrase’s wording is similar to 
Mal. 3:1, indicating a parallelism between the end- 
time ministry of Elijah and the reforming ministry of 
John. Because of this prophetic parallelism, there is 
no need to posit an original messianic view of John in 
the source that Luke used. As the succeeding lines 
show, John’s message prepares the people for God’s 
work through Jesus. But for Luke, it is God’s plan. 
God is the main player; Jesus is his right-hand man. 
The manner in which John shall go before the Lord 
God is explicitly compared to Elijah’s prophetic 
ministry. Ev TTVEÜUATL Kal SUVAUEL (en pneumati 
kai dynamei, in the spirit and power) is acommon 
association (Luke 1:35; 4:14; Acts 1:8; 10:38; 
Marshall 1978: 59). The phrase denotes that the 
character and the power of John’s ministry are 
parallel to Elijah’s ministry. The comparison, instead 
of being a total equation between the two ministries, 
focuses on John’s powerful message. Elijah’s 
ministry involved the miraculous, as well as a 


powerful declaration of the need of God’s people to 
return to a faithful walk with God (1 Kings 17-18). 
However, John the Baptist is not portrayed as 
performing miracles. He parallels only Elijah’s call to 
repentance (Klostermann 1929: 9). It is interesting 
that the association of message and power is also 
emphasized by Paul when he describes his gospel 
preaching in Corinth (1 Cor. 1:18-2:5). The Word of 
God, especially the salvific Word, contains power to 
change one’s view of God, self, and the world. It also 
changes how one lives. 

The phrase in Luke’s next line, “to turn the hearts 
of fathers to the children,” is virtually a quotation of 
Mal. 3:24 LXX_and Sir. 48:10. It appears to refer to 
the reconciliation between families that occurs 
through the ministry of reform. Both Luke and the 
MT of Malachi use the plural in speaking of the 
fathers and the children, in contrast to the singular 
nouns in Sirach (Bock 1987: 59-60; N. Turner 1963: 
23). The next phrase, “[to turn] the disobedient to the 
wisdom of the just,” recalls wisdom motifs and 
describes a turning back to the way of the Lord 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 327). The preposition Ev (en) can be 
translated “into.” It indicates the change of 


perspective from disobedience to righteousness that 
John’s powerful preaching will effect.“ 

But what is the force of both lines together? Views 
vary on the nature of the parallelism. (1) Marshall 
(1978: 59) cites the options and, seeing Mal. 3:24-25 
as the key allusion, supports a loose conceptual 
parallelism where families and neighbors are 
reconciled to one another. (2) Others associate the 
fathers with the patriarchs, while the children are 
interpreted as disobedient people. This view sees a 
chiasmus in the lines.” (3) Conversely, some hold 
that the reference to fathers alludes to the 
disobedient, while children are the obedient. This 
approach sees a natural parallelism here (R. Brown 
1977: 278; Schweizer 1984: 22). Brown, arguing that 
Luke sees children positively and in contrast to the 
old in 3:7-8 (also 7:31-35), says that children are an 
anticipated reference to Gentiles, a view that 
Schweizer rejects. One could add conceptual 
examples of the recent as “good” (e.g., 5:36-39, 
where the new is not mixable with the old; 7:31-35 
goes both ways). (4) Leaney (1958: 80) holds that 
children’s hearts are a figure for what will happen to 
the parents. 


Which view expresses Luke’s intention? Leaney’s 
view (view 4 above) that children’s hearts are 
figurative is too complicated in that it takes parents 
literally but the children as a figure. The appeal to the 
fathers as the patriarchs is not supported by the 
context. Thus, the chiastic view is unlikely (view 2). 
R. Brown’s view that Gentiles are intended, a form of 
view 3, cannot work, since John’s ministry is 
portrayed solely as a ministry to the nation (1:16). 
Thus, whatever reconciliation John brings, it involves 
the people of Israel. As well, the links between 3:7-8 
and 1:17 are not exact; since in Luke 3 the father is a 
patriarch, while in Luke 1 the fathers are the 
tradition-laden groups that are straying. 

Schweizer’s approach (view 3) seems possible. The 
fathers represent the old generation set in the ways of 
tradition and needing a call to reform, while the 
children, as the new generation, are naturally open to 
the new things of God. In the parallelism, fathers line 
up with the idea of disobedience and children are 
paired with the righteous. The parable of the 
impossibility of putting new wine in old wineskins is 
a similar idea (5:37—39). For reconciliation to take 

place, a change in the old traditional way of thinking 
and living must occur. John’s role is to call the nation 


to reform this traditional thinking and have a change 
of heart. The only problem with this approach is that 
the symbolic connection is not readily apparent. If 
this father-children motif were well attested then it 
might be possible to accept the idea. 

What is the meaning then? Marshall’s “loose” 
connection is still the best option. But is it as loose as 
he suggests? Maybe a synthetic parallelism is present 
that states John’s reform in terms of basic horizontal 
and vertical relationships. John’s ministry will bring 
families together (horizontal) and bring righteousness 
before God back to the disobedient (vertical). This 
Godward-human duality is a basic characteristic of 
righteousness that is pleasing to God and reflects OT 
Eph. 1:15). If Malachi controls the background of the 
passage, then such a reform is the point. Since a first- 
century Jew had many religious sectarian options, the 
reference to family division may allude to family 
members choosing different individual sects. Thus, 
families would split as sons chose to belong to sects 
to which their fathers did not belong. John’s mission 
was to call people back from the other options to the 
way of God. 


John’s final task speaks of him “making ready for 
the Lord a prepared people” (1:16; “Lord” here is 
God, not Jesus). This phrase is not found in either the 
OT or the NT, but it is a combination of ideas from 
several OT passages. Malachi 3:1 speaks of the 
messenger of the Lord, later identified as Elijah, 
uses the term ErtLBAEWETAL (epiblepsetai, shall 
show) to describe this preparatory work, whereas 
Luke uses £ToLuaoal (hetoimasai, shall prepare). 
Thus, if Mal. 3:1 is in view, the LXX has not 
influenced Luke’s wording, The reforming Elijah 
motif is the prevalent one used to describe John’s 
ministry. 

The verbal term used in Isa. 40:3 LXX for 
preparation is ETOLUAOATE (hetoimasate), the same 
term Luke uses. Mark 1:2—3 combines Isa. 40 and 
Mal. 3 to introduce John the Baptist. Thus, this 
pairing represents a traditional association that the 
church made between John and the OT. Its distinct 
attestation in a variety of Gospels shows it to be a 
strongly held tradition. But Luke has a twist on the 
OT motif. The OT called on the people to prepare for 
the Lord, while Luke reverses the image to speak 
about a prepared people for God. The idea is similar 


but the emphasis is on the product that emerges from 
the response to the prophet’s call. 

The idea of a prepared people comes from Isa. 
43:7. With its reference to the preparation of Israel 
for the coming of the Lord, Isa. 43 serves to 
complement Isa. 40 and refers to the elect status of 
the nation Israel, apeople whom God prepared. But 
perhaps more relevant is 2 Sam. 7:24, where the 
context is Davidic covenant and hope. Here the Lord 
speaks of a prepared people, a nation that God has 
called to himself. The Samuel and Isaiah passages 
stress that “a prepared people” are a special people 
that God has drawn to himself for his own purposes. 
In light of the Davidic emphasis in 1:31-35, it is 
quite probable that this wording is alluded to here 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 327). 

So John’s ministry in Luke 1:17 is heavily 
influenced by OT ideas. John calls out of Israel a 
prepared and responding group of people who are 
ready to follow the Lord’s way of salvation. This 
description of a “prepared people” has a “remnant” 
tone to it. God prepares a responding remnant, which 
is called out from the nation. The call to reform and 
the creation of a prepared remnant people summarize 
the basic ministry of John the Baptist. In this Elijah- 


like ministry, he establishes his “great” position 
before the Lord and brings joy to many in Israel (see 
excursus 1). From it emerges a people who are ready 
for God’s salvation. 


1:18 A human touch enters with Zechariah’s 
response. He questions what the angel says about a 
child, because of his age (rtpeoßürtng, presbytés, 
old) and his wife’s advanced years (tpoßeßnxKuia, 
probebekuia, advanced [in years]). Unlike some 
legendary accounts, where the miraculous occurs as a 
matter of course, in this narrative the angel’s 
announcement catches Zechariah off guard. His 
response is typically human: he asks for a confirming 
sign. The request for a sign has OT precedent in that 
Abraham (Gen. 15:3-8;_ 18:11-12, also pleading age), 


was told of signs to look for to guarantee what was 
said (1 Sam. 10:2-7; Wiefel 1988: 48). In Luke 1:20 
the Lord grants the sign, but also issues a rebuke 
about unbelief. The sign delays any revelation of the 
miracle until it comes to pass (1:63; Marshall 1978: 
60). 


Danker (1988: 22) argues that Luke is particularly 
hard on those who seek signs (11:16, 29-30). Yet 
Danker’s references indicate that the motif belongs to 
esp. v. 29; 1 Cor. 1:22). The difference between 
Zechariah and later Synoptic examples, where sign- 
seekers are more strongly rebuked, is that Jesus’ 
ministry was full of signs that should have 
authenticated his claims; but Zechariah had no 
personal precedent for response. So God granted the 
sign and yet called on Zechariah to believe his word 
(1:20). 


1:19 The objection about the parents’ ages yields a 
remark about the messenger’s position and authority. 
Zechariah may be old, but God’s message comes 
from the angel Gabriel, who stands in God’s presence 
and has direct access to God.” The meaning of 
Gabriel’s name is disputed. It means “man of God,” 
“God has shown himself strong,” or “God is my 
hero” (Fitzmyer likes the latter; 1981: 328). But the 
name is not an issue for Luke, nor does the action of 
the narrative seem to suggest any significance for it. 
Gabriel’s career is tied biblically to eschatological 
events (in Dan. 8:15-16; 9:21 he is the giver of the 


prophecy of the seventy weeks). Jewish tradition 
regards him as one of the more significant angels 
who served next to God. The number of angels who 
stand in God’s presence varies from four to seven.’ 
Because Gabriel has a major function in God’s work 
and direct access to him, the angel’s message carries 
credibility. 

Gabriel describes his task as being one of God’s 
commissioned messengers (ATTEOTAANV, apestalén, I 
have been sent). Gabriel speaks to Zechariah and 
proclaims good news to him. The use of the plural 
TQAUTA (tauta, these things) helps determine whether 
ebayyeAloaodau (euangelisasthai) means simply 
“to report good news” or has an additional nuance of 
reporting “eschatological good news.” The plural 
shows that the entire angelic message of 1:13-17 is 
in view, and therefore the good news includes a 
reference to God’s salvific good news (Danker 1988: 
22). Zechariah is challenged to believe and respond 
to this good news. As Danker expresses it, “To ignore 
the knell of judgment is disastrous, but to question 
the divine procedure, as Zechariah does, is to invite 
the tolling of the bell.” Luke 1:20 points out 
Zechariah’s lack of faith. It is better to say that 
Zechariah leans toward unbelief here, rather than that 


he is entirely unbelieving. His asking for a sign 
suggests that he is attempting to respond positively to 
the angel’s message, though he has grave doubt and 
needs prodding. Thus the angel’s reply calls 
Zechariah to faith instead of doubt.” 


1:20 Gabriel gives Zechariah a sign to remind him of 
his lack of faith—both the inability to speak and 
deafness, the latter evident from the hand signs used 
to ask him a question in 1:62 (against this view is 
Klostermann 1929: 10; see Fitzmyer 1981: 328-29; 
R. Brown 1977: 263). The expressions €on 
OLWITGV (esë siöpön, you shall be silent) and un 
SuvauEevoc AdAfoat (më dynamenos lalésai, not 
able to speak) emphasize by repetition the inability 
positively and negatively. The angel declares the 
sign’s duration. Zechariah is handicapped “until” 
(Ax pt, achri) the days when these things begin to 
happen. T&vnTau (genétai, it shall be) is clearly 
inceptive in the context, for Zechariah is silent until 
the birth of John and not until the time of his 
ministry. R. Brown (1977: 280) suggests that the 
presence of muteness in Dan. 10:15 and the literary 
need for a sign led Luke or his source to include the 
detail of the sign of judgment, but such a deduction is 


unlikely. There is a difference between going 
speechless from the awe that one has at seeing a 
revelation, a silence that is quickly removed by the 
angel (Daniel), and being affected because of one’s 
unbelief by a temporary sign of judgment that lasts 
for months (Zechariah). If this detail were created, 
why did not the angel simply say, “The silence (from 
your awe at this revelation) shall remain until you 
leave the temple”? The motivation for this detail is 
not reflection on the OT text.” 

The reason, Qv@’ ©v (anth’ hon, because), for the 
sign was Zechariah’s lack of faith. He did not believe 
the angel’s message. However, the sign also performs 
another function. It serves to conceal the revelation 
from the crowd and all others until the proper time 
(Marshall 1978: 61). In fact, the angel notes that 
God’s word will be fulfilled at the proper time, a 
comment showing God’s sovereign control over these 
events. The term TTANpPOw (pleroö, to fulfill) denotes 
the completion or realization of God’s word or plan. 
This verb appears at key points in Luke’s account 
(Luke 4:21; 9:31; 24:44; Acts 1:16; 3:18). The use of 
Katpoc (kairos, time) in the sense of appointed time 
is also frequent (Luke 12:56; 18:30; 19:44; 21:8, 24; 
Acts 1:7; 3:20; 17:26; though it is to be noted that 


Luke 12:56 and 18:30 have Synoptic parallels: Matt. 
16:3 and Mark 10:30). 

In discussing this sign and its challenge, which also 
reflects disciplining judgment, Schweizer (1984: 23) 
notes, “A salvation that does not reveal and thereby 
change what stands in its way would not be real 
salvation. ... That God opened someone’s eyes to 
that which is distorted in such a way that the person 
is re-formed, not simply shattered, is a demonstration 
of the living God.” In other words, through the 
temporary judgment, Zechariah (and the reader with 
him) is to learn something about trusting God’s 
message. 


iii. Aftermath: A Wondering Crowd and the 
Silent Priest (1:21-23) 


1:21 Luke shifts the scene to outside the Holy Place 
and the people’s anticipation of Zechariah’s return 
and blessing. The durative periphrastic imperfect rv 
... TTIPOOÖOKWV (En ... prosdokon, were waiting) 
depicts the wait as an ongoing, lingering affair.” The 
waiting turns to amazement when Zechariah does not 
emerge from the Holy Place quickly. E8avuacov 
(ethaumazon, were wondering) continues the 
sequence: “They were waiting and they were 


wondering as he delayed in the Holy Place.” If the 
Jewish tradition of the Day of Atonement is any 
guide, then such a delay in the Holy Place is a cause 
for worry for those outside. M. Yoma. 5.1 mentions 
that a short prayer is expected of the high priest, lest 
the nation worry.” In fact, if the Mishnah reflects 
first-century practice, Zechariah was accompanied by 
four other priests, who waited for him to complete 
the offering.” On his departure, Zechariah and the 
priests would give the people a blessing, but little did 
those outside realize what was occurring. 


1:22 In a resolution of the drama, when Zechariah 
emerged from the Holy Place, not only was it clear 
that something unusual had happened, but the first 
fulfillment of the angel’s prediction came to pass. 
When Zechariah came out (€G€AGWv, exelthön) of 
the temple, he was unable to speak. Most likely he 
was Silent as the other priests gave the Aaronic 
blessing (Num. 6:24—26) required by Jewish 
practice.” Luke focuses on Zechariah, because he is 
the only one relevant to the movement of divine 
events. If the mishnaic requirements existed in the 
first century, then Zechariah could have been in the 
Holy Place by himself at any one of four points in the 
offering process: to clear away the ashes from the 


previous offering (m. Tamid 6.1), to fix the 
candlesticks and relight them if necessary (m. Tamid 
6.1), to take in the cinder pan and place new burning 
material on the altar (m. Tamid 6.2), or to spread the 
incense over the altar (m. Tamid 6.3). A delay at any 
of these points would have slowed up the entire 
offering-blessing process. 

Luke 1:9 tells us that Zechariah drew the lot to 
make the incense offering.” Thus, it is possible that 
he spread the incense over the altar (i.e., the 
instruction of m. Tamid 6.3). Luke portrays 
Zechariah’s experience as private. Such a private 
moment in the offering sequence is possible in the 
prescribed order of events, so the suggestion that 
Luke erred in not citing the custom of multiple 
priests being present is not correct. On the other 
hand, if the meeting occurred during the offering 
itself, then Luke may be suggesting a private 
encounter like Paul’s on the Damascus road. 

The crowd drew the correct conclusion. The priest 
had a vision or a supernatural encounter. 
Enéyvwoav OTL (epegnösan hoti, they knew that) 
suggests an appropriate conclusion and is a Lucan 
expression.” The term used for the meeting, 
OTTTAOLAV (optasian, vision or appearance), differs 


from the passive form of Ööpaw (horaö, to see; i.e., 
WW@ONv, öphthen, appeared) and often refers to 
supernatural appearances.“ The crowd’s conclusion 
is a natural one in light of the delay and the traditions 
about what causes a person to be struck mute (Ezek. 
3:26; Dan. 10:7-8, 15; 2 Macc. 3:29; Josephus, 
Antiquities 13.10.3 8828283; SB 2:77—79; Creed 
1930: 12). 

When faced with the dilemma of his priestly 
responsibility and his inability to utter the blessing, 
Zechariah signs the blessing. Again a periphrastic 
imperfect is used (v SLAVEVWV, En dianeuön, was 
making signs). But Zechariah’s disability is not 


rather his condition lingers as the angel predicted 
(ÖLEUEVEV KWOOG, diemenen köphos, was 
remaining mute). The immediate fulfillment of the 
punitive sign suggests that the rest of God’s word 
will come to pass as well. 

R. Brown mentions the possibility of an intentional 
Lucan literary contrastive parallel between the 
inability to give blessing here and Jesus’ bestowal of 
blessing in Luke 24:50-52, but such a suggestion is 
unlikely in light of the lack of any Lucan portrayal of 
Jesus as a priest.“ Appeals to Sir. 50:19-23 also 


falter, since clear allusions are lacking and the event 
is acommon one. 

The judgment functions as a sign (1:18-20), as 
Elizabeth’s pregnancy serves as a sign to Mary 
(1:34-38). A Lucan warning about signs will emerge 
later in the Gospel, but is not dealt with here. For 
Luke, signs confirm the word of God and are in 
God’s sovereign control, rather than being subject to 
popular demand (11:29-32), a view shared with the 
early church tradition (Matt. 12:39-42). 

Zechariah stayed and completed his week of 
temple duty. The Kal EyEveto (kai egeneto) or 
EYEVETO SE (egeneto de, and it came to pass) 
construction with a verb is common in Luke.“ When 
he fulfilled his priestly responsibility, he went home. 
The term ErtAN0OnoavV (eplésthésan) has the 
nontechnical sense of the “completion” of a set 
number of days, while Aettoupytac (leitourgias, 
time of service) denotes priestly service related to the 
worship of God, a sense paralleled in the LXX.” 


1:23 Zechariah, on finishing his task, went home, 
which was located in the hill country, south of 
Jerusalem (1:39). No more details are given. In the 
infancy material, Luke often ends a unit with a 


journey or a return home. These endings set up a 
transition to the next event.” Before Luke moves to 
the next event, he notes the reaction of Zechariah’s 
previously barren wife, as she prepares to give birth. 
This returns the reader’s attention to God’s personal 
concern (1:6-7, 13, 18), acomplementary theme to 
what God is doing for his plan of salvation. 


c. Resolution: Elizabeth’s Pregnancy (1:24—25) 


1:24 The initial fulfillment of the angel’s promise 
(1:13) comes in Elizabeth’s conceiving (ouv&Aaßev, 
synelaben, she conceived). How quickly this 
fulfillment came is not stated, since the phrase ETÀ 
... TAUTAG TAC NUEPAG (meta ... tautas tas 
hémeras) means simply “after these days” and refers 
to the general time period after Zechariah’s return. 
The brief reference to conception parallels the 
reference to Samuel’s conception (1 Sam. 1:19-20; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 329). 

As a result of the conception, Elizabeth 
consciously decides to hide herself, as seen in the 
reflexive pronoun in TTEPLEKPLPBEV EQUTHV 
(periekryben heauten, she hid herself). For five 
months, she hid herself from the public by remaining 
at home (1:39-40). Why did she withdraw? 


1. Some say that the pain of reproach from her 
neighbors caused her to hide (Plummer 1896: 19; 
Ellis 1974: 70; Marshall 1978: 62). But would 
she still grieve when she had become pregnant? 
Only if she were worried that she might not 
deliver a healthy child and be proven wrong. But 
the text gives no hint of anxiety or a lack of faith. 
Rather, it suggests joy and relief, so that this 
explanation seems less likely. 

2. Others argue that adding together all the 
chronological notes in the infancy sequence 
results in an allusion to Daniel’s seventy weeks 
(five months noted here, a sixth month in 1:26, 
three months in 1:56, and eight days in 2:21). 
R. Brown rejects this view, because the addition 
is based on seeing a nine-month rather than a 
lunar ten-month pregnancy. The view also fails 
because Luke gives approximate time references. 
Luke 1:56 says that Mary’s visit with Elizabeth 
lasted about (WG, hös) three months. An effort to 
extract exact days from an approximate reference 
cannot work. 

3. Creed (1930: 12) cites J. Weiss’s suggestion 
that Elizabeth went into seclusion to give herself 
to praise to the Lord, as 1:25 suggests. It may be 


added that perhaps Elizabeth set herself to 
prepare for the birth of this important child, 
much as the wife of Manoah vowed to do (Judg. 
13). This suggestion has some contextual merit 
(SB 2:98; Alford 1874: 446). 

4. Most recent commentators suggest that Luke 
uses this detail for one of two reasons. (a) Luke 
may wish to set up the confirmation of John’s 
work, which comes when John kicks in his 
mother’s womb when she sees Mary, the one 
bearing Messiah Jesus (R. Brown 1977: 282; 
Klostermann 1929: 10-11; Danker 1988: 34; 
Leaney 1958: 42; 1 Sam. 1:19-20). This detail 
allows John to react to Jesus’ presence and serve 
as forerunner. (b) The withdrawal keeps the birth 
a secret until the proper time, and thus serves the 
Same purpose as Zechariah’s muteness (Fitzmyer 
1981: 329; Schneider 1977a: 46). 


The purpose of Elizabeth’s action is obscure, as the 
many views show. It seems that Luke sees the 
withdrawal as a time of praise (view 3), though the 
action also seems to explain why the mother of the 
Lord went to the home of the forerunner’s mother 
(view 4a; Luke 1:36, 39-40). View 4b cannot work 


on a literary level, since Mary knew about Elizabeth 
before they met. To put the matter simply, Elizabeth 
withdrew and Luke does not tell why. During this 
time of seclusion Mary heard of her own impending 
pregnancy and of the state of her relative Elizabeth 
(1:26-38). 

R. Brown (1977: 282) argues that the verses 
linking 1:24-25 to 1:36 are Lucan compositions. This 
contention, however, is hard to prove since Brown’s 
argument is structural and there is no peculiar Lucan 
terminology in these verses. But the position cannot 
be rejected either, since Luke may be responsible for 
the parallel arrangement of events in the narrative, an 
arrangement that, if it reflects Luke’s research, would 
indicate the timing and sequence of the actual 
events.” That such an arrangement is the product of 
Luke’s own research does not seem improbable at all. 
In the withdrawal of Elizabeth, Luke notes her pious 
response to her pregnancy, clearing the stage for the 
birth annunciation to Mary. 


1:25 Luke briefly reports Elizabeth’s reaction to her 
pregnancy. The introductory OTt (hoti, that) has been 
taken to express content; thus the reader sees the 

report as an expression of Elizabeth’s heart. Another 


possibility is to view OTL as causal, giving the reason 
for her withdrawal.” Most commentators argue that 
the participle A£youoa (legousa, saying) in 1:24 
expects OTL to express content. Alford (1874: 446) 
notes that, although the nuance is slightly different, 
the basic sense is not affected by the choice. Whether 
a report is present or the cause for her withdrawal is 
expressed, the verse still depicts Elizabeth’s attitude 
to the end of her barrenness. 

Elizabeth expresses both relief and joy that God 
removed this source of public shame (barrenness was 
commonly viewed this way; SB 2:98). Expressing 
thanks to the Lord for the provision of a child is a 
common OT theme (Sarah in Gen. 21:6; Rachel in 
Gen. 30:23). Creed (1930: 13), however, 
distinguishes between this narrative and these two 
OT examples in that both OT praises come at the 
birth of the child, not before it, as here. Therefore, 
such a distinct detail argues against Luke creating 
this response from an OT parallel. 

The language of her praise is interesting. Elizabeth 
notes what the Lord “has done” in these days. 
llestoinkev (pepoieken, he has done) is a perfect 
tense form, which indicates a finality to God’s lifting 
of her burden. She stresses God’s active and personal 


involvement in her life by choosing the term 
ETTELSEV (epeiden, he looked on me). This term 
comes from &P0opAw (ephoraö, to gaze upon 
something) and is often used in Classical Greek of 
the actions of the Greek gods in relationship to 
humans (BAGD 331; BAA 576; LSJ 746; Plummer 
1896: 19-20; Luce 1933: 86). This is an unusual term 
for Luke (his only other use is in Acts 4:29); 
ETTLOKETTTOUAL (episkeptomai, to visit) is the normal 
Lucan expression (Luke 1:68, 78; 7:16; Acts 6:3; 
7:23; 15:14, 36; Leaney 1958: 81). This argues 
against a Lucan creation of this material (against this 
view is R. Brown 1977: 283-85). The Lord has 
watched over Elizabeth so that her reproach among 
people is gone.” 

The remark’s brevity leads some to doubt if 
Zechariah informed Elizabeth about the significance 
of the child. Hence Elizabeth discovered the child’s 
importance with the events of 1:39-45.” Such a 
conclusion is unlikely, since at Mary’s visit she 
possessed knowledge about the other child (1:41--44). 
Also, it seems unlikely that Zechariah would 
withhold information from his wife about the cause 
of his deaf-muteness. Luke is purposely brief here. In 


fact, it may be that Elizabeth’s knowledge about the 
child’s significance is the cause for her withdrawal.” 

Two themes dominate this final unit. First, there is 
a sense of joy and relief since God has removed a 
source of Elizabeth’s pain. God has acted in her life. 
The second theme is God’s personal attention to 
Elizabeth, a point expressed in the idea of God’s 
visitation (1:25). As God deals with his salvation 
plan, he is also meeting human needs. John may have 
a special role for Israel, but the child also met a 
personal need for Elizabeth. 


Summary 


The major concern of 1:5—25 is the renewed 
salvific work of God for his people. John will be a 
prophet who in the spirit of Elijah calls Israel to 
reform. The numerous allusions to Malachi and to 
Elijah suggest an end-time event. In fact, John will 
prepare a remnant people for the coming of the 
Lord. Many in Israel will be reconciled to one 
another as they turn to righteous thinking (1:14— 
17). 

But alongside these cosmic, national, and 
salvific themes is the simple personal story of 


Zechariah and Elizabeth. They were a righteous, 
childless couple who prayed for a child. God 
visited them and heard their prayer of pain. The 
answer took time, but God honored their request. 
Luke depicts God’s sovereign involvement in the 
lives of believers. Scripture reveals requests 
answered immediately, requests answered 
eventually, and requests denied for a better way. In 
this case, the answer to a personal prayer comes 
after years of waiting and calls forth a response of 
praise. 

An additional theme is that God’s message 
comes to pass. The patterns of God’s salvific ways 
are being reestablished, as God reaches to his 
people now in a way that parallels how he reached 
out to OT saints. In addition, the rebuke of 
Zechariah and the judgment upon him call the 
reader to believe that God’s Word and plan will 
come to pass. The fulfillment of the angel’s 
message in two phases also underscores this 
theme. In the birth announcement of John, God 
renews his work of salvation for his people, as the 
patterns of salvation are reenacted. God’s 
promises are revealed and then partially fulfilled. 


Surely, the fulfillment of the rest of the plan is 
secure. 


Additional Notes 


1:8. The number of priests in first-century Jerusalem is variously 
estimated, but the best number comes from the Letter of Aristeas 95 
(noted by Jeremias 1969: 200). There are about 700 priests per 
order outside the 50 or so who handle the sacrifice for the week. 
Thus, 750 times 24 equals 18,000. 


1:9. The grammar is somewhat difficult in that the aorist participle 
ELCEAHWV (coming) is tied to the infinitive OUULGOAL (to 
sacrifice), not to the verb EAAYXE (it fell) (Plummer 1896: 11). The 
verse reads, “According to the custom of the priests, the lot fell [to 
him] to offer incense after going into the Holy Place.” 


1:17. IlpoeAeloetau is the verb to be read here on the basis 
of superior manuscript support, rather than two other less well 
attested verbs. Supporting it are X, D, and Byz, showing the 
presence of the reading in all major textual families (this text-critical 


problem is not discussed in UBS‘). 


1:25. One source question needs to be handled. R. Brown (1977: 
283-85) argues that 1:5-25 was composed by Luke. His argument 


has three points: (1) the stylistic parallelism between the John the 
Baptist and Jesus units in the infancy material, especially in the 
problem of reconciling John’s being a relative to Jesus with John the 
Baptist’s statement in John 1:31, 33 that he did not know Jesus. 
Brown argues that Luke, having a Jesus annunciation tradition, 
composed a parallel Baptist tradition. Now it may well be that Luke 
brings together various traditions to show the parallelism of these 
accounts, but does that mean that he created a new event from a 
Jesus tradition and the OT? 

It is unlikely that this is a proper explanation for this pericope’s 
origin. (1) Though there are many details that parallel the OT, there 
usually is a significant variation in the Zechariah event that shows 


that Luke did not work merely from the OT (see the exegesis of 1:11, 


presence. Among the questions that composition cannot explain are 
(a) why a temple setting? (b) why a priestly background? (c) why 
appear to the father and not the mother? (d) why the praise of the 
Lord at the withdrawal and not at birth? and (e) why the withdrawal 
at all? Such details do not help the parallelism and are not explained 
by a theory of Lucan creation. If one wishes to argue that only some 
details are historical, then how is one to choose which details are 
historical and which are not? (3) Some vocabulary in alleged Lucan 
units is not Lucan (see the exegesis of 1:25). (4) The most powerful 


point raised for this view is the problem of John 1:31, 33. However, it 
seems possible that in these verses John the Baptist is referring to 
the decisive knowledge of God’s personal confirmation about who 
Jesus is, rather than making a comprehensive statement about 
never knowing Jesus personally. Luke 1:41—44 would not contradict 
this Johannine distinction, since that passage has a prenatal act by 
John that Elizabeth interprets for him. Though the baby is prompted 
by the Spirit (1:15), the fetal John is hardly conscious of performing a 
confirming sign from God. John 1 is only making the point that John 
could not definitely know the Messiah was Jesus, until God showed 
him directly. Thus, Brown’s theory about Lucan composition is to be 
rejected. 


2. Announcement to Mary 
(1:26-38) 


The announcement to Mary has two key parallels. 
First, there is the parallel to OT birth 
announcements (Ishmael: Gen. 16:7—14; Isaac: 
Gen. 17:15—22; 18:9-15; Samson: Judg. 13:2-23; 
Samuel: 1 Sam. 1:9-20; Schürmann 1969: 59; 
Wiefel 1988: 50). The account recalls God’s past 
great acts. Second is the parallel with the 


announcement to Zechariah (Luke 1:5-25). The 
entire passage stands in parallelism to the earlier 
birth announcement, but the unusual nature of the 
birth and the future call of the child show that 
Jesus is superior to John. The mood of the passage 
is very different from the earlier announcement. In 
contrast to the public setting of the temple in the 
middle of Jerusalem, Mary receives her 
announcement privately in a village setting. 

The parallels to the Zechariah announcement 
are striking, as seen in the following list:* 


1. The scene is set and the angel comes (1:5- 
11, 26-27). 

2. The person fears (1:12, 29). 

3. The angel gives assurance (1:13a, 30). 

4. The birth is promised and the child is named 
(1:13b, 31). 

5. The significance of the child is described 
(1:14-17, 32-33). 

6. A question expresses some doubt (1:18, 34). 

7. The Spirit’s role is noted (1:15b-c, 35). 

8. A sign or an instruction is given (1:19-20, 
36-37). 

9. A remark about the significance of the 
angel’s words is present (1:20, 38). 


There also are major differences (Schweizer 
1984: 25-26; R. Brown 1977: 293; Nolland 1989: 
40-41). In the announcement to Mary, no need for 
the birth is mentioned, nor is there any note about 
the parent’s pious background, other than a brief 
remark that Mary is a virgin and that there are 
Davidic connections. In this announcement, the 
angel controls the literary movement in that most 
of the account records his words. There is less 
activity than in 1:5-25; the scene in 1:26-38 has a 
calmer tone. The announcement in 1:26-38 goes 
to the mother, not to the father. No fulfillments 
occur within the announcement, unlike the 
judgment on Zechariah. There is no rebuke for 
lack of faith, despite a question. Most importantly, 
where the previous birth is the reversal of 
barrenness, here there is a virgin birth. The 
announcement setting here is simple, but the 
miracle is great. Everything rests on God’s fresh 
creative power. This child is his in a way no child 
since Adam has been, a point Luke makes more 
directly in 3:38 (Wiefel 1988: 51). 


Sources and Historicity 


The question about sources and historicity for this account runs 
headlong into its supernatural character. Many express doubt or 
agnosticism about aspects of historicity in this unit and deny the 
possibility of sources in Jesus’ family.2 For many its origins are 
obscure. They argue that the account arose in Hellenistic Christian 
circles or was influenced by Isa. 7:14 LXX, and that a divine birth for 
the Messiah was not known in Judaism (Schneider 1977a: 52-53). 
The differences between this account and the one in Matthew are 
another factor causing doubt about any tradition with roots back to 


Mary.2 Still more troublesome to most is the absence of the 
expression of a virgin birth in the NT outside of Matthew and Luke. 
Why did it not make its mark more strongly? This omission causes 
some to argue that the origin of the most miraculous part of the 
account must be found in circles outside of Judaism and that the 
virgin birth was the product of reflection about Jesus, rather thana 
part of the original tradition about his birth.4 Some even argue that 
Luke put together separate traditions here by adding the virgin birth 
account to a simple birth narrative.2 Most regard the virgin birth as 
a natural product of later Christianity, influenced either by reflection 
baptism (Schürmann 1969: 56 for Isa.; Schneider 197 7a: 52 for Ps. 
and baptism).® 

However, one should not forget that oral traditions about Jesus’ 
origins were in circulation. Most accept that Luke inherited his 


material, so something about Jesus’ birth was in circulation. The 
absence of details about Jesus’ birth and origins in the NT 
corresponds with the general absence in the NT of material about 
the life of Jesus outside the Gospels. The only omission that is 
surprising is Mark’s, but he ignores Jesus’ childhood entirely, so his 
omission may be explained simply as literary choice. John’s 
omission is the result of his presenting an even higher Christology at 
the start of his Gospel: the incarnation of the preexistent Word. 
Those NT passages that tie Jesus to Joseph are natural in light of 


Joseph’s responsibility for the house in which Jesus grew up.4 

In sum, the discussion boils down to worldview. The text clearly 
presents the virgin birth as the origin of Jesus. Marshall aptly says 
that belief in the virgin birth is not unreasonable, if one can accept 
the reality of the incarnation. This keen observation does not solve 
entirely the issue of sources. Mary is not the only one who could 
have related this material to the church, but ultimately the tradition 
that arose must go back to her or her family. It may also be that the 
church came to understand the significance of the event to God’s 
plan through later reflection on OT texts, but deepening one’s 
understanding through scriptural reflection is a different question 


from accepting the reality of the event. There is no need for the 
church to have created the event. To exalt Jesus’ birth falsely would 
have been of no benefit to the message about Jesus. In fact, the 
absence of this emphasis in the kerygma shows that the concept 
was not emphasized in the church’s preaching. Such a claim would 


only bring derision, unless something genuine generated it (see the 
exegesis of 1:31). Why place another stumbling block in the 
message? Ancients were not as gullible as many suggest. A 
concrete event must have generated this belief about Jesus, even if 
its significance emerged slowly. 


The outline of Luke 1:26-38 is as follows: 


a. Setting of the appearance (1:26-27) 
b. Announcement: birth of the Davidic Son of 
God (1:28-37) 
i. Fear before the angel and a calm greeting 
(1:28-30) 
ii. The announcement proper, part 1 (1:31- 
33) 
iii. Mary’s question (1:34) 
iv. The announcement proper, part 2 (1:35) 
v. A confirming sign and assurance of God’s 
ability 
(1:36-37) 
c. Acceptance by a willing servant (1:38) 


A closer look at the structure of the 
announcement proper reveals the following: 


an angelic word of calm (1:30) 


announcement of the birth of the Davidic ruler 
(1:31-35) 
the promise: a son will be conceived (1:31) 
his call: Jesus the Davidic son who rules 
forever (1:32--33) 
Mary’s inquiry (1:34) 
answer: he will be a Spirit-conceived Son of 
God (1:35) 
announcement of a sign: Elizabeth’s pregnancy 
(1:36) 
lesson: nothing is impossible with God (1:37) 


Numerous themes dominate the passage: the 
simple form of God’s coming, the coming of the 
Davidic king’s reign, the fulfillment of Israel’s 
hope, the creative power of God and his Spirit, the 
uniqueness and superiority of God’s son, the 
uniqueness of the Son’s birth, and the certainty of 
God’s word and power. As the angel says, 
“Nothing is impossible with God” (1:37). Most of 
these themes focus on God and the figure of 
fulfillment, Jesus. There also are themes tied to 
Mary. Her example represents the humble 
acceptance of God’s word (1:38). In addition, she 
pictures one touched by God’s grace. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


261, the sixth month, the angel Gabriel was sent by God to a city 


of Galilee named ONazarethU, 2’to a virgin betrothed to a man 
whose name was Joseph, of the house of David; and the name of 
the virgin was Mary. 

28 And coming to her, he said, “Greeting, LJO favored oneLJ, the 
Lord is with LlyouL]!” 

2ITBut she was greatly perplexed_] at this saying and pondered 
what sort of greeting this might be. 

30 and the angel said to her, “Do not fear, Mary, for you have 
found favor before God. *4You shall conceive and shall give birth to a 
son and shall call his name Jesus. %?This one shall be great, and 
shall be called Son of the Most High; and the Lord God shall give to 
him the throne of his father David, and he shall rule over the house 
of Jacob forever; and of his kingdom there will be no end.” 

SA And Mary said to the angel, “How can this be since | do not 
know a man?” 

SSThe angel replied, “The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the 
power of the Most High shall overshadow you; therefore Othe one 
who is bornU shall be called holy, the Son of God. *®Behold 


Elizabeth, your relative, in her old age has also conceived a son; and 


this is the sixth month with her who is called barren. *’For nothing is 
impossible [with GodlJ.” 
38 And Mary said, “| am the servant of the Lord. Let it be to me 


according to your word.” And the angel departed from her. 
a. Setting of the Appearance (1:26-27) 


1:26 God commissions the angel Gabriel, who made 
the birth announcement to Zechariah, to deliver a 
similar message to Mary (on Gabriel, see the 
exegesis of 1:19). There is some question as to 
whether the phrase G10 TOU HEoÖ (apo tou theou) 
means sent “from God,” emphasizing the place from 
which Gabriel came, or sent “by God,” emphasizing 
who commissioned the angel. The phrase usually 
emphasizes location, but it is possible that a7 
substitutes for ÓÓ (hypo) (BAGD 87; BDF 8210.2). 
Fitzmyer (1981: 343) notes that the preposition may 


be influenced by the Semitic preposition | (min, 
from, by), which can be used for both separation and 
agency. The preposition’s natural meaning makes 
good sense and ought to be preferred.” Thus, Gabriel 
is sent from God’s heavenly realm to Mary. 

The meeting takes place in the sixth month of 
Elizabeth’s pregnancy, a note that connects this 
angelic visit with 1:5-25. The visit occurs in the 


Galilean region, about 45 to 85 miles north of 
Jerusalem. About 30 miles in width, it contained 
within its borders the Sea of Galilee and was situated 
just north of Samaria. The region may be mentioned 
because Nazareth was a very small village (TTOALG, 
polis) and Luke’s readers may not have known even 
its general location (Marshall 1978: 64). 

Contrast with the preceding account sets the 
announcement’s tone. The previous announcement 
about John came to a priest in the midst of a public 
worship service at the high holy place of Israel’s 
capital. The announcement about Jesus comes 
privately to a humble woman in a little rural village. 
Luke contrasts the greatness of the setting of the 
announcement about John with the simplicity of the 
announcement about Jesus. The tone of the setting of 
Jesus’ birth matches the tone of his ministry. The 
great God of heaven sends the gift of salvation to 
humans in a serene unadorned package of simplicity. 


1:27 The angel appears to a young woman, Mary. 
Luke uses two simple descriptions of her. First, she is 
a virgin. Ilap8€vov (parthenon, virgin) expresses 
her chaste state. Her condition receives confirmation 
in 1:34, where she confesses her lack of sexual 


experience. Matthew 1:23 agrees with this 
description of Mary. 

Second, Mary is engaged to Joseph (Matt. 1:18 
also expresses Mary’s relationship to Joseph in these 
terms). The phrase about betrothal is worded like 
Deut. 22:23 and refers to the first stage of a two-stage 
Jewish marriage process. The initial stage of 
engagement (or betrothal) involves a formal 
witnessed agreement to marry and a financial 
exchange of a bride price (Mal. 2:14; Fitzmyer 1981: 
343). At this point, the woman legally belongs to the 
groom and is referred to as his wife. About a year 
later, the marriage ceremony takes place when the 
husband takes the wife home. A woman could 
become betrothed as early as age twelve (Marshall 
1978: 64; Schiirmann 1969: 42; SB 2:374—75). Luke 
does not give Mary’s age. 

Her name, Maptdu (Mariam, Mary), probably 
means “excellence” (Fitzmyer 1981: 344). Mary’s 
descent is disputed. Since she is a relative of 
Elizabeth, a daughter of Aaron (1:5), many argue that 
she has Levitical roots (Creed 1930: 17). Some 
suggest that Eli is the point of Levitical connection to 
Mary in the Lucan genealogy (see 3:23).'" Others 
connect her roots to David (Protevangelium of James 


10.1; Ignatius, Ephesians 18.2; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 45.4). It is hard, in light of the 
limited data, to make a choice, though her Levitical 
roots are clearer in Luke 1 than her Davidic roots 
are, because of her tie to Elizabeth. Of course, a 
mixed lineage is also a possibility with one line 
supplied by Mary’s mother and another by her father 
(Creed 1930: 17). 

It is debated whether the virgin reference in Luke 
comes from or reflects Isa. 7:14.'* Such an allusion is 
clearly present in Matt. 1:23, but there is nothing 
particularly Isaianic in Luke 1:27. TIapd&vog is the 
natural term for a virgin, and Mary’s virginity need 
not necessitate a reference to Isaiah (e.g., a passage 
like Gen. 16:11 shows that Luke frames the 
description of the birth in typical OT language). It 
may be in Luke’s mind, but he makes no clear effort 
to point to this text. Nevertheless, Luke intends 
Jesus’ birth to be seen as a virgin birth (1:34). 

R. Brown (1977: 300-301) argues persuasively that 
the superiority of Jesus to an elder John the Baptist 
assumes a supernatural conception of Jesus that is 
greater than the “out of barrenness” miracle that 
brings forth the Baptist. God will do an 
unprecedented work in a chaste young woman. God 


sets up Salvation as he did in the OT, as he will do 
with John, except that even more will be done with 
Jesus. 

Mary is engaged to Joseph of the house of David. 
Although some attempt to attribute the reference to 
the Davidic house to Mary’s ancestry, the word order 
in the Greek is against such a view because the 
second use of stapd&vog makes the reader aware 
that Luke has returned to discussing Mary after 
giving Joseph’s lineage.” Luke 2:4 attributes Davidic 
background to Joseph also (Lohse, TDNT 8:485). 
Creed (1930: 16-17) regards the Joseph—virgin birth 
combination as problematic since Jesus derives his 
Davidic heritage from Joseph, even though Jesus is 
not truly Joseph’s son (so also Luce 1933: 87). But 
this is not as great a problem as Creed and Luce 
make of it. Legally, since Mary at the time of her 
engagement is Joseph’s wife, any child born to Mary 
would be regarded as Joseph’s, if he accepted care for 
the child. Precedent for moving ancestry exists in 
levirate marriage, though it goes the other direction 
(Deut. 25:5-10), that is, a levirate child is credited to 
the dead brother’s and earlier husband’s line, even 
though that brother did not produce the child. 


b. Announcement: Birth of the Davidic Son of 
God (1:28-37) 


i. Fear Before the Angel and a Calm Greeting 
(1:28-30) 


1:28 Gabriel greets Mary and declares her a 
recipient of God’s favor. He appears to her in an 
unspecified indoor setting. He greets her with two 
alliterative terms that emphasize grace (yaŭpe, 
chaire; KEXAPLTWUEVN, kecharitömen?). 

The vocative xallpe is variously understood: (1) a 
Greek greeting out of place in a Semitic setting 
(Creed 1930: 17); (2) a Semitic greeting of peace 
reflecting either Aramaic DPV (seläm) or more 
probably ”T71 (haday);'* (3) a Semitic call to rejoice;'” 
or (4) a Greek greeting that had found its way to first- 
century Palestine and so was used in a Semitic setting 
naturally (Fitzmyer 1981: 345). 

Fitzmyer (1981: 344) argues that Mary ponders 
over the reference to grace (1:30). Yet he also 
concedes that Semites are recorded in the NT as 
using the grace greeting (Matt. 26:49; 28:9), Paul, a 
Semite, gives greetings of both peace and grace 
(Rom. 1:7; 1 Cor. 1:3). It is hard to know whether 
Luke or his source has translated an originally 


Semitic expression into an equivalent Greek 
expression (view 2) or whether one is dealing with a 
Greek phrase that was part of the original tradition 
(view 4). The term is not foreign to the setting either 
way (contra view 1). The expression is a greeting 
(1:29), not a call to rejoice (contra view 3). Although 
the expression has precedent in the LXX as a 
rendering of various Semitic verbs for rejoicing, in 
this Lucan context that meaning is unlikely (Zech. 
9:9; Zeph. 3:14; Joel 2:21; Lam. 4:21; Marshall 1978: 
65). Regardless of its origin, the greeting means “hail 
to you” or “hello” (BAGD 874 82a). 

After the greeting, Mary is addressed as the 
“favored one” (KEXAPLTWUEVN). In this context, 
Mary is the recipient of God’s grace, not a bestower 
of it (Fitzmyer 1981: 345; Alford 1874: 446). She is 
simply the special object of God’s favor, much as 
John the Baptist was a special prophet of God. 

With his greeting, Gabriel assures Mary by 
promising the presence of the Lord God. The phrase 
lacks a verb, but by supplying €oTtv (estin) for the 
ellipse the declaration “the Lord is with you” 
emerges. Support for supplying this indicative verb, 
rather than a subjunctive (“may the Lord be with 
you”), comes from the context, which asserts the 


certainty of God’s involvement with Mary in 
bringing forth a great child. There is no uncertainty 
here, so the indicative is intended. The OT parallels 
divide between supplying a declarative verb (Judg. 
6:12) and a subjunctive verb (Ruth 2:4), but context 
(Luke 1:30) is the key to this decision. The phrase 
expresses God’s aid, as he is at her side (Fitzmyer 
1981: 346). It has been interpreted as a reference to 
the moment of conception, which is said to occur 
while Gabriel addresses Mary.'® However, the future 
tenses in 1:31—35 are against such an understanding 
of this verse in that both 1:31 and 1:35 put God’s 
visitation in the future. Gabriel wishes only to 
encourage Mary that God will be with her through all 
the events the angel reveals. 


1:29 Mary is perplexed by the angel’s initial 
remarks. The compound verb étetapayOn 
(dietarachthe, was greatly perplexed) reflects a more 
intense curiosity and concern than the use of 
ETAPAXON (etarachthé, was perplexed) expressed 
for Zechariah in 1:12.* The cause of her confusion is 
the angel’s greeting (€m1l TH AOYW, epi td logö, at 
this saying). Some suggest that a man speaking to a 
woman is what troubles her, since later rabbinic 


tradition looks down on such conversation, but the 
evidence for this Jewish view is late, though John 
4:27 suggests that it is possible (b. Qid. 70a; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 346). However, only the greeting is 
cited as the cause of the problem, not the nature or 
gender of the speaker (Marshall 1978: 66). 

Mary begins to consider what is happening to her 
and ponders the greeting.” The imperfect 
SLEAOYLLETO (dielogizeto) translates as “she was 
pondering” and portrays her as giving some ongoing 
reflection to the greeting (Schrenk, TDNT 2:96 8B1). 
She was mulling over the question ToTamoc ein ó 
AOTTAOUÖG (potapos eié ho aspasmos, what sort of 
greeting might this be?). She heard that God was with 
her and that she was an object of his grace. What was 
God going to do to her? 


1:30 The angel deals with Mary’s concerned 
curiosity by telling her “not to fear,” just as he had 
told Zechariah in 1:13. More precisely, the use of the 
present imperative UN poßBoð (me phobou) probably 

indicates that she is to stop fearing (Fitzmyer 1981: 
346; BDF 8336.3). This word of comfort shows that 
her curiosity about the greeting also caused her 


anxiety. But the following announcement makes clear 
that she has no need to be concerned. 

Before turning to the discussion of the coming 
child, Gabriel adds one note of explanation (yap, 
gar, for) to his call to be calm. Mary has “found 
favor” (EDPEC ... YAPLY, heures ... charin) with 
God. This expression is a Semitism (Gen. 6:8; 18:3; 
39:21; 43:14; Judg. 6:17; 1 Sam. 1:18; 2 Sam. 15:25; 
Marshall 1978: 66). It is also common as a secular 
showing favor is pleased because of an earlier action 
by the favored one or just chooses freely to display 
kindness depends on the context. As an expression of 
divine working, favor signifies God’s gracious choice 
of someone through whom God does something 
special (Noah is spared from the flood; Gideon is 
chosen to judge Israel; Hannah is given a child in 
barrenness; David receives back the ark of the 
covenant). In the OT, the phrase often involves a 
request granted on the condition that someone had 


However, here this favor is announced without any 
hint of a request. It is freely bestowed. The noun 
Yaptc (charis, grace or favor) is used only by Luke 
in the Synoptics. It becomes a key term in Acts to 


describe what God does for his people out of his 
good pleasure (Luke 2:40; Acts 7:10, 46; 11:23; 
13:43; 14:3; Conzelmann, TDNT 9:392-93). Mary is 
about to receive freely the special favor of God. She 
is a picture of those who receive God’s grace on the 
basis of his kind initiative. 


ii. The Announcement Proper, Part 1 (1:31-33) 


1:31 Mary receives a specific word about the grace 
that God will extend to her. The first part of this 
announcement is in 1:31-33: 1:31 predicts the birth 
of a child and 1:32-33 describes his ministry. The 
form of the angelic announcement that the virgin 
Mary shall bear a son follows the OT pattern: Gen. 
16:11; Isa. 7:14; and Judg. 13:5 (Creed 1930: 18; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 346-47; Marshall 1978: 66). The 
declaration of her approaching conception and 
bearing of a son is followed by instruction about 
what to name the child. This pattern also exists with 
Ishmael (Gen. 16) and Immanuel (Isa. 7:14), but with 
Samson (Judg. 13) the name of the child is lacking. 
Also, Hagar is already pregnant, while the mother of 
Samson and the woman referred to in Isaiah are not. 
Thus, the first part of an angelic birth announcement 
can appear in either present or future tense. Luke’s 


use of the term OVAANUWN (syllempse, shall 
conceive) points to a possible Semitic and Palestinian 
origin behind this part of the tradition, since the LXX 
verb, Xw (echo), is not used (Bock 1987: 296 n. 36). 

The angel tells Mary that she will conceive. Is 
Luke consciously alluding to Isa. 7:14?” The reasons 
asserted for an Isaianic connection are the reference 
to the Davidic house in 1:27, the reference to 
stapdevoc in 1:27 and 1:34, and the wording of the 
birth announcement here. But none of these reasons 
is decisive. The reference to the house of David may 
emerge from Christian tradition without requiring an 
allusion to Isa. 7:14. Mary is called a tapde&voc 
because that is her condition on receiving the 
announcement. The mere presence of the term does 
not require an allusion to Isa. 7:14. The wording of 
the announcement is not distinctively parallel to Isa. 
7:14, since Gen. 16:11 also looks parallel. It may be 
that Luke has Isa. 7:14 in mind, but he certainly is 
not making an effort to draw the reader’s attention to 
this text. Unlike Matt. 1:18-25, he makes no mention 
of the Immanuel concept, which is a key idea of the 
Isaiah passage. If Isaiah is in mind, Luke does not 
note its fulfillment.* 


Luke’s possible lack of an allusion to Isa. 7:14 does 
not mean that he did not hold to a virgin birth. The 
language of Luke 1:27 and 1:34-35 makes it clear 
that he saw Jesus’ conception as a work of God’s 
Spirit. Ellis (1974: 73) notes that the virgin birth 
plays only a minor role in Luke and is largely absent 
from the writings of the early church and the church 
fathers. He suggests that the apostolic church did not 
make much use of it, given that it could cause offense 
to Jews about Jesus’ origins or could be 
misunderstood by Greeks. The virgin birth was not, 
then, the creation of the later church. Only when 
Jesus’ integrity was attacked directly by Jews or his 
humanity and divinity were attacked by Docetists and 
Adoptionists respectively did the virgin birth become 
a major issue of discussion in the postapostolic 
church. 

KadAéoetc (kaleseis, shall name) has virtually an 
imperatival force (Fitzmyer 1981: 347; Zerwick 
1963: 94 8280). The phrase in which it occurs is a 
Semitism (R. Brown 1977: 289). Luke merely cites 
the name Jesus. Unlike Matt. 1:21-23, throughout 
this material Luke never comments on the name. In 
this characteristic, Luke is distinct from many OT 
narratives. The description of the child’s position, 


1:32 The significance of Jesus’ birth is laid out in 
two stages. The early part of the announcement 
describes Jesus’ future ministry and position. The 
two stages (1:32-33 and 1:35) of the description are 
divided by the question of Mary in 1:34. The OT 
background to this announcement is strongly regal 
and Davidic, with much of the language having a 
parallel in 2 Sam. 7:9, 13-14, 16 (Fitzmyer 1981: 
338; R. Brown 1977: 310-11). The individual focus 
of the regal declaration parallels 1 Chron. 17:11-14. 
Both 2 Sam. 7 and 1 Chron. 17 announce the Davidic 
covenant. Fulfillment comes in Jesus. 

Jesus surpasses John the Baptist. The Baptist is 
“great before the Lord” (1:15), while Jesus is simply 
“great.” Laurentin points out that U€yac (megas, 
great), when used by itself to describe someone, 
refers only to God in the OT. But although a 
reference to God is the prevalent use, it is not the 
exclusive use of absolute u€yac.” Moses (Exod. 
11:3) and Mordecai (Esth. 10:3) are described as 
great men of God with absolute uéyac. In fact, the 
allusion here may be to Mic. 5:4 [5:3 MT], where the 
Davidic figure is portrayed as “great from the ends of 
the earth.” Laurentin uses his evidence to suggest that 


Luke implies Jesus’ divinity in this description. In 
light of the other parallels, however, such a 
conclusion cannot be regarded as certain, but only as 
possible (Bock 1987: 62-66). Jesus’ greatness is 
really defined by further descriptions in this context. 
At the minimum, Jesus is an extremely significant 
figure before God; his unqualified position before 
God makes him greater than John. 

The name vioc UWLOTOU (huios hypsistou) 
occupies an emphatic position because it precedes the 
verb. “Son of the Most High” is simply another way 
of saying “Son of God,” since DWLioTOU is another 
way to refer to God’s supreme authority as “the Most 
High.” The title appears in the OT, in Judaism, and at 


347-48). All but two of the NT uses of the genitive 
UWLOTOU are in Luke-Acts (Luke 1:35, 76; 6:35; 
8:28; Acts 7:48; 16:17; Mark 5:7; Heb. 7:1; Marshall 
1978: 67; Bertram, TDNT 8:619-20). Some attribute 
the phrase to a Greek setting, but Qumran makes this 
description of the title’s origin unlikely. The title Son 
of the Most High is clearly attested at Qumran in an 


Aramaic document that has several phrases parallel 
to Luke 1:31-35. A Qumran fragment (formerly 
40243, now 4Q246_ [= 4QpsDan ar? = 4QpsDan A?] 
2.1) contains an interesting parallel. However, the 
passage is enigmatic because it is a fragmentary text 
containing only a few intriguing lines. The Qumran 
data clearly show the title in Luke to be a natural one 
for a Jewish setting (Schweizer, TDNT 8:381 n. 346). 
What is minimally present in Qumran’s use of this 
title is the description of a regal figure (Fitzmyer 
1973-74: 391-94; Marshall 1978: 67). The 
contemporary use of this phrase for a king is 
significant in revealing the regal context in which the 
term operates.” A king is about to be born. 

The phrase Son of the Most High also has parallels 
in the plural sons of the Most High. Psalm 82:6 [81:6 
LXX], Luke 6:35, and Matt. 5:9 show the phrase 
applying to special men of God. The psalm describes 
the OT judges, while the NT texts describe believers 
(R. Brown 1977: 289). Again, the term need not 
require a reference to deity. Rather, it describes 
someone with a special, intimate relationship to God. 

A regal reference to Jesus is also indicated by the 
description LLOC (son). The term son is used in 
various connections in the OT, including that of the 


Jesus’ birth is announced, regal imagery abounds to 
describe the coming Messiah.” 

Jesus’ Davidic origin and his reign’s permanence 
receive attention in the next part of the 
announcement. He is to receive the throne of his 
father David, a picture of majestic rule.** The 
connection to the house of David seems to be made 
through Jesus’ relationship to Joseph (1:27), though 
an additional connection through Mary cannot be 
dismissed categorically (Alford 1874: 447). The 
Davidic throne is clearly a regal image drawn from 
the Davidic covenant’s promise of a son, a house, and 
an everlasting rule (2 Sam. 7:8-16, esp. vv. 13, 16; 
on Solomon’s accession, 1 Kings 1:48; 2:24). The 
promise in 2 Sam. 7 also begins with a declaration of 
the greatness of the one addressed, just as the 
announcement here begins with the greatness of the 
coming child. The promise to David found its initial 
fulfillment in Solomon, the king who built the 
temple. However, the ultimate fulfillment of the 
everlasting character of this line of rulers is clearly 


realized in Jesus (1:33). The initial promise to David 
is elaborated and reiterated throughout the OT (1 
Kings 2:24, where Solomon is seen as fulfilling the 
38 MT]; 132:11-12; Isa. 9:6-7 [9:5-6 MT]; 11:1—5, 
10; Jer. 23:5-6; Marshall 1978: 67; Tiede 1988: 49). 
The announcement clearly recalls a deeply held hope 
that emerges from the OT. Fitzmyer (1981: 206-7, 
338—39) contends that the first linkage in Jewish 
literature between the Son of God and Messiah is 
made in the NT, but the association is not surprising, 
since both terms describe Davidic figures in 
Palestinian Judaism (Lohse, TDNT 8:480--82; see 

n. 25 above). If a regal figure was a son of God, 
surely the Messiah is Son of God par excellence 
(Bock 1987: 297 n. 41). 

Luke will make much of Davidic descent in this 
section. The house of David is mentioned in 1:69, the 
city of David and his house in 2:4, and the city of 
David in 2:11. Luke’s genealogy goes through David 
in 3:31. Jesus’ regal Davidic connection is the basic 
christological starting point for Luke’s presentation 
of the person of Jesus (Bock 1987: 262; Lohse, 
TDNT 8:485 §8B.II.3b). The concept of David’s 
throne is mentioned again by Luke in the crucial 


enthronement declaration of Acts 2:30, where Peter 
describes the resurrection-ascension as pointing to 
the rule of Jesus, the Lord-Messiah. In this 
resurrection event, Jesus’ rule goes public for all to 
see, as the evidence of the pouring out of God’s Spirit 
makes clear. In Acts 2 Jesus’ kingship is obvious, but 
it is also recognized during the time of his ministry 
(Luke 18:39; 19:38). However in the unique 
resurrection-ascension, the initial fulfillment of what 
the angel announces here becomes visible to all and 
is proclaimed to all by those who testify to the 
significance of Jesus Christ (so also Paul in Rom. 
1:3-4). 

A fundamental concept of Lucan theology is the 
kingdom rule of the promised Davidic son. The regal 
presentation of Jesus is foundational to what is said 
about the risen Lord and the message of the kingdom 
in Acts, a kingdom that has both present and future 
elements for Luke.” With the coming of the king, the 
kingdom draws near. How this concept is presented 
and developed in Luke is key to understanding 
Luke’s portrayal of God’s plan. Luke’s kingdom 
portrait is a complex one that cannot be transformed 
merely by declaring that while Jesus spoke of a 
spiritual kingdom in the present, we are to await the 


outward manifestation of the new heaven and the 
new earth (against Hendriksen 1978: 87). 

The statements of this verse lead to all types of 
speculation about the nature of Jesus. Does Luke 
intend the references to the Son of God to be seen in 
a full divine light at this point? Marshall (1978: 67- 
68) suggests that the answer here is yes, because 
divine sonship is the foundation behind Davidic 
sonship, since it is mentioned first. On the other 
hand, R. Brown (1977: 310-16) argues that the 
language of 1:32-33 reflects merely the description 
of a Jewish hope of the Davidic Son of God, unlike 
1:35, which contains fresh Christian ideas that were 
read back into this event. The question of the Lucan 
description of Jesus’ nature in 1:31-35 cannot be 
answered until the entire announcement is studied 
and the Lucan usage of the Davidic motif is 
surveyed, but a few preliminary observations can be 
made. Luke clearly understands Jesus as the 
fulfillment of fundamental Jewish hopes for a ruler 
and redeemer. The ruling position and activity of 
Jesus in God’s plan is the fundamental point of the 
angelic description of Jesus. The christological 
debate about the nature of Jesus is whether what is 
explicitly stated about Jesus is a high Christology, or 


whether Luke only implicitly lays the groundwork 
for a later declaration of a high Christology. Luke’s 
language seems to focus on Jesus’ Davidic 
connection, but it may also suggest even more (Bock 
1987: 65-66). 


1:33 Jesus not only has a regal position (1:32), but 
he also has a realm and an everlasting reign (1:33). 
His position is ruler over the nation of Israel. 
BaoWevoet Ertl (basileusei epi) means “to reign 
over” a people.” The phrase house of Jacob is 
another way to refer to the nation of Israel (Exod. 
19:3; Isa. 2:5-6; 8:17; 48:1; Fitzmyer 1981: 348). 
Some see allusion to Jesus gathering a “fresh Israel” 
or a “new Israel” here (Danker 1988: 38; O’Toole 
1984: 18, who says it means Christians). There is, 
however, nothing in this context to suggest this 
broader reference. In fact, Mary’s hymn expresses 
purely national sentiments (1:46-55), as does Simeon 
(2:29, 32, 34—35).*° Jesus comes as King of the Jews, 
whether or not they recognize him. Godet (1875: 
1.91) clearly argues that theocratic royal expectation 
is present here and notes that such a hope makes it 
impossible to see in this text a “prophecy” written in 
the late first century.” The Davidic king comes to his 


own. How this theocratic relationship works itself 
out, how the nation responds to it, and how God deals 
with the response is another major burden of Luke’s 
work. 

The duration of Jesus’ rule is forever. Again, the 
details are not presented here, only the facts. The idea 
of an eternal rule in the NT develops the promise of 
an eternal line of kings from the OT (2 Sam. 7:12- 
16; 1 Kings 8:25; Isa. 9:6 [9:5 MT]; Ps. 110:4; 
132:12; Marshall 1978: 68; Grundmann, TDNT 9:569 
n. 483). Later in the OT the potential for a long 
dominion and an eternal ruler emerges (Isa. 9:6—7 
[9:5-6 MT]; Mic. 4:7 with 5:1—4 [4:14-5:3 MT] 


second century]). The phrase giç TOUC aiGvac (eis 
tous aiönas, into the ages; i.e., forever) parallels OUK 
€OTAL TEAOC (ouk estai telos, shall not be an end) 
and clarifies the everlasting duration of Jesus’ rule.” 
Nothing will overcome Jesus or bring a halt to his 
reign. Luke—Acts makes clear that neither official 
Jewish rejection nor crucifixion will stop the plan of 
God for his Davidic king. 


The eternality of this reign suggests something 
unique about Jesus. The hope of resurrection to 
eternal life was something that the OT_had mentioned 
(Dan. 12:2). The hope of an unending rule for 
David’s house also fits in with the OT, as already 
noted. Here the combination comes together in one 
person. Again the point is stated and no implications 
are drawn, at least not yet. 

The fact is he will reign. When the reign 
commenced or commences is not noted or explored 
here by Luke. Jesus in the announcement is simply 
presented as the Davidic son (Marshall 1978: 68). 
The issue is when he will manifest his reign to Israel. 
That this question is still an issue later in Luke is 
indicated by the disciples’ question in Acts 1:6 and 
Peter’s speech in Acts 3:18-21. There is a sense in 
which the reign becomes visible in Acts 2:30-36 with 
the ascension and its corollary, the Father’s bestowal 
of the Spirit, which initially fulfills the new covenant 
promise. But a full manifestation of authority to all 
people is still anticipated beyond this initial 
manifestation (Luke 17:20-37; 21:5-38; Acts 10:42- 
43; 17:31). Another major burden of Luke’s writings 
is to show how the Davidic ruler comes to have such 


comprehensive authority over all humans. Luke will 
develop this theme throughout his Gospel. 


iii. Mary’s Question (1:34) 


1:34 Mary questions how this birth can occur, given 
her lack of sexual experience. She does not doubt the 
announcement, for she does not ask for a sign as 
Zechariah did.” Rather she is puzzled as to how 
(IWC, pos) this birth can occur, a question that causes 
the angel to elaborate (1:35). The reason Mary raises 
her question is that she does not know a man. Enei 
(epei, since) is used only here in Luke and appears 
rarely in the Gospels.** Mary uses the term yLVWOKW 
(ginöskö, know) as a figure for sexual relations (Matt. 
1:25; Gen. 4:1; 19:8; Judg. 11:39; 21:11; Num. 
31:17-18). Contextually the present tense focuses on 
her current status of inexperience as opposed to a 
perpetual state of virginity, a view that shall be 
discussed in detail below. Mary does not currently 
know a man and thus cannot expect to be pregnant. 
She understands normal biology! 

Mary’s question has brought much discussion and 
is seen as historically problematic. Three factors are 
involved here: 


a. In light of the prospect of her marriage to 
Joseph, it seems odd that Mary ponders over how 
the birth would occur. Surely, it is argued, she 
would have deduced that the angel meant her 
future husband would provide the means for a 
child. 

b. The Davidic connection through Joseph, who 
is not actually Jesus’ father, suggests a tension in 
the passage that does not correspond with the 
declaration of a virgin birth. Thus, some see an 
interpolation here that is not Luke’s or that he 
carelessly inserted (Luce 1933: 88-89; Schneider 
1971). The issue of Joseph as Jesus’ “father” is 
discussed above (at 1:27), where it is concluded 
that there is no tension. The presence of a 
problem with this linkage is rejected, because 
legal precedents in Jewish culture allow for 
associating lineage to a nonbiological father. 

c. In manuscript b of the Old Latin version, 1:34 
is omitted and 1:38 appears, leading some to 
suggest that 1:34 is not original to Luke’s 
Gospel, but is a later insertion. Others tie this 
variant with the previously noted objection about 
the Davidic connection through Joseph in order 
to support the interpolation view.” It is argued 


that a virgin birth does not fit a declaration of 
Joseph’s fatherhood. With the omission of 1:34, 
it can be argued that Luke saw the fulfillment of 
the angel’s promise coming to pass in married 
relations between Joseph and Mary. 


The possibility of an interpolation is to be rejected. 
First, the textual evidence for the view is weak, 
limited to versions in the Western family. Second, the 
question’s removal destroys the parallelism with the 
account of Zechariah, where he too responds to the 
announcement with a question. Third, the question’s 
presence follows the standard form of birth 
announcements where the announcement often 
sparks a question or a request (Gen. 17:17; Judg. 
13:8; R. Brown 1977: 307-8). 

So what causes Mary to ask her question? Various 
solutions have been proposed: 


1. Mary questions Gabriel because of a vow of 
perpetual virginity that she does not wish to 
violate (see additional note on 1:34). Parallels for 
such a platonic approach to marriage are 
sometimes suggested from Qumran and the 
Essenes, especially the Therapeutae mentioned 
by Philo.” However, the present tense of 


YLIVWOKW argues against this sense. If the idea 
of a perpetual virgin were intended, a future verb 
would appear. 

2. Mary knows that Isa. 7:14 teaches that the 
mother of Messiah is a virgin, so she questions 
Gabriel, since she would be marrying (Audet 
1956). However, the absence of a clear allusion 
to Isa. 7:14 in Luke makes it unlikely that Luke 
intended this idea. Luke 1:34b with its emphasis 
on Mary’s current status, not her future one, is 
also against this understanding. If this view were 
correct, would not Mary have asked about 
marrying Joseph? 

3. Luke inserts the verse with 1:35-37 in order to 
set forth the virgin birth (Klostermann 1929: 14 
cites many who hold this view). But this view 
expresses an overconfidence in what the tradition 
said and what Luke added. The defense for 
Luke’s addition is that 1:35 has a higher 
Christology than 1:32. The literary “seam” is 
obvious, because of this christological difference. 
But the christological point, which is the basis 
for arguing for Luke’s insertion, cannot be 
sustained. There is no distinction in the 


Christology of the two verses (see the exegesis of 
1:35). 

4. The question is merely a literary device. It is 
not to be examined to give the psychological 
state of Mary, but provides Luke the opportunity 
to elaborate on his announcement.” This view 
seems to be overly skeptical in dealing with the 
assertions of the text, as the fifth and sixth views 
show. 

5. Marshall (1978: 70) argues that the question 
cannot simply be a literary device to introduce 
1:35 because Luke could have just continued the 
announcement after 1:33 with the data of 1:35. In 
other words, 1:34 need not be supplied to get to 
the assertions of 1:35. Marshall argues that a 
verbatim account of the announcement is not 
being given, so Luke is free to retell the event in 
this form. This view is possible, but it seems to 
leave the tension of the awkwardness of the 
question unresolved. 

6. A traditional view, still held by a few recently, 
is that Mary understood the angel to be 
announcing an imminent pregnancy (Godet 
1875: 1.93; Plummer 1896: 24; Arndt 1956: 53; 
Gaechter 1955: 92-98). The future tenses of 


1:31, 35 could argue against such a near-term 
view (Fitzmyer 1981: 349--50); nevertheless a 
case can be made for it, because several terms in 
1:28-30 suggest a near fulfillment. Mary is 
addressed with the perfect tense in 1:28 as 
KEXAPLTWUEVN (kecharitömene), that is, as one 
who is in a “favored state.” In the same verse, 
she is told 0 KÜPLOG UETA GOD (ho kyrios meta 
sou), that is, “the Lord is with you.” Finally, in 
1:30 she is told eUpec yàp XApıv (heures gar 
charin), that is, she “has found grace” with God. 
The exchange of tenses suggests a potential 
immediacy. So she takes the announcement not 
to be of a future birth in her marriage, but of an 
immediate birth. In addition, she may have 
concluded that Joseph came from too humble a 
background to be the source of such a child. So 
Mary asks her question. 


Luke supports the concept of the virgin birth. God 
is marvelously at work and has taken the initiative 
(Tiede 1988: 50). This miraculous explanation for 
Jesus’ birth has also been the object of much critical 
discussion (R. Brown 1977: 517-33 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 341-42 see it as “unresolved”). The birth is 


often rejected because of presuppositions about limits 
of God’s activity in the world. Though it is true that 
outside of Matthew and Luke the NT does not 
address this issue, no adequate explanation for the 
origin of the concept, outside the event itself, has 
been posited.” If one accepts the possibility of a 
virgin birth, then the problem of the human father 
and Jesus’ Davidic lineage is also solved, since the 
only human father associated with Jesus is Joseph. 
He would naturally be regarded as Jesus’ father and, 
as a practical matter, the source of Jesus’ ancestry. 


iv. The Announcement Proper, Part 2 (1:35) 


1:35 Gabriel replies and proclaims direct divine 
involvement in the coming Davidic ruler’s 
conception. The verse has a three-part structure: the 
divine work of conception comes in two parallel 
lines, while descriptions of the result and significance 
of that conception follow. Some see the anarthrous 
reference to Holy Spirit (TTveÜua AyLov, pneuma 
hagion) as equivalent to the “divine spirit,” like the 
OT references in Gen. 1:2 and Ps. 91:4, > while 
others see a specific appeal to the Holy Spirit (Ellis 
1974: 74; Marshall 1978: 70; R. Brown 1977: 124- 
25, 289-90). The parallelism with “power of the 


Most High” ($0vauıg DWLOTOL, dynamis hypsistou) 
and Luke’s general portrait of the Spirit suggest a 
reference to the creative power of God, God’s active 
Holy Spirit (24:49). To make a distinction is too 
subtle in light of the major role that Luke gives to the 
Holy Spirit. 

This work parallels the reference in 1:15 to the 
Spirit’s filling of Elizabeth’s womb. God’s Spirit is 
the active, life-giving agent. Such a reference 
corresponds with the OT and Jewish picture of God’s 
Spirit (Ezek. 37:14; Jdt. 16:14; 2 Bar. 21.4; Ellis 
1974: 74). The verb €meAeVoETaAl (epeleusetai, will 
come) should not be overpressed as a sexual allusion, 
since God can create life without a sexual act (Gen. 1 
or the process of resurrection; Nolland 1989: 45, 54). 
God’s work in Mary will result in a child. Technically 
speaking, this verse proclaims a virgin “conception” 
for Mary. 

Jesus’ birth will be the work of God’s creative 
power. The power of the Most High (68V vauıG 
UWLOTOV) will overshadow Mary. Putting the 
parallel lines together indicates that God’s Spirit acts 
with creative power.“ The Creator God who brought 
life out of nothing and created humans from the dust 
is also able to create human life in a womb. God’s act 


involves his overshadowing Mary. ’EITLOKLAGEL 
(episkiasei, shall overshadow) in the OT refers either 
to the Shekinah cloud that rested on the tabernacle 
(Exod. 40:34-35; Num. 9:18; 10:34) or to God’s 
presence in protecting his people (Ps. 91:4 [90:4 
LXX ]|;_ 140:7 [139:8 LXX]).* In Luke 9:34, the term 
refers to the cloud of the transfiguration 
overshadowing the disciples. Thus, overshadowing 
refers to God’s glorious presence before his people. 

Attempts have been made to give €MLOKLACW a 
more specific reference: 


1. Creed (1930: 20) argues against attempts to 
equate the term with Philo’s usage in describing 
Gen. 6:4-6, since Philo spoke of overshadowing 
as a negative moral influence of evil spirits (On 
the Unchangeableness of God 1.3). 

2. Daube (1956: 27, 32-36) thinks the term has 
sexual connotations. Connecting it with Semitic 
2219 Il [tll, to cover over; BDB 378], he notes 
that the rabbis understood the phrase “to spread a 
mY (tallit, mantle) over a woman” as a 
euphemism for sexual intercourse (b. Qid. 18b). 
Though the Semitic term may be so used, 


ETTLOKLALW) never carries this connotation 

(R. Brown 1977: 290). 

3. Leisegang (1922: 25-33) sees a parallel 
between the Spirit’s overshadowing of Mary and 
the Greek mystery religions, in which spirits 
were said to overcome female worshipers. But 
appeal to the ecstasies of a mantic or sibyl is 
unnecessary when biblical parallels provide a 
more satisfying explanation (R. Brown 1977: 
290; Menzies 1991: 37, 122 n. 2). 

4. Laurentin (1967: 85-91) compares Mary to 
the ark of the covenant, viewing her as a holy 
receptacle (cf. Exod. 40:35). But Ps. 91:4 offers a 
closer OT parallel to Mary’s experience. As 

R. Brown (1977: 327) notes, it is the cherubim 
that are said to overshadow the ark. In addition, 
the ark and the tabernacle are not the only objects 
overshadowed by God’s presence: Mount Zion 
(Isa. 4:5), the Israelites (Num. 10:34 [10:36 
LXX]),_ and the chosen ones (Deut. 33:12). It 
seems unlikely that this parallel is intended. 
Rather, overshadowing merely says that the 
conception of Jesus results from God’s creative 
work. 


The child produced by divine conception will be 
holy, the Son of God. This verse is one of the most 
christologically significant verses in the book. The 
divine conception results, 5t6 (dio, therefore), in two 
descriptive terms being applied to Jesus: holy and 
Son of God. 

The first, &ytov (hagion), is taken by many to 
refer to Jesus as “set apart for special service.” This 
sense does convey the basic meaning, but is there 
more significance to the term? Godet (1875: 1.94) 
suggests that the term alludes to Jesus’ unfallen state 
at creation, in that he was the only person created by 
God’s hand besides Adam. This view seems unlikely 
and extremely subtle until one examines 3:38 and 
finds that Luke’s genealogy ends with a reference to 
Adam as TOU 8€0D (tou theou, of God), a phrase that 
in the context of a genealogy would be equivalent to 
“son of God.” So, Godet’s suggestion may be an 
implication of the verse, but it is hardly explicit. If he 
is correct, then Jesus is portrayed through his birth as 
the True Man, the Second Adam. 

Marshall raises another option, arguing that ÄyLov 
leads into the description Son of God and should be 
taken as a reference to Jesus’ divinity or at least his 
“divine relatedness.” This meaning depends on 


whether Son of God is taken as a term of divinity by 
Luke. As the meaning of Son of God is the crux 
problem in the passage, the exact force of GyLtov 
must await its consideration. 

Until this verse, Jesus is clearly portrayed as the 
Davidic son, the regal messianic figure in whom all 
Israel hoped. But does the addition of the title Son of 
God to the context make the passage explicitly 
contain more than a simple declaration of Jewish 
hope? The evidence for a deeper significance to the 
sonship reference is twofold. (1) The Holy Spirit’s 
action on behalf of Jesus shows that his human 
origins are grounded in God’s creative activity: 
Jesus’ superiority to John is grounded in a superiority 
of position and manner of birth, which is of a 
Supernatural origin. (2) Verbally and linguistically 
there is a linkage between Son of God and Son of the 
Most High that makes them synonymous and points 
to a deeper role for Jesus than that of fulfilling the 
Jewish Davidic hope (Marshall 1978: 67—71; 

Michel, NIDNTT 3:636—37, 642; and Marshall 1970: 
168). Initially, these arguments look quite 
compelling. 

But historical linguistic factors and, more 
importantly, Luke’s own usage raise questions about 


an explicit reference to a divine Son of God. The 
“birth from God” terminology appears at Qumran in 
1Q28a [= 1QSa = Rule Annex] 2.11.” The exact 
meaning of this passage is disputed, but it describes a 
nondivine child who is born with a special kinship to 
God through an anointing by God’s Spirit. Thus, in 
contemporary Judaism, the phrase could describe a 
person, without necessarily requiring ontological 
overtones. 

The most crucial factor is Luke’s usage of the 
phrase. In 1:32, Jesus is described as ViOc UWLOTOU 
(huios hypsistou, Son of the Most High), a phrase 
that anticipates 1:76. Jesus is “a Son of the Most 
High” in contrast to John the Baptist, who is 
TPOPNTNG LWLOTOV (prophétés hypsistou, a 
prophet of the Most High). Jesus functions as a son, 
while John functions as a prophet. The context makes 
clear that the distinction is grounded in Jesus’ 
Davidic office (1:69, 76). The contrast is one of role, 
not one necessarily of nature. The same Davidic 
emphasis continues in 2:26, 29-31. Jesus as Son is 
confessed at the baptism and the transfiguration. The 
baptismal confession contains regal imagery (Ps. 
2:7), while the transfiguration follows a messianic 
confession (Luke 9:20). Son also appears in texts 


where exorcism is present or an attack by Satan is 
made (4:3, 9, 41; 8:28). In 4:41, which is particularly 
significant because the verse is unique to Luke, Luke 
explains the title Son of God by the following OTL 
(hoti, because) clause. Luke says that the meaning of 
“Son of God” is that Jesus is XPLOTOV (christon, the 
Christ). Thus, Luke’s usage consistently has a 
messianic thrust. 

Thus, Luke presents the title Son of God 
consistently as the Davidic deliverer, the regal and 
messianic Christ. For Luke, the Son of God is 
Messiah, at least at this point of his presentation. The 
presence of a divine element in Jesus’ birth does not 
require or focus upon an explicit statement of Jesus’ 
metaphysical divinity, but asserts that Jesus’ origins 
are divinely grounded in the Spirit’s creative power. 
Jesus is uniquely from God. Luke has heightened the 
Jewish conceptual use of being born of God by tying 
it to a virgin conception. Jesus is from God in a 
unique way. 

Luke’s Davidic focus in the title Son of God may 
also imply an ontological conclusion, but the point is 
simply that Luke does not emphasize ontology by his 
use of this title, as his later usage of Son of God also 
shows. One must distinguish between what Luke’s 


language focuses on and what his language may 
imply. One cannot say that Luke did not believe Jesus 
to be divine. Luke’s use of other titles reveals his 
Christology. His use of the title Lord in Acts makes 
clear and Jesus’ own portrayal of God as his Father in 
Luke 2:41-52 suggests that Luke did see Jesus in this 
deeper light. However, it seems that Luke did not 
seek to make this deeper christological point from his 
early usage of the title Son of God.“ The nature of 
Luke’s usage also explains why the hymns of Mary 
and Zechariah in Luke 1 concentrate on Davidic 
themes, and it serves to explain why at points Mary 
was troubled with the form of Jesus’ ministry. She 
certainly is not portrayed as perceiving an 
announcement of a divine child here. 

So, Jesus as a result of God’s creative power comes 
as the Son of God. This portrayal views Christ’s birth 
from the perspective of the start of his human 
existence. Luke builds his Christology from the 
ground up. R. Brown (1977: 291, 314 n. 48) makes 
the point that there is no mention of Jesus’ 
preexistence in Luke, a point that is correct enough, 
but neither is there a denial of such a role. Luke 
portrays merely the earthly ministry and history of 
Jesus. The absence of a fully theologically developed 


presentation of Jesus in the infancy material is a 
defense of its authenticity in that no effort has been 
made to Christianize or to theologically deepen 
Jesus’ portrait to conform to what was later more 
clearly perceived about him. The account fits the 
Jewish setting from which it emerged. The divine 
conception of Jesus is a supernatural work. His 
description as Son has a messianic and nativistic 
meaning. The messianic thrust comes from the 
Davidic messianic context, while the nativistic or 
birth thrust comes from 1:34 and 3:38. As Son, Jesus 
is a Holy Messiah and possibly also is seen as True 
Man, Second Adam. Later texts will make it clear 
that his messiahship and sonship have even greater 
connections, which transcend Jesus’ earthly sonship 
ties. But Luke does not make such points explicit 
here. 


v. A Confirming Sign and Assurance of God’s 
Ability (1:36-37) 


1:36 Gabriel notes a confirmation of what he has 
proclaimed: Elizabeth’s pregnancy. The use of 
“behold” (i600, idou) forms a parallel with 1:20 and 
turns attention to work that God performed in tandem 
with his work in Mary. Luke 1:36 also shares the 


term for conception with 1:24 (ouAAaußavw, 
syllambanö, to conceive) and ties the events to the 
previous section, since “barrenness” here recalls 1:24 
(Schneider 1977a: 51). Mary does not request a sign, 
but one is given to her anyway for encouragement 
(Klostermann 1929: 15; Fitzmyer 1981: 335). 
Elizabeth, Mary’s long-barren relative, has conceived 
and is in the sixth month of her pregnancy.” The 
reference to Elizabeth’s pregnancy shows that 
nothing is impossible with God (1:37) and prepares 
the reader for the next event, Mary and Elizabeth’s 
meeting. In God’s plan, Mary and Elizabeth are 
woven together through miraculous births. 


1:37 Gabriel explains that Elizabeth’s pregnancy 
(and thus also Mary’s pregnancy) is possible because 
(OTL, hoti) nothing is beyond God’s power. The angel 
affirms God’s power to accomplish what is said. 
Most see evidence of two Semitisms in the verse: (1) 
The term pua (rhema, thing) is used with the broad 
sense of 121 (dabar, thing; i.e., event; Acts 10:37) 
and (2) the use of OUK (ouk, not) with TAV (pan, all) 
and a verb makes an emphatic statement.“ Schneider 
(1977a: 51) notes that pua in this context refers to 
all God does, both by word and by action. The 


concept of God’s total power reflects an OT_motif 
(Gen. 18:14; Job 10:13 LXX; 42:2; Zech. 8:6; Jer. 
32:17 [39:17 LXX ]).* In a major theological 
statement of the pericope, the angel affirms God’s 
total power to accomplish these miraculous births. 
Godet (1875: 1.95) cites J. J. Van Oosterzee as 
saying, “The laws of nature are not chains which the 
Divine Legislator has laid upon Himself; they are 
threads which He holds in His hand, and which He 
shortens or lengthens at will.” 


c. Acceptance by a Willing Servant (1:38) 


1:38 Mary responds to Gabriel’s message with 
submission and obedience. She identifies herself as 
SOVAN (doulé, bondservant).” In everyday speech, 
this word describes one of humble station who 
addresses a superior in recognition of their position. 
As God’s handmaid, Mary accepts openly what God 
asks of her. 

Mary is exemplary in the way she responds to 
God’s message of grace. God can do with her what 
he wishes. This acceptance is significant, taken at 
possible personal loss. Such a step might involve her 
in potential problems with Joseph and with her 
reputation (Matt. 1:18-19; Plummer 1896: 26; 


Hendriksen 1978: 90). There is risk in agreeing to go 
God’s way, but as the Lord’s servant, she willingly 
goes. 

His job completed, the angel departs. Now Luke 
turns to the meeting of Mary and Elizabeth. There is 
no counterpart in Mary’s story to 1:24, since the 
moment of Mary’s conception is not revealed, though 
there are verbal overlaps in the promise “to conceive” 
(1:24, 36; Klostermann 1929: 15; Creed 1930: 21). 
However, by the time of the meeting Mary is 
pregnant (1:42-43). 


Summary 


Luke 1:26-38 describes Gabriel’s announcement 
to Mary of Jesus’ birth. The heavenly messenger 
sets forth the promise of a miraculous birth, which 
will produce a child who fulfills the Davidic 
promise for the nation (1:31-35). The emphasis of 
the passage is not the manner of Jesus’ birth, 
though it is clearly a virginal conception. Rather, 
the focus is God’s gracious work in fulfilling his 
promise to deliver his people (Schweizer 1984: 
31). For Luke, the birth’s miraculous character 
serves only to demonstrate God’s power in 
carrying out this plan. The birth also serves to 


point, through his unique conception, to Jesus’ 
uniqueness. The nature of Jesus’ birth and his 
regal, messianic position explain Jesus’ 
superiority to John the Baptist. Jesus reigns over 
Israel as a result of the Spirit’s work. His birth 
may also indicate a connection to Adam. Jesus 
represents the fulfillment of God’s promise and 
the renewal of God’s activity on behalf of 
humanity. As such, Jesus is the hope of humanity. 

In the middle of all this drama stands Mary, 
God’s listening, humble, willing servant, who 
comes to see that God has the power to bring his 
plan to pass. So Mary has the attitude of a model 
saint. God can do great things for his cause and 
can use anyone or anything to accomplish it 
(1:37). Mary is ready to be such a vessel. 


Additional Notes 


1:26. A few Western manuscripts (D, Itala) omit Naclape®. This 
leads some to wonder if Luke cited the specific locale (Leaney 1961- 
62:161-62), but Alexandrian and Byzantine texts attest that he did 
(R. Brown 1977: 287). 


1:26. R. Brown (1977: 287) sees a discrepancy between Matthew 
and Luke about the parents’ original home. Matthew, he argues, 
knows only of a Bethlehem birth and vision, while Luke portrays 
Joseph and Mary’s home as Nazareth, a locale Jesus is brought to 
in Matt. 2:22-23 only after his birth. But this reconstruction places 
Joseph’s vision in a locale that is not expressly stated by Matthew. 
Only Jesus’ birth is tied to Bethlehem in Matt. 2:1. Brown’s is thus an 
argument from silence. Joseph’s vision has no named locale. Luke 
may have supplied additional details as a result of his going over the 
tradition, as he does when he discusses how the couple got to 
Bethlehem (Luke 2:4—5). The problem in Matthew of Joseph’s initial 
inclination to return to Judea and not to Nazareth (Matt. 2:22) may 
have been influenced by three factors: (1) Jesus was born in 
Bethlehem, (2) it was an ancestral home, and (3) it was the city of 
David. After all, the family did remain in Bethlehem for the full time of 
Mary’s purification (Luke 2:39). Unlike Matthew, Luke does not 
mention the journey to Egypt, an omission that can be explained 
either by Luke’s lack of Knowledge about the journey or by his 
choosing not to mention it, given that Matthew had already recorded 
it. By giving Mary’s perspective, Luke seems to supplement Matthew 
and does not duplicate any of Matthew’s infancy events beyond 


agreement on the most basic elements. 


1:27. Joseph’s name means “may Yahweh add (sons),” but Luke 
makes nothing of this point (Marshall 1978: 64). The name became 


very popular, starting with postexilic Judaism (Fitzmyer 1981: 344; 
Gen. 37-50). Luke mentions Joseph to establish a Davidic 


connection to Jesus. 


1:28. Language in 1:28 may recall Zeph. 3:14—15. The potential 
allusions are the greeting and the note that God is with Mary (UETO 
OOUV). Some argue that the Zephaniah allusion is part of a string of 
allusions that identify Mary as “daughter Zion,” a type of redemption 
(Laurentin 1967: 75-82). But Fitzmyer (1981: 345) replies that the 
allusions cited for this view come from an array of variant versions of 


the MT and LXX. This view also requires a Suspect rendering of 


27% (gereb) in Luke 1:31 from Zeph. 3:17 as meaning both “in 


your midst” and “in your body.” Thus, this association is unlikely. 


1:28. Is Mary the “bestower” of God’s grace? An important 
translation variant is found in the Vulgate, which suggests that Mary 
possesses grace, so that in some sense she is “full of grace.” 
Against the Vulgate rendering, 1:30 clearly portrays Mary as “finding 
grace” with God, as the object of grace, not the possessor or 
bestower of it (Klostermann 1929: 13; the key phrase is EUPEC 
YAP YAPLV). What God will do in giving her this special child is 
his act of grace. Mary is a simple humble object of God’s work, 
without any idea of personal merit on her part (Danker 1988: 35-36). 
However, this Lucan phrase, along with that in 1:42, serves as the 
basis for the Catholic Ave Maria, a liturgical prayer to Mary: “Hail 
Mary, full of grace; the Lord is with thee. Blessed art thou among 


women, and blessed is the fruit of thy womb. Holy Mary, Mother of 
God, pray for us sinners now and at the hour of death.” The first two 
sentences have roots in Luke and appear to go back to Gregory the 
Great, but they were not authorized as a creedal formula until 1198. 
The third portion of the saying, with its plea for Marian intercession, 
was authorized by Pope Pius V in 1568 (Plummer 1896: 21-22 n. 1). 
The theological speculation derived from these verses is unrelated to 
1:28, which treats Mary as an object of blessing, not a source of it 
(Caird 1963: 53; Delling, TDNT 5:834—35). 


1:28. A textual problem involves the additional phrase, which also 
definitely appears in 1:42, that Mary is “blessed among women.”°4 
Most text critics regard the phrase as a scribal addition influenced by 
1:42, arguing that it is easier to see how it was added to 1:28 than to 
explain its removal (Metzger 1975: 129). The shorter reading, 


supported by X, B, L, W, W, and a few versions, is probably 


Original. 


1:29. The text-critical problem involves the addition of a participle, 
LIOUOA (seeing), which suggests that, in addition to the message, 
the mere appearance of the angel caused confusion. A, C, ©, and 
Byz contain this term (so also Godet 1875: 1.89-90). It is possible 
that this term was originally in the text in light of the frequency of 
participial LÖWV (seeing) in Luke’s Gospel (twenty times in this 
form; esp. 1:12). However, most regard the word as superfluous 
here, since the greeting is named as the reason for Mary’s confusion 


(1:29-30). Omitting the participle are X, B, D, L, W, and Y. The 
agreement of the major Western uncial with X and B is impressive 


(Fitzmyer 1981: 346). Thus, it is more likely that only the angel’s 
greeting caused Mary concern. 


1:29. Luke often uses the optative mood (ein) with an indirect 
question to express a participant’s thought (3:15; 8:9; 18:36; 22:23; 


1:31. The meaning of Jesus’ name is disputed. In fact, the name 
Jesus goes back to the OT name Joshua and was popular in 
postexilic Judaism. In the second century, it fell out of use both in 
Judaism and among Christians (Marshall 1978: 67; Foerster, TDNT 
3:285-86). The etymology of the name is a complex issue, as 
etymologies of Hebrew names often are (Fitzmyer 1981: 347; 
Foerster, TDNT 3:289; Noth 1928: 154-55 n. 2). Many tie the name 
to the Hebrew verb UIW (S@WA;, to cry for help) or the root UW” 
yS, to deliver). Thus the original name is said to mean “Yahweh, 
help,” while the popular etymology reads the name as “Yahweh 
delivers.” Since wordplays on related verbal roots or terms are 
common in the Jewish handling of etymologies, this explanation of 
the etymology is possible. However this two-level explanation for the 
etymology can be questioned, since Joshua literally means “Yahweh, 


cry out for help,” which is awkward in sense. In addition, an 


imperatival verbal element in a name is unusual.° It may be that the 


etymology is “Yahweh is salvation” (BDB 221). 


1:34. The meaning is straightforward, yet it has occasioned a long 
discussion in Catholic theology. Traditional Catholicism argues that 
Mary’s reply is based on a vow of virginity that she had taken and 
expected to maintain even in her marriage to Joseph.°2 This 
argument was popularized by key fathers of the West—Ambrose and 
Augustine. Alongside this view there also developed the view that 
Mary stayed an intact virgin, even in birth,°4 a teaching that appears 
(Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.433-34). When combined, these views 
led to the three-part mariological confession that Mary was 
virginitas ante partum, in partu, et post partum, that is, “a virgin 
before birth, in birth, and after birth.” The creed goes back to the 
fourth century (R. Brown 1977: 518 n. 2). The Lucan text supports 
only the prebirth virginity (Marshall 1978: 69; Fitzmyer 1981: 348- 
49). Brown notes that many current Catholics take “a more nuanced 


position.” 


1:35. A minor textual problem involves the inclusion of EK OOU 
after yevvw HEVOV, which would translate as “the one who is 
born from you.” The reading is early, as its presence in Tatian’s 
Diatessaron shows. The reading is also found in C and ©. But the 
external evidence is largely for the omission of the phrase, since 


manuscripts of each text family support the simple reading that 


translates “the one who is born” (X, B, D, L, Byz, Lect, and most 


Itala). 


1:35. The syntax is disputed, with three options being put forward. 
Some take the participial phrase TÒ yevvw HEVOV (which is 
born) as the subject of the sentence with Ay LOV (holy) serving as 
an adjective to the participle. This view reads the verse as “the one 
born holy [or, the holy one born] will be called the Son of God” 
(Alford 1874: 448; Godet 1875: 1.93; NIV). The view is attractive 
because it creates a parallelism with 1:32. But normally an adjective 
like ay LOV in 1:35 is found with the definite article when it follows 
the word it modifies. Since there is no article here, it seems that 
CLYLOV serves as a predicate.°® Thus, it reads, “The one who is 
born is holy.” 

Others argue that a parallel copula verb should be supplied for 
ay LOV (Fitzmyer 1981: 351). The copula would be future with the 
other verbs of the context, so that the verse reads, “The one who is 
born shall be holy and shall be called the Son of God.” This possible 
rendering makes good sense, but if there is no need to supply a verb 
one should not do so. 

The third option holds that both Ay LOV and VILOG DEOÜ are 
predicates to the verb, a view that translates the verse, “The one 
who is born shall be called holy, the Son of God” (Plummer 1896: 
24-25; Schürmann 1969: 54-55; Leaney 1958: 83; Marshall 1978: 
71; R. Brown 1977: 291). This rendering also parallels 1:32a in 


having two predicates. The phrase to be called holy will reappear in 
2:23 and has an OT_precedent in Isa. 4:3. Thus, this construction of 


the verse seems the most natural option. 


1:37. Does the text read TOD HEOU (so X, B, D [with a different 
word order], L, W) or TO) OEG (so A, C, A, O, Y, Byz, Lect, some 
Itala)? The first reading translates, “No promise from God is 
impossible”; the second, “Nothing is impossible with God.” However, 


what confuses the discussion is that Pf UQA can be seen as a 


reflection of Hebrew 17], because the verse recalls Gen. 18:14. If 
this is the case, then either reading can be translated as “nothing is 
impossible with God.” The more difficult reading is taken to be the 
genitive because it does not conform to Gen. 18:14 LXX (Metzger 
1975: 130). However, it is possible that the dative should be read 
here because of the distribution of witnesses for that reading. 
Regardless, the sense of the passage Is the same (this text-critical 


problem is not discussed in UBS’). 


1:38. TEVOLTO as an aorist optative expresses not so much a wish 
as it expresses an acceptance that God may do with Mary what he 
wills.” The remark reflects an openness as to when God may do 
this. Thus, the sentence means, “Let this be whenever he pleases” 
(Godet 1875: 1.95). 


1:38. Did Luke compose 1:38? The verse need not be seen as a 
Lucan redaction to stress the theme of Mary as obedient (but so 


R. Brown 1977: 316-19). In order to defend his “obedience” view, 
Brown must soften Jesus’ remark in 8:19-21. In addition, some 
response in 1:38 by Mary is natural, given that the announcement 
comes in two stages. An indication of Mary’s reaction is called for 
and expected. Brown overpresses the argument from form by 
insisting that it must always cohere in an exactly parallel manner, 
which is something that these announcements do not do. A variation 


does not require a conclusion of Lucan redaction. 


3. Meeting of Mary and 
Elizabeth (1:39-45) 


Mary and Elizabeth’s meeting brings together 
John and Jesus as represented through their 
mothers. The account emphasizes Jesus’ 
superiority, since the mother of the elder John 
blesses Jesus’ mother. The fetal John testifies to 
Jesus’ presence by leaping in Elizabeth’s womb. 
Such fetal testimony recalls Gen. 25:22-26, 
though there are differences in the two passages 
(Wiefel 1988: 54; SB 2:100-101). Luke 1:39-45 
is the union of fulfillment and sign, with Elizabeth 
functioning as the revealer of God’s plan.* 


The passage is also intimately linked with the 
hymn of 1:46-56. In fact, one could treat that 
passage as a part of this one, since the two events 
are associated with the same occasion. 
Nonetheless, a separation has been made, for this 
passage has the testimony of the Baptist’s mother, 
while the next contains the testimony of Jesus’ 
mother. 


Sources and Historicity 


The account’s source is disputed. Many argue that Luke creates the 
scene to bring the two mothers together and to bring together his 
parallelism (Luce 1933: 91; R. Brown 1977: 251-52, 339-40; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 357-59). Luce reasons that this passage conflicts 
with Mark 1:9-10; Luke 3:21-22; 7:19; and especially John 1:29-34, 
where John the Baptist denies knowing the Messiah’s identity. 
Discussed above in the additional note on 1:25, this problem is not 
an obstacle to the event’s historicity. 

Others argue that when the material came to Luke, this linkage 
was already present (Schurmann 1969: 69, esp. nn. 194—95; Ernst 
1977: 81; Marshall 1978: 77; Wiefel 1988: 54; Machen 1930:75- 
101). Schürmann argues that the passage’s Semitisms, non-Lucan 


expressions, and Jewish parallels are against a Lucan composition 


(he mentions parataxis, the method of citing place-names, and the 
use of (VO as examples). Bultmann (1963: 296) also argues that 
the tradition came to Luke in this form, noting as evidence the lack of 
a specific allusion back to 1:36. It is possible that Luke brought 
together this material with other infancy traditions, but there is no 


reason to regard it as a Lucan creation. 


The outline of Luke 1:39-45 is as follows: 


a. Mary’s greeting (1:39-40) 
i. Setting (1:39) 
ii. Greeting (1:40) 

b. Elizabeth’s response (1:41—45) 
i. The baby’s reaction: leaping (1:41a) 
ii. Elizabeth’s explanation (1:41b—44) 
iii. Elizabeth’s blessing (1:45) 


Elizabeth functions as a prophetess, and Mary 
receives honor as the bearer of Messiah. Mary is 
an example, an object of God’s grace. Her 
blessing is not because she has merit; rather, the 
reason for her blessing is the child. John the 
Baptist begins his prophetic function from the 
womb. The lesson is in the final remark: blessing 
comes to the one who has believed God. Mary’s 
example of faith is to be emulated. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


In those days, Mary rose up and went in haste into the hill 


country to a city of Judea. *°She came to Zechariah’s house and 
greeted Elizabeth. 

1 yhen Elizabeth heard Mary’s greeting, the baby leapt in her 
womb, and Elizabeth was filled with the Holy Spirit, and she 
exclaimed with a Llloud cry], “Blessed are you among women, and 
blessed be the fruit of your womb. “?How is it that the mother of my 
Lord comes to me? “4For behold, when the greeting came into my 
ears, the baby in my womb leapt in joy. “Blessed is the one who 
believes that there shall be a fulfillment of what was spoken to her 
from the Lord.” 


a. Mary’s Greeting (1:39-40) 


Mary’s visit to Elizabeth serves two literary purposes. 
First, it ties together the birth announcements, since 
John and Jesus are brought together. Second, it sets 
up the births of John and Jesus, since this account 
ends with Elizabeth in her ninth month (1:36, 56; 
Marshall 1978: 77; Klostermann 1929: 15). The note 
of praise celebrates fulfillment. 


i. Setting (1:39) 


1:39 Mary goes immediately to her relative’s side. 
She had been told of Elizabeth’s condition (1:36) and 
now travels to see God’s sign. Her journey is made 
with haste (UETA OTTOLÖNG, meta spoudés) into the 
Judean hill country, to a city south of Jerusalem. The 
journey, covering 80-100 miles, would take three or 
four days (Schürmann 1969: 65 n. 164). Several 
reasons for this hasty journey have been posited 

(R. Brown 1977: 331). (1) Some suggest that Mary 
left to prevent the Nazareans from discovering her 
pregnancy. If this were the case, she would hardly 
return at the three-month period when she would just 
be revealing her condition, so this view is unlikely. 
(2) Hospodar (1956) suggests that hasty action is out 
of character for such a pious figure, so he translates 
the phrase UETA OTTOLÖNG “with serious intent.” As 
R. Brown notes (1977: 331), the context suggests that 
Mary’s haste reflects her obedience, so an unusual 
rendering of OTTOLÖNG is not required. (3) Mary’s 
departure reflects an instant response to God’s 
leading. This view is the most satisfying. 

The city’s location within Judah is unknown. The 
reference is very indefinite. Some argue for a 
reference to the “province of Judea,” but that sense is 
not historically possible, for the term present here is 


not the term for “province” (Ertapyela, eparcheia). 
Rather Luke uses Öpeıvn)v (oreinén, hill country). 
The exact location of the city is still a mystery 
(Schiirmann 1969: 66). Luke’s point is simply that 
Mary goes to greet Elizabeth. 


ll. Greeting (1:40) 


1:40 The meeting is initially described in simple 
terms. Mary comes to Zechariah’s home and greets 
Elizabeth (A0TtAZoual, aspazomai, to greet; BAGD 
116; BAA 233). Mary’s arrival and the word of 
greeting bring a response of blessing and praise. 


b.  Elizabeth’s Response (1:41-45) 
i. The Baby’s Reaction: Leaping (1:41a) 


1:41a Elizabeth’s response to Mary’s greeting has 
three subjects: Mary and her child Jesus (1:42), 
Elizabeth and the response of her son (1:43-44), and 
Elizabeth’s blessing of Mary (1:45; Godet 1875: 
1.98). Mary’s greeting brings a “leaping” response 
from the baby in the womb.* The term for leaping 
occurs in Gen. 25:22 of fetal movement and in Ps. 
114:4 [113:4 LXX] of mountains leaping like rams. 
The fetal response recorded in Gen. 25 describes the 
struggle of Esau and Jacob for position within 


Rebekah (Talbert 1982: 22; R. Brown 1977: 332). 
Concerning this text, Marshall (1978: 80) correctly 
points out that the older serves the younger, but the 
parallel is not identical, since the Genesis image is of 
an internal struggle between twins (Schweizer 1984: 
34). No such tension exists in Luke. A rabbinic 
parallel similar to this Genesis idea speaks of the 
fetuses of Jewish mothers at the exodus singing 
hymns at the parting of the sea.’ The baby’s response 
is taken as a sign by Elizabeth (1:44). Many speculate 
that Elizabeth’s excitement caused fetal movement. 
But such attempts at physiological explanation miss 
the point of the narrative. John is seen as beginning 
his forerunner ministry by his response (1:15). 


ii.  Elizabeth’s Explanation (1:41b-44) 


1:41b As was noted above, some see the 
supernatural work of the unborn John’s identification 
of Jesus as contradicting the teaching of the other 
Gospels about John not knowing Jesus (John 1:31; 
R. Brown 1977: 341, esp. n. 7). But does such an 
objection overpress the narrative? Elizabeth 
interprets the significance of the movement. She 
functions as a prophetess, declaring the divine 
significance of an action.® In addition, John’s 


reference is about not knowing Jesus before the sign 
was given to him at the baptism (John 1:31). This 
remark may relate only to knowing Jesus’ position in 
God’s plan through the confirmation of a divine sign. 
John’s later question whether Jesus was “the one who 
comes” (Luke 7:18-22) was raised because Jesus was 
not the kind of Messiah that John expected, causing 
him to wonder if he had it right (see the additional 
note on 1:25 and the exegesis of 7:18-20). 

Elizabeth is filled with the Holy Spirit as she 
speaks to Mary. Such filling is common in the 
infancy account as various people address the key 
figures of the account and explain God’s plan 
(Zechariah in 1:67; Simeon in 2:27 is led by the 
Spirit). Thus, her response is not only an enthusiastic 
welcome of Mary, but it is a revelation of God’s 
mind. The Spirit for Luke is a Spirit who reveals, 
speaks, and guides (Luke 4:1; 12:12; Acts 15:28). 


1:42 Elizabeth addresses Mary and explains the 
significance of the moment. A few features of the 
narrative deserve comment. First, is Elizabeth’s reply 
to be viewed as a hymn? Plummer (1896: 27) lays the 
text out in two stanzas of four lines. Hendriksen 
(1978: 95) argues that the parallelism of 1:42 is 


appropriate for ahymn. R. Brown agrees and adds 
that the verb Avapwveiv (anaphönein, to cry out) is 
used of liturgical singing in the LXX.? Fitzmyer 
(1981: 358) argues against the presence of a hymn 
since 1:43—44 is not poetic. It may also be added that 
the verb AVAQWVEtV and related constructions are 
used in Koine Greek of a solemn or significant 
27:34 LXX [using AveBOnoev Owvnv]; Bovon 
1989: 85 n. 38). Thus, a hymn is not likely here. 
Rather, the remark is a significant statement, opened 
with a solid refrain. 

Second, how does Elizabeth know about the child 
that Mary bears? It is possible that Mary’s greeting 
included more than a mere hello. Perhaps Mary said 
something that suggested she bore a special servant, a 
special dignitary of the Lord (Ellis 1974: 76; 
Windisch, TDNT 1:496, 500). If so, Luke chooses not 
to narrate it. Rather, he literarily leaves the 
impression that it is by the Holy Spirit that Elizabeth 
perceived who was visiting her (Fitzmyer 1981: 363; 
Hendriksen 1978: 94; Marshall 1978: 80; Schneider 
1977a: 56). 

Elizabeth initially addresses Mary as the “blessed 
among women.” To be blessed is to receive special 


favor from God.® Usually the blessing is given as a 
wish, as in a benediction, but in this context God has 
already acted and Mary is already blessed. The 
phrase Ev yUVaLétv (en gynaixin) can be taken as 
comparative (more blessed among women) or 
superlative (most blessed among women) (for 
because of the child that she will bear. She is a 
special vessel, chosen by God’s grace (Fitzmyer 
1981: 364; Godet 1875: 1.98-99; Schürmann 1969: 
67-68). In either sense, and the choice is not clear, 
the use of the phrase itself does not denote Mary as 
more blessed than any other woman ever. The phrase 
functions almost proverbially and was also used of 
others: Jael (Judg. 5:24) and Judith (Jdt. 13:18; 

R. Brown 1977: 333). In each context the mother is 
bearing or being a deliverer for the nation (cf. Song 
1:8; 1QapGen 20.6-7). Elizabeth knows that Mary 
has been graciously chosen to bear the Deliverer. 
Luke 11:27-28, depicting an event that only Luke 
records, argues against making too much of Mary’s 
status, since what counts is obeying God.” 

Elizabeth also blesses the child. The idiom fruit of 
the womb is a Hebraism (R. Brown 1977: 333). In the 
OT, a fruitful womb was considered a blessing from 


God and was related to faithful obedience to God 


was Special. 


1:43 Elizabeth counts it an honor to be a part of 
these events. Her question, “How has this come upon 
me?” expresses her humility. How is she worthy to 
share in this visit and in these events? This 
expression shares OT parallels in 2 Sam. 6:9 (the ark 
of the covenant returns to David) and 24:21 (Araunah 
at King David’s visit). However, to suggest that Mary 
is a type of the ark (Laurentin 1967: 91-94) is too 
subtle, in that the ark for David was a cause for fear, 
not joy, since that ark was an instrument of God’s 
judgment (so correctly R. Brown 1977: 344). 
Araunah’s response is more illustrative of Elizabeth’s 
tone of amazement. 

The description of Mary as ñ UNTHP TOU KUPLOU 
uovu (he meter tou kyriou mou, the mother of my 
Lord) has also caused some discussion. Alford (1874: 
449) argues that Jesus’ divine nature is alluded to 
here. But such a comprehensive understanding of 
Jesus this early in his ministry is unlikely. Rather, the 
term KUPLOG is a term of respect for distinguished 


people of various types (Danker 1988: 41). Elizabeth 
sees the child as her superior and so speaks of “my 
Lord.” Most opt for a messianic perception in the 
term (Klostermann 1929: 17; R. Brown 1977: 344; 
Plummer 1896: 29; Hendriksen 1978: 96). 
Elizabeth’s focus is not on Mary, but on the child, as 
the following explanation makes clear (yap, gar, for; 
1:44). There is no need to posit a presentation of 
Mary as “queen mother” (Stanley 1959-60). Such 
regal motifs do not exist anywhere in Luke’s 
presentation of Mary. Also, the liturgical phrase 
mother of God, which alludes to this verse, overstates 
what the verse says.'” Though the title Lord will take 
on significant proportions in the latter part of the 
Gospel, here the term is one of messianic respect. 
Elizabeth marvels that Messiah visits her and that her 
relative bears this significant child. She does not take 
the visit of her Lord as an everyday, insignificant 
matter. 


1:44 Luke explains (yap) Elizabeth’s blessing and 
her sense of amazement that the mother of her Lord 

is present. The combination i600 ydp (idou gar) is 

common in Luke (Luke 1:44, 48; 2:10; 6:23; 17:21; 

Acts 9:11; otherwise only 2 Cor. 7:11) and brings 


emphasis to Elizabeth’s declaration. It is a “for 
behold” declaration (Marshall 1978: 81-82; Fitzmyer 
1981: 365; R. Brown 1977: 333-34). She tells Mary 
that upon hearing her greeting the baby leapt with joy 
in her womb." The term AyaAAıaoeı (agalliasei, 
joy) is significant because of its earlier association 
with John the Baptist. Its mention here recalls 1:14 
and anticipates 1:47, where Mary rejoices in God her 
Savior. It expresses joy related to salvation (Fitzmyer 
1981: 365; Bultmann, TDNT 1:19-21). Joy is 
engendered by these salvific events. Elizabeth feels 
honored to be used of God. 

John’s leap suggests that he has initiated his work 
as the forerunner (1:15). Hendriksen (1978: 97) 
expresses doubts whether John’s action is conscious, 
arguing that such speculation and discussion are not 
the narrative’s point. Rather, Elizabeth is seen as the 
interpreter of the baby’s movements. Luke clearly 
intends the reader to see the movement as special and 
significant by his remark in 1:15, but beyond this 
connection, Hendriksen says, it is wise not to go. 
However, Luke’s thrust is on the divine sign present 
in the baby’s action and the motive attributed to his 
action; that is, that the baby responds with joy (Ev 
AayadAıaoeı). Elizabeth introduces the idea of 


motive for the baby, so Luke clearly wishes the 
reader to perceive that the action belongs to the child 
as forerunner. Though John’s consciousness is 
certainly not an explicit point, the action belongs to 
the child. Jesus’ superiority to John is clearly set 
forth in the action and recalls the allusion to being 
filled from the womb in 1:15. 


iii. Elizabeth’s Blessing (1:45) 


1:45 Elizabeth gives a final blessing to Mary for her 
faith. She expresses her own confidence that God 
will bring to pass everything he revealed. MaKapla 
(makaria) addresses Mary as fortunate, happy, or 
blessed.’ It is the first beatitude in the Gospel.” 
There is something laudable and beneficial in faith. 
Elizabeth expresses the beatitude in a generalized 
form when she uses the participle  MloTEVOAGA 
(hé pisteusasa, the one who believes), rather than 
using a second-person direct address, “Blessed are 
you” (Klostermann 1929: 17). This expression makes 
Mary an example of faith. She stands in contrast to 
Zechariah, who was rebuked for lacking trust (1:20). 
The theme of obeying God’s word or responding to it 
in faith occurs in other Lucan texts that involve Mary 
(8:21; 11:27-28). 


The thought of the certain completion of God’s 
promise is related to Elizabeth’s blessing of Mary. 
The nature of the thought’s connection to the blessing 
of Mary is disputed. Some treat the OTt (hoti) clause 
as giving the content of Mary’s faith: “Blessed is the 
one who believes that fulfillment will come” 
(Marshall 1978: 82, notes that Acts 27:25 is parallel 
to this verse and supports this rendering). Others treat 
the OTL clause as causal, giving the reason why Mary 
is blessed: “Blessed is the one who believes, because 
the fulfillment will come” (Plummer 1896: 30; Creed 
1930: 22; Hendriksen 1978: 97-98). This approach 
argues that a causal connection is clearer in that Mary 
is blessed because God will perform an act. Also, in 
1:49 the relationship between blessing and the OTL 
clause is one of blessing followed by God’s action 
(Alford 1874: 450). But reading a content OTL here is 
natural, since Mary is blessed for her response. Her 
hymn in 1:46-55 evidences her faith. Although the 
choice is difficult, a content nuance is more likely. 
Mary’s blessing as a faithful one is a result of her 
trust that God will act. 

God’s word coming to completion is part of Luke’s 
fulfillment motif. The key term is TEAELWOLC 
(teleiösis, completion, fulfillment). It refers to the 


final execution or completion of God’s promises. 
Once again, trusting in fulfillment is emphasized. 
God’s promise, conveyed by the angel Gabriel in 
1:31-35, is what Mary believes will occur and is the 
ground for her being blessed. She believes God’s 
promise that she will bear the messianic child. The 
fulfillment of promise to her is the reader’s assurance 
that the rest of God’s promise will come to pass. 


Summary 


Two themes dominate this section. The first 
stresses faith in God’s promise and word. Mary is 
a forerunner of the true believer who trusts and 
responds to God’s word (Schneider 1977a: 56). 
The second is the realization that blessing is 
grounded in God’s bringing his promises to 
completion. Some aspects of the promise awaited 
fulfillment at the time of Luke’s writing (just as 
they await fulfillment today). Luke writes to 
assure Theophilus about such promises (1:3-4). 
Part of the assurance comes from knowing what 
God has done already, so one can trust in what 
God will do. Blessing comes to those who rely on 
those promises. To share in the events that Jesus 


brings is an honor worthy of joy and praise. Mary 
is the example of one with faith. Elizabeth 

pictures the joy a participant in salvation should 
have. Together they show that trust and joy are a 
vital part of a walk with God. Their shared joy 
pictures how the believing community should 
respond together, since they also partake in the 
blessings that come from Jesus. 


Additional Notes 


1:39. Where is the city of Judea? Two locations have been the 
center of speculation, although neither commends itself. (1) The 
traditional location as far back as the sixth century is ‘Ain 
Karim, some five miles west of Jerusalem. This site has a long 
history as the home of Zechariah, but there is no way to confirm the 
tradition. (2) Taking ToUSd as an indeclinable noun, another view 
suggests Juttah, five miles south of Hebron. This view goes back to 
A. Reeland in 1714 (Plummer 1896: 28). Again, there is no way to 
confirm such an identification. (3) R. Brown (1977: 332) suggests 
that Luke drew the reference from 2 Sam. 2:1. But why create sucha 
detail? The place is not exploited at all; thus there was no rationale 
for creating the detail. Despite uncertainty about the exact locale, 
R. Brown (1977: 332) and Marshall (1970: 71) note that the 


reference to Judea does not reflect a geographical error, as 
Conzelmann argues (1960: 69). Judea can have a regional sense, 
as Roman materials show (Tacitus, Annals 12.54; so Tovdaida in 
Luke 4:44 and TAAL in Mark 1:39). 


1:42. A small textual problem concerns loud cry. Some manuscripts 
(A, D, W, family 1, Byz) read PWVvN (voice), while others (B, L, W, 
Origen) read Kpavyñ (loud cry). A third reading (supported by X, 
C, ©, family 13) has a different verb, àveBónoev (he cried out) 
with OWVN), but the evidence for this reading is weak (O. Betz, 
TDNT 9:303 n. 7, appears to accept this reading). Though the 
external evidence is not overwhelming, most regard KPAULYN] as 
the more difficult reading and see the use of PWVN as a return to 
Luke’s more common term, especially since KPAULYN could be 
regarded as harsh in this context (Plummer 1896: 29). It is possible, 
however, that PWVN] should be read, since it has Western and 
Byzantine support. Kpauyn is perhaps a stronger term since it 
suggests a significant announcement made “with a loud cry.”!* The 
reading is hard to determine, but the meaning is little altered by the 
choice. 


1:43. The syntax of the question is a little unusual. One needs to 
supply yeyovev to fill out the idea of the sentence.15 Also, [VA 
explains TOUTO in the question and indicates that Elizabeth sees 
Mary’s visit in particular as significant in that she is the mother of the 


Lord.1 Thus: “From where has come about this thing, that is, that 
the mother of my Lord comes to me?” 


1:45. TEAELWOLC has four possible meanings in the LXX: (1) 
execution of a plan (2 Chron. 29:35); (2) completion in the sense that 
nothing need be added (Sir. 34:8); (3) completion of a task (e.g., a 


building; 2 Macc. 2:9); and (4) one who is sexually mature.1/ In Luke 
1:45, the first sense is present. 


4. Mary’s Praise: The 
Magnificat (1:46-56) 


Elizabeth’s blessing produces a reaction from 
Mary. She bursts into praise, offering a hymn of 
thanksgiving. The hymn gives thanks for God’s 
gracious dealings with her, actions that reflect 
how he has treated humanity through all 
generations. The hymn has a very nationalistic 
focus, which fits its setting. The point is that 
God’s mercy and power are exercised for the 
humble who fear him. The hymn adds to the note 
of joy and thankfulness present in 1:39-45. It 
reveals the mood of those who share in God’s 
blessing, as well as makes clear that Mary 


partakes richly from God’s consistent character. 
Mary speaks for herself and echoes the feelings of 
the community at the same time. God is worthy of 
praise for what he will do in taking care of his 
own. 


Sources and Historicity 


The source of the hymn is a much discussed and controversial 
matter (Farris 1985 is the most detailed recent study of the hymns in 
1:46-55, 68-79; 2:29-32). Five options exist: 


1. The hymn is a free composition by Luke (Harnack 
1900; evaluated by Machen 1930:75-86). This position 
has seen a recent resurgence.! The argument says that 
the hymn imitates the LXX, while its many allusions and 
themes fit the larger emphases of Luke. Farris (1985: 14— 


30) examines the stylistic argument behind this view and 


shows that it is not likely (Such hymns are lacking 
elsewhere in Luke—Acts). Repetition of themes is not 
sufficient grounds for establishing authorship. 

2. The hymn is an adaptation of a Jewish hymn of 
praise (Gunkel 1921). This view is based on the presence 
of Semitisms in the passage, noting the hymn’s 
nationalistic perspective.2 Winter (1954) contends that the 


source was a hymn of the Maccabean period. But this 
view fails to win acceptance because the praise of the 
hymn is so Davidic in character and the Hasmonean 
leaders were Levites (Farris 1985: 86-89). 

The hymn is an adaptation from a source that 
concentrated on the Baptist (Bultmann 1963: 296-97; 
Klostermann 1929: 15-16; Grundmann 1963: 63). With 
this view often comes the additional opinion that Elizabeth 
was the original speaker of the hymn, an issue examined 
below. The major argument is that the hymn is more 
natural on the lips of an older woman who was barren 
than in the mouth of a younger expectant mother. It is also 
argued that the Baptist is the focus of this pericope. But 
the textual evidence for Elizabeth as speaker is weak (see 


second figure superior to John. No amount of editing can 


remove these obstacles without so altering the hymn as to 


The hymn comes from a Jewish-Christian source, 
perhaps from the “poor” (the Anawim); this may be 
the most popular current view.2 The emphases on God’s 
raising the humble and on God’s covenants are key to this 
view. R. Brown sees Luke taking an originally Jewish- 
Christian hymn and reapplying it to an earlier setting. 
Thus, Mary embodies the situation of the Anawim 


(the Christian poor like those in Jerusalem), as the 
group’s condition parallels and is projected back into her 
setting. Brown sees 1:48 as redacted into the hymn. 
Although it is true that the hymn’s perspective certainly is 
similar to the AnAWIM (see 6:20-23), there is nothing 
in the hymn that requires such a setting. The hymn fits 
naturally enough in the setting it describes. The major 
arguments for the view are (a) that most of the hymn’s 
praise is general, (b) that the choice of Mary as the 
hymn’s source is motivated by a certain view of biblical 
historicity, and (c) that the hymn appears to be inserted 
into the narrative. None of these objections is decisive. 
(a) The general praise may reflect the corporate 
solidarity that one feels with others who share God’s 
mercy. Such generalization is natural to praise. One 
praises God not only for one’s own blessings, but also for 
his similar treatment of all the faithful. (o) The charge 
about a certain view of the Bible may be true in some 
cases, but it is not in itself a reason to reject biblical 
claims. So this charge is ad hominem. Farris knows this 
and raises textual and historical reasons against a Marian 
connection that need evaluation. (c) The argument about 
insertion also proves nothing. Almost all agree that Luke 
combines sources; such weaving might have been 


necessary. Farris argues that one could remove the hymn 


and the story would fit nicely, but this proves only that 
Luke drew from a variety of materials, not that the sources 
must be postcross. An earlier source connection is 
possible. 

5. The hymn goes back to Mary, either uttered in 
this situation or composed later to reflect a poetic 
description of what she thought or said in this situation. 
Many suggest the latter.2 Marshall argues that the 
combination of eschatological hope and personal 
thanksgiving is Jewish in character. The hopes are Jewish 
rather than characteristically Christian, national rather 
than universal. The lack of Christian universal coloring 
suggests a pre-Christian hymn and makes Mary a 
possible candidate for composition, though not 


necessarily in this setting. 


Machen notes the possibility that Mary composed the hymn later 
as a reflective response to Elizabeth’s blessing (perhaps during her 
three-month stay). To insist on an extemporaneous hymn 
immediately in this setting is not necessary; an “instant” hymn would 
be the result of Mary’s reflecting on the annunciation and conception 
before her coming to Elizabeth. Either option reflects a historical 
description of the event. What is clear is that the Magnificat is a pre- 
Christian hymn of nationalistic proportions and fits nicely into a 
setting before Jesus’ ministry. There is no evidence of tampering by 


the Christian community, since postcross hymns and creeds are less 


nationalistic in tone (Eph. 1:3-14; 1 Tim. 3:16; 6:15-16; 2 Tim. 1:9- 
10). Accordingly, the event’s historicity need not be rejected. The 
hymn would naturally be retained and cherished in the Jewish- 
Christian church, so efforts to place the hymn in this setting have 
merit, provided they do not ignore the ultimate origin in Mary or 
someone in her family. 

Some find it difficult to attribute the hymn to Mary because of its 
poetic quality. Could a country girl compose such a work? However, 
given the existence of OT parallels from the Psalter and the 
influence of the singing of the Psalms in the popular culture, such a 
talent for composition need not be beyond Mary.“ In sum, Mary 
cannot be ruled out as the source for this material. 

It is clear that Elizabeth was not the original speaker of the hymn.® 
Nonetheless, the position that she was the speaker is popular 
enough to need treatment and critique. The position has historical 
roots, since a few manuscripts and church fathers attribute the hymn 
to Elizabeth.2 The argument is that Elizabeth’s barren position 
parallels the OT hymn of Hannah, as does the reference to the 
woman’s humble state. It is natural for Elizabeth to give praise here 
and then for Zechariah to do so in 1:68-79. Some argue that the 
mention of Mary in 1:56 implies a change of subject. 

All these arguments can be refuted (Marshall 1978: 78). 
Elizabeth’s offering the hymn is not natural after the tone of her 
blessing on Mary; it would be self-serving. Luke 1:48 need not refer 
to barrenness. Luke 1:48b, with its promise of generations of praise, 


is exaggerated if it describes Elizabeth. A reply from Elizabeth is 
more natural at 1:25, not here. The repetition of the speaker’s name 


Seeing the hymn as evidence of Mary’s response to Elizabeth and 
as a reflection of Mary’s faith is quite natural. The hymn is so loaded 
with OT parallels that to focus on Hannah is not appropriate. The 

textual evidence for the variant is weak. The effort to gain parallelism 
through Elizabeth destroys a chiasmus in the structure (Wiefel 1988: 


58): 


a proclamation to Zechariah (1:5-25) 
b proclamation to Mary (1:26-38) 
b Mary’s hymn (1:46-56) 
a’ Zechariah’s hymn (1:67-80) 


The desire to have both the father and mother speak probably 
produced the textual variant by a copyist, who thought that that was 
the likely structure. All these factors show Mary to be the original 


speaker. 


Though it is called an “eschatological hymn” by 
Gunkel (1921), a better description of the form is 
“hymn of praise” or “psalm of thanksgiving.” The 
personal nature of the praise, the general appeal to 
God’s actions, and the absence of a call to praise, 
as is present in eschatological hymns, suggest this 


classification.'" One of a very few NT psalms 
(perhaps the longest in the NT is Eph. 1:3-14), the 
hymn is full of joy for God’s actions. 

The outline of Luke 1:46—56 is as follows: 


a. Mary’s hymnic response of praise (1:46-55) 
i. Praise for God’s work for Mary (1:46—49) 
ii. Praise for God’s acts to all (1:50--53) 

iii. Praise for God’s acts for his people Israel 
(1:54-55) 

b. Departure: three months and then home 

(1:56) 


The hymn proper has three parts: 1:46—49 
focuses on God’s actions for Mary the humble 
woman; 1:50—53 generalizes God’s acts to include 
God-fearers, proud, humble, hungry, and rich;'" 
1:54-55 repeats the covenant context and 
highlights God’s faithfulness to his promises to 
Israel. 

There are many themes in the passage. God is 
merciful to those who fear him. God’s power 
overcomes the proud. God exalts the humble. God 
responds to the hungry with his hands open. God 
resists the proud rich. The contrasting fates of the 
rich and the poor picture “eschatological 


reversal,” where God’s ultimate justice is hoped 
for and declared as coming in his actions. God 
mercifully keeps his promise to his people Israel. 

Personal themes also exist. Mary exemplifies a 
life of praise and faith in God’s word. The faithful 
are blessed, because God will bring his promises 
to completion. The passage stresses the readiness 
to praise God for the constant character of his 
goodness manifested in a variety of ways to the 
faithful. Confident faith knows that God will 
resolve issues of justice in his coming and in his 
judgment. The Magnificat is rich in describing 
God’s attributes, not as abstractions, but in terms 
of his everyday actions. Assurance comes from 
knowing that God acts in this way: faithful to his 
word and stretching out his mighty hand for those 
who stand humbly before him. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


48 And Mary said, 


“My soul magnifies the Lord. 
i My spirit has begun to delight in God my Savior, 


me for he has looked upon his lowly servant. 


“For behold, from now on all generations shall call me blessed; 
oy for the Mighty One did great things for me, 
and holy is his name. 

90 His mercy is from generation to generation to those who 


fear him. 


>1 «He exercised power with his arm, 


and scattered the proud in the thoughts of their hearts. 

92 Powers were cast down; 
he exalted the humble. 
ee He has filled the hungry with good things; 


the rich he sent away empty. 


34 “He helped Israel, his servant, 


because he remembered mercy 
=> to Abraham and his seed forever, 
even as he spoke to our fathers.” 


36 Mary remained with her three months and returned home.!2 


a. Mary’s Hymnic Response of Praise 
(1:46-55) 

i. Praise for God’s Work for Mary (1:46—49) 

1:46 Mary offers praise to the Lord in a hymn called 


the Magnificat, a name reflecting the Latin 
translation of the term UEYAAUVEL (megalynei, 


magnifies). The hymn has numerous phrases that 
recall wording in OT_ and apocryphal hymns. The 


word of praise in 1 Sam. 2:1-10. The praise of God 
by women occurs often in the OT (e.g., Deborah in 
Judg. 5).'* Mary’s hymn contains personal and 
eschatological praise. 

Mary begins her praise with parallelism common to 
hymnic genre. The parallelism extends into 1:47, 
linking 1:46-47 together. The phrase Å Yuy uov 
(he psyche mou, my soul), which is another way to 
refer to the personal praise that comes from deep 
inside a person, is in synonymous parallelism to TO 
TVEUUA uov (to pneuma mou, my spirit) in 1:47. H 
VULXN) uov is another way to say, “I extol the Lord” 
(Marshall 1978: 82). Old Testament parallels include 
Ps. 35:9 [34:9 LXX] (which has a buyn reference to 
the self); Hab. 3:18; and 1 Sam. 2:1-2. The latter two 
texts match more the spirit than the wording of this 
Lucan text. 

The verb UEYAAUVW means “to make great, to 
praise, to extol” and so parallels the idea of rejoicing 
in 1:47. Mary lifts up the Lord God as she praises his 
work on her behalf (1:38). Old Testament parallels 
include Ps. 34:3 [33:4 LXX |] and 69:30 [68:31 LXX]. 


Luke also uses UEYyAALVW in Acts 5:13 (of the 
apostles); 10:46 and 19:17 (both of God) (Plummer 
1896: 31; Grundmann, TDNT 4:543). The reference 
to the Lord addresses God as the sovereign Master 
and Ruler of the world. The address shows that 
Mary’s approach to God reflects her awareness of her 
humble position (1:48). 


1:47 Mary repeats her praise, as her spirit rejoices 
in the Lord. IIveüua (pneuma, spirit) functions in 
this verse as Wuyn did in the last verse, as a personal 
reference (Gen. 6:3; Ps. 143:4 [142:4 LXX]). These 
terms are often linked in parallelism (Job 12:10; Ps. 
R. Brown 1977: 336; Marshall 1978: 82; Fitzmyer 
1981: 366). 

Mary offers praise to God her Savior. The picture 
of God the deliverer is common in the OT (Ps. 25:5; 


Spiritual terms, but the hymn itself spells out the 
deliverance in terms of eschatological reversal and 
the promises to Israel.'* Mary’s language is best taken 
in the national categories in which it is introduced, 


though of course such language has spiritual 
implications." 

Mary rejoices in God her Savior. The verb of 
praise, yaAAlaoev (égalliasen, rejoiced), is a term 
of eschatological rejoicing, as 1:14 and especially 
1:44 suggest. God’s special work produces this 
rejoicing. An unusual feature, however, is that 
NyaAAlaoev is aorist (or past) tense, while the 
parallel verb UEYQAUVEL in 1:46 is present tense. 
Fitzmyer (1981: 366) argues that the parallelism 
intends a “timeless” or gnomic aorist and nothing 
more in the verb.'° He rejects any attempt to posit a 
Semitic original behind the hymn, an unfortunate 
position in light of the hymn’s setting. Surely the 
possibility of such a setting should be considered, not 
quickly dismissed. 

Other explanations for the aorist include the 
following: (1) it is an ingressive aorist translated “my 
spirit has begun to delight” (Nolland 1989: 69; see 
translated as an English present tense;'” and (3) it is 
intended to refer to initial reaction at the conception 
of the child or at the message of the angel (Godet 
1875: 1.102). In favor of this last approach it could 
be argued that chiasmus is present: 


present tense Mary lifts up the Lord 


(1:46b) 

past tense she praised her Savior 
(1:47) 

past tense he saw her humble 


position (1:48a) 


future tense all the generations 
Shall praise her (1:48b) 


The present, backward, and forward reference in 
these verses seems possible, but the major feature 
against it is the parallelism. 

The best explanation is to take the aorist in an 
ingressive sense (view 1), since if a present had been 
intended it could have been written to make an exact 
parallelism explicit. If taken in this sense, verses 46— 
47 together mean that Mary praises the Lord now, 
even as she has begun to find eschatological joy in 
her Savior God. Such a rendering suggests that Jesus’ 
story is just beginning. The ingressive influences the 
precise force because it emphasizes more clearly not 


just that Mary stands praising her God (which a 
present tense would emphasize), but that she has 
entered into praise, because of what he has done. 
From the call to praise, Mary turns in 1:48 to review 
what God has done for her. 


1:48 Mary sets forth the basis, OTt (hoti, for), of her 
praise. God has been gracious to look upon his lowly 
servant. The verb ErteßBAelbev (epeblepsen, he 
looked upon) refers to God’s loving care in selecting 
Mary to bear the child. The OT also uses the idea of 
God’s looking on his own in acts of love (1 Sam. 
1:11; 9:16); Luke 9:38 also uses the verb to express a 
call to Jesus for compassion for a sick son (Marshall 
1978: 82). The aorist tense refers back to the event of 
messianic conception. 

Mary describes herself as God’s handmaiden (the 
repetition of 80LANG connects this verse to 1:38), 
which acknowledges her subordinate position before 
God. She did not expect or assume that she should be 
the object of such special attention from God, so she 
is grateful for the attention. She also describes herself 
as of “low status,” which term (TAJTELVWOLV, 
tapeinOsin) many see as a more natural reference to 
barrenness. Seeking support from OT parallels in 1 


32, they argue that the term is more suitable for 
Elizabeth.” But the term can also quite naturally refer 
to one’s low social position, as Luke 1:52 makes 
clear. In fact, the social terminology throughout the 
hymn argues for a broader reference here and 
supports an original reference to Mary (Alford 1874: 
450; Godet 1875: 1.102; Grundmann, TDNT 8:21). 
Tastetvwotug as social-status terminology also has 
OT parallels to describe both Israel and individuals 


LXX]; 31:7 [30:8 LXX]). This use also has parallels 
in Judaism (Jdt. 6:19; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 9:45; 
Nolland 1989: 69). Mary is able to praise God her 
Savior, because he looked upon her low social state 
and yet in love let her bear the Messiah. What God 
did for her is like what he does for others in the same 
State (1:52). 

Mary recognizes that God has given her a special 
place by having her bear the Messiah. She explains, 
yap (gar, for), that generations of all time, noar ai 
veveal (pasai hai geneai, all generations), shall 
bless her. They, too, shall perceive her fortune in 
receiving this special role. She is an example of one 


graced by God, an example of faith (Fitzmyer 1981: 
367; Gen. 30:13 is a conceptual parallel). Elizabeth’s 
blessing in Luke 1:45 is the first of many blessings 
that Mary receives as an exemplary servant touched 
by grace. 

The expression from now on (ATÒ TOD VÜV, apo 
tou nyn) is an important Lucan phrase. It indicates 
that a significant change has taken place in God’s 
plan, so that “from now on” things will be different 
(Luke 5:10; 12:52; 22:18, 69; Acts 18:6). Once Mary 
is touched by the gracious act of God, things are 
different (Stählin, TDNT 4:1111, 1113). They are 
never the same. 

The promise of future blessing as indicated by the 
future tense has one other implication. It shows that 
the aorists in 1:47—48 are not prophetic and thus do 
not refer to future events, but to past ones. If future 
events were intended by the aorists, then this verb 
would be in the past tense as well (Farris 1985: 117). 


1:49 Mary gives a second reason, ÖTL (hoti, for), for 
her praise (the first is in 1:48): the Mighty One acts 
both on her behalf and on behalf of God-fearers. 
Marshall (1978: 83) relates OTL to 1:48b and argues 
that the verse gives the reason she will be called 


blessed by all generations (with Schürmann 1969: 
74). However, the reasons in 1:49 focus on God’s 
attributes of power, exalted holiness, and mercy— 
descriptions designed to focus attention on God, not 
on Mary. Thus, Mary explains why she praises God, 
a connection that looks back to 1:47 (Fitzmyer 1981: 
367-68; Farris 1985: 118). 

The reference to God as the Mighty One (0 
ÖUVATOG, ho dynatos) recalls 1:35 and alludes to his 
power in creating the child and giving Mary this role 
(Godet 1875: 1.103). What God promised and what 
seemed impossible (1:37) was possible for God, as he 
delivered on his commitment (Deut. 10:21; 34:11 [of 
the exodus]; Ps. 71:19 [70:19 LXX] [of the “great 
things” his power does]; Grundmann, TDNT 4:531). 
For such power exercised on her behalf, Mary gives 
praise and others will bless her. The title Mighty One 
often alludes in the OT_and in Judaism to the warrior 
God who fights on behalf of his people and delivers 
them (Ps. 44:4-8 [44:5-9 MT]; 89:9-10 [89:10-11 
5:51; R. Brown 1977: 337; Wiefel 1988: 59; 
Schiirmann 1969: 74). In Luke, God creatively 
exercises his power to deliver his people. 


The exercise of God’s power demonstrates his 
authority as an exalted, holy ruler. Holiness means to 
be set apart. As the rest of the hymn stresses, God is 
holy, not in the sense that his holy moral attributes 
receive praise, but in the sense that he displays his 
unique sovereign authority as ruler over people. Such 
emphasis on sovereignty is also present in the OT 
(Ps. 99:3; 111:9; Lev. 11:44-45 [giving the covenant 
ground of such holiness and stressing God’s unique 
holiness as deliverer]; Isa. 57:15). As Mary sets forth 
the high sovereign authority of God, his acts on her 
behalf take on a more gracious light. 


ii. | Praise for God’s Acts to All (1:50—53) 


1:50 Mary turns from describing the ground of her 
praise in terms of God’s holiness to a consideration 
of his mercy. One attribute leads into the other. God’s 
unique character is not separable from his mercy, for 
holiness expresses itself in mercy. "EA€0C (eleos, 
mercy) is used in the LXX to translate the Hebrew 


term TQM (hesed), which refers to the loyal, 
gracious, faithful love that God has in covenant for 
his people (Ps. 103:2--6, 8-11, 13, esp. 17; R. Brown 
1977: 337; Marshall 1978: 83; Schtirmann 1969: 75; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:483 n. 95; see also Ps. Sol. 


15.13). Such gracious faithfulness characterizes 
God’s dealings with those who acknowledge him. 
God’s timeless and changeless faithfulness is behind 
the reference to “generation to generation,” a phrase 
that appears in various ways in the OT (Ps. 49:11 
[49:12 MT]; 61:6 [61:7 MT]; 90:1; 100:5; Isa. 51:8; 
the wording here is found in T. Levi_18.8).'* Thus, 
what Mary experienced parallels what believers 
throughout time experience. Mary is counting on 
such faithfulness for future generations (1:54-55). 
God’s favor is specifically directed to those who 
fear God (Toig POBOUUEVOLC AUTOV, tois 
phoboumenois auton). “Fearing God” and conceptual 
parallels are common OT descriptions of anyone who 


7:9 [those who love God and keep his 
commandments follow his ways]; Ps. 25:12; 103:17; 
Isa. 55:3, 6; 57:15 [those of contrite (broken) heart 
seek God]). The description and others like it also 
existed in Judaism (Ps. Sol. 10.4 [of servants that 
God remembers with mercy]; 13.12; Plummer 1896: 
32). Mary is a God-fearer who acknowledges the 
holy and exalted position of her God. The hymn 
shows the spirit of a God-fearer in recognizing the 
sovereignty of God (Danker 1988: 43; R. Brown 


1977: 337; Josh. 24:14, 19-24). The picture of the 

God-fearer is common in Luke.” Those who see the 
most of God, says Mary, are those who acknowledge 
him. She has seen, as other God-fearers have seen, 
God’s work and so she offers praise. 

Luke 1:50 forms a transition in that Mary turns 
from a consideration of God’s specific action for her 
(1:47—49) to a consideration of God’s actions for his 
people (1:51-53). Such transitions from the 
individual (first-person singular) to the community 
(third-person plural) are common in the Psalms (Ps. 
9, 30, 66, 68, 72, 117, 137; Nolland 1989: 71). In 
fact, one can see in these subsequent verses an 
expansion of the divine acts that apply to Mary, as 
the return to the theme of God’s power in 1:51 makes 
clear (Schneider 1977a: 57). The acts of mercy 
described in 1:51-53 show that Mary is but one of 
many such blessed God-fearers. Luke wants his 
readers to appreciate this point, so they too might fear 
God and see him work. Such an identification with 
the promise of God’s faithfulness should be assuring 
to the reader. 


1:51 Mary turns from a consideration of God’s 
mercy (1:50) to his acts of power toward different 


groups of people. God’s dealings with the proud and 
the mighty demonstrate his power toward those on 
the independent end of the social scale: he punishes 
the mighty, but lifts up the humble. God’s exercise of 
power is described with anthropomorphism, 
comparing God’s acts with the actions of people. 
Thus, the reference to the arm of God and the 
working of power points to the visible demonstration 
of God’s authority. 

The figure of God’s arm is common in the OT 
(Deut. 4:34; Ps. 44:3 [44:4 MT]; 89:13 [89:14 MT]; 
118:15; Hendriksen 1978: 107). The expressions 
ETOLNOEV KPATOG (epoiésen kratos, he performed 
mighty deeds) and év Bpaylovı avtod (en 
brachioni autou, with his arm) are Semitisms (Isa. 
53:1). Their presence here gives evidence that the 
hymn is not of Lucan or Greek origin (Luce 1933: 
92). Reference to the power of God’s arm appears in 
key texts describing God’s work, especially in the 
exodus period (Exod. 6:1, 6; Deut. 3:24; 7:19; 2 
Kings 17:36; Isa. 30:30). God will extend his 
salvific power to those who fear him; no one can 
oppose him (Michaelis, TDNT 3:907). 

Unlike the following verses, this line (“he 
exercised power with his arm”) does not mention a 


specific group. So it refers back to “the generations 
who fear him” in 1:50b. It also introduces the 
discussion of various groups in 1:51-53 (R. Brown 
1977: 337; Plummer 1896: 33). The referring back to 
1:50b helps to define who the poor, mighty, proud, 
humble, hungry, and rich are. These lines contrast 
those who are open and responsive to God with those 
who are not. Often the social circumstances of the 
powerful make them independent of and insensitive 
to God or to their fellow humans, while the poor 
often are more dependent on God (so also Paul in 1 
Cor. 1:26-29). 

The reference to God’s powerful working by his 
arm is presented in the aorist tense, £rtOLNOEV, along 
with the five verbs that follow in 1:51-53. This 
feature has generated much discussion, since the 
grammatical issue determines the meaning of the 
passage (Plummer 1896: 33 and Marshall 1978: 83- 
84 have summaries). To what is Mary referring? 
Views include the following: 


1. Past events are under consideration here. This 
approach can take two forms. (a) Mary is 
referring to God’s past acts for OT saints. 
Although this view is possible, it is not 


commonly held, because, despite the generalized 
form of the language here, the hymn seems to 
have specific groups and eschatological acts in 
mind. (b) The aorists reflect the context of an 
original Jewish-Christian hymn and refer to the 
work of Messiah Jesus in exalting the poor of the 
Christian church. This popular view has severe 
problems. Why is there an absence of specific 
messianic references? Why does the language 
describe a total political and social victory for 
Israel, which the resurrection set the stage for but 
did not as yet provide (Acts 3:19-22)? The 
victory mentioned in this hymn and the 
eschatological reversal of the proud and the 
humble had not totally occurred. According to 
this view, such a perspective was projected back 
into Mary’s mouth as her utterance (R. Brown 
1977: 352-53; Fitzmyer 1981: 361; Farris 1985: 
120-21). However, the hymn’s national focus is 
not entirely appropriate to the setting described 
by this view, especially since this victory is 
expressed in the past tense. 

2. The aorists are gnomic aorists describing what 
God habitually does, and they should be 
translated as present tenses.“ It is argued that 


1:49 is a past event and that Luke could have 
expressed a future tense if he had wanted to do 
so. In favor of the position is the contrast to the 
future tense in 1:48b and the supplied present 
tense in 1:50, which sets up the section. 
Hendriksen (1978: 108) lists a series of examples 
from the OT of God’s lifting up the lowly in the 
past. Nevertheless, three problems exist for this 
approach. (a) This meaning of the aorist is rare in 
Hellenistic Greek. The present tense is much 
more natural for this sense (e.g., Hannah’s song, 
1 Sam. 2). (b) It tends to ignore the introduction 
of a future perspective by Mary’s initial praise. 
The temporal note in 1:48b, “from now on” (AJTO 
TOU VUV, apo tou nyn), turns Mary’s attention to 
the future and controls the discussion that 
follows, thus providing a key transition of 
thought. (c) Most importantly, this view ignores 
the theme of covenant fulfillment expressed in 
1:54-55, a reference that looks at what Jesus will 
achieve in the future. This concluding reference 
supports 1:48b as a transition of perspective and 
nullifies the value of appealing to 1:50 as the key 
temporal reference. 


3. The aorists are reflective of an iterative perfect 
in Hebrew; this position would also regard the 
verses as descriptive of God’s standard of 
behavior toward humanity through time (Schmid 
1960: 55). This view is possible, except that it 
seems not to deal adequately with the context of 
1:54-55, which places the declarations of the 
hymn in terms of covenant promise to Abraham 
and its ultimate fulfillment. 

4. The most satisfying approach is to take the 
aorists as prophetic aorists, that is, portraying the 
ultimate eschatological events tied to Jesus’ final 
victory. These consequences result from his past 
conception (1:49). These events are seen as so 
certain that, even though they are future events, 
they can be portrayed as past realities. Paul has 
this force with the verb glorified in Rom. 8:30. 
Such an approach unifies the context and ties 
together nicely with the idea of the realization of 
the covenant promise to Abraham (Gen. 12:1-3). 
In this sense, the hymn parallels the expression 
of Zechariah in Luke 1:72—74. The total 
Salvation of those who fear God is so certain that 
it can be viewed as having taken place.” What 
God will do (view 4) is like what God always 


does (view 2), but Mary is interested in what 
Jesus’ coming will mean. In a real way, God is 
setting up a new world order. Those who are on 
his side can look for a reversal of current fortune. 


Thus, Mary looks forward to God’s vindication of 
the God-fearers and regards it as a matter of faith that 
it will come to pass (1:45). What this vindication will 
involve is the scattering of the proud, those who see 
no need for God nor for treating fellow humans with 
compassion. The idea of God’s dispersing the 
arrogant or having sovereignty over social status is a 
popular OT theme (Num. 10:35; 1 Sam. 2:7; Ps. 68:1 
[68:2 MT]; 89:10 [89:11 MT]; Bertram, TDNT 
8:528). The judgment is against the proud. 
‘Yrrepnpavoug (hyperephanous, the proud) is 
consistently negative in the NT (James 4:6;_1 Pet. 

The arrogance of the proud is described in the 
following phrase, Stavoia kapdiac AUTWV 
(dianoia kardias autön), where öLavola is a dative 
of reference or respect: “proud with respect to the 
thoughts of their heart.” The heart is seen as the 
center of feeling (1 Sam. 16:7; Prov. 4:23) and as the 
base of reasoning power (1 Chron. 29:18; Job 12:3; 


R. Brown 1977: 337; Behm, TDNT 3:612 §D2b). 
This pride is deep-seated and reflects their innermost 
being. God will judge such pride. Luke 18:9-14 is to 
be seen as a commentary on the contrast between the 
proud and the humble, which serves as testimony 
concerning whom God accepts and whom he does 
not. God will scatter those who feel no need for him, 
but are proud of their spiritual or material attainments 
and capabilities. 


1:52 The reversal of social position will occur in the 
final exercise of God’s power. Who is described’? 
Tasteivoüg (tapeinous, humble) stands in contrast to 
ÖULVAOTOG (dynastas), a term that refers to rulers 
(Gen. 50:4). That rulers are removed from their 
thrones (ArtO Opóvwv, apo thronön) makes the 
nuance of TATTELVOÜG clear. The powerful are 
governing rulers. The humble are those oppressed by 
these rulers. Mary has in mind God’s covenant 
people, which is evident from 1:54-55 and the 
mention of God-fearers in 1:50. R. Brown (1977: 
363) sees a reference to the spiritually oppressed, a 
reference that is correct in light of the emphasis on 
God-fearers in the hymn. All the injustice of the 
ruling classes against God’s people will be reversed 


as the humble are lifted up by God. The rulers’ 
oppression and lack of compassion will be dealt with 
by God, who desires that people treat their neighbor 
with compassion. The rulers deny God and oppress 
his people. Mary has in mind the Romans and those 
like them, who use their secular power to keep God’s 
people at bay. Those who think they have authority 
do not have ultimate authority. A major theme of the 
and humble (Ps. 9:11-12, 17-20 [9:12-13, 18-21 
MT]; 10:1-4, 17-18; 12:1-5 [12:2-6 MT]; _18:25-29 
[18:26-30 MT]). These few references are part of a 
consistent theme of the OT, especially in the Psalter. 
The idea of the removal of rulers is expressed in 


2:7; Sir. 10:14; Jdt. 9:3; 1QM _14.10-11; R. Brown 
1977: 337; Plummer 1896: 33; Danker 1988: 44; 

C. Schneider, TDNT 3:412 83). The exaltation of the 
humble is also a key OT_and Jewish theme (Ps. 
language of the faithful. She trusts God’s just 
vindication in the approaching messianic reign. 
Hendriksen (1978: 108) makes reference to how the 
humble were lifted up in the past, but this shows only 
that what God will do is like what he has done. 


However, Mary is looking to the future, not the past. 
She is anticipating, in the child she bears, total 
vindication. The way God will accomplish this 
vindication has some other intermediate requirements 
of which she is not aware, namely Messiah’s 
suffering. First Peter 1:11 summarizes the emerging 
career of Jesus in two stages: “The sufferings of 
Christ and the glories that ... follow.” Mary longs to 
share in the days of glory. 


1:53 The social consequences of God’s work are 
now set forth. God will fill the hungry with good 
things, a promise paralleled in the OT (1 Sam. 2:5; 
Plummer 1896: 33). In the beatitude of 6:21, Luke 
returns to the theme of the poor being filled, and in 
11:13 he mentions that God will give the Spirit to 
those who ask for good things (Hauck, TDNT 4:389; 
Ps. 34:10 [34:11 MT). 

In contrast, God will send the rich away empty, 
another theme with OT precedent (1 Sam. 2:5; Job 
15:29; Jer. 17:11). Luke is strong in his denunciation 
21:1-4). Luke 12:21 is clear that independence from 
God tends to characterize the wealthy, making them 
an object of condemnation. Danker (1988: 45) argues 


that Luke (6:20-26; 16:19-31) expresses traditional 
Jewish hope for political vindication, a hope that is 
redefined by Jesus when those inside the nation are 
warned. But one must be careful not to interpret the 
eschatological reversal solely in a spiritualized form, 
so that the context of the national hope is lost (1:54— 
55). Luke 16:19--31, with its contrast between poor 
Lazarus and the unbelieving rich man serves as a 
commentary on this passage’s ultimate teaching of 
the reversal at the time of judgment. The rich man’s 
self-focus reflects his lack of faith and his spiritual 
insensitivity toward the God to whom he is 
responsible. Such self-focus produces a lack of 
concern for one’s neighbor, which God condemns. 
Nonetheless, the reversal also applies to national 
hope. It is the nation that is helped (1:54). 

Luke’s point is that one should keep material things 
in perspective and use them generously to serve one’s 
neighbor. Two errors of interpretation must be 
avoided. One is to spiritualize the material references 
to the point where the warning about excessive 
attachment to riches and the dangers it can hold is 
ignored (Marshall 1978: 85 and Nolland 1989: 72). 
On the other side, one can ignore the hymn’s 
covenant background and context to such an extent 


that the spiritual element in the context is lost. The 
hymn exalts God-fearers. When one ignores this 
background, the temptation is to make the hymn a 
manifesto for political action, devoid of any spiritual 
content.” This empties the teaching of its central 
thrust, the need to turn to God. The context requires 
that both extremes be avoided. Luke 1:53 looks to the 
ultimate eschatological reversal that God will bring 
in the end-time. But care with regard to material 
things and power is what his followers ought to 
pursue with good spiritual balance. Such an attitude 
reflects what God desires in light of what he will 
judge. 


iii. Praise for God’s Acts for His People Israel 
(1:54-55) 


1:54 Mary gives the basis of God’s vindication for 
God-fearers: God’s covenant mercy and loyal love 
for his people Israel. God will support the nation. 
AvteAaBeto (antelabeto) means “to take hold of, to 
hold up, to support” (Isa. 41:8—10; 42:1; Sir. 2:6; Acts 
20:35; Plummer 1896: 33). God extended his support 
to his people Israel. The verb is an aorist tense, as are 
the other verbs in 1:51-53. As argued in the exegesis 
of 1:51, the tense is a prophetic aorist—a reference to 


all that God will do through Christ for his people. 
Mary’s reference looks for the fulfillment of the 
nation’s hope in Jesus. Mary’s nationalistic 
perspective is not to be interpreted as referring 
directly to the church, but rather to her national 
covenant hope. Godet (1875: 1.106-7) notes that the 
lack of direct Christian references in the verse argues 
against a setting for the hymn after Jesus’ ministry. 
Nonetheless, it can be said that God’s treatment of 
people as described here will be applicable to the 
church as well, since they will also experience God’s 
protection, vindication, and participation in covenant. 
Israel is referred to as the servant (71aL60c, 
paidos). Ilatc (pais, servant) refers to the chosen 
position of the nation as God’s representative 
people, a description from the OT (Isa. 41:3-9; 42:1; 
Jeremias, TDNT 5:680 n. 174, 684 n. 213, for 
possible Jewish references outside the OT). This 
concept also was held in Judaism (Ps. Sol. 12.6; 


one from Jesus.” In fact, the blessed nation here is 
really a remnant, for only the God-fearers can count 


on this deliverance (Godet 1875: 1.106; Ellis 1974: 
76; against this view is Fitzmyer 1981: 361, who 
extends this blessing to a reconstituted Israel; so also 
R. Brown 1977: 364). God will take special care of 
his remnant nation in Jesus, though the sequential 
outworking of that ministry will yield some surprises 
as well. Christ will suffer and others will be included 
in the blessings that come to the faithful in Israel. 
(On distinguishing between Israel and the church, so 
that the church is not reconstituted Israel, see 
Blaising and Bock 1993.) 

The ground of God’s response is his covenant 
mercy and loyal love. The infinitive uvnoONvau 
(mnesthenai, to remember) is best taken as a causal 
infinitive connected with AvTeAaßeTo, not as a 
purpose infinitive. It provides the basis for God’s 
acting for his people, not his purpose in acting for 
them.* The point is that God’s action is motivated by 
his loyal love. “He remembered mercy” declares that 
God’s actions grew out of his faithful regard for his 
covenant promises (1:55). EA€ouc (eleous, mercy) 
recalls the reference in 1:50 and speaks of God’s 
hesed love (Schneider 1977a: 58). God is faithful to 
his promise and loyal to his people. 


1:55 The content of God’s remembrance of mercy is 
grounded in his covenant promise as given to the 
fathers (Plummer 1896: 34). How one handles the 
following syntactical problem will determine how the 
verse is taken. The problem involves the presence of 
two phrases that begin with “to”: TIPOG TOUG 
TTATEPAG (pros tous pateras, to the fathers) and TQ) 
Aßpaau (to Abraam, to Abraham). 


1. Some take the Abraham reference as 
appositional to the fathers. The resulting 
translation is, “He remembered mercy, even as he 
spoke to our fathers, that is, to Abraham and to 
his seed forever” (Creed 1930: 24; Schiirmann 
1969: 77 n. 252; NASB; NKJV). 

2. Some hold that 1:55a is a parenthetical 
remark about where the promise of mercy is 
recorded, while the phrase Tj ABpadu goes 
back to the idea of remembering mercy. In 
addition, T® ABpadu is usually taken as a 
dative of interest or advantage (Zerwick 1963: 20 
855). This view translates, “Because he 
remembered mercy for Abraham and his seed 
forever, even as he spoke to our fathers” (NIV; 
discussed but rejected by R. Brown 1977: 338; 


for this view: Plummer 1896: 34; Marshall 1978: 
85; Godet 1875: 1.107). This view is supported 
by the following points: (a) the idea in view 1 of 
God speaking to Abraham and his seed forever is 
awkward and (b) a dative following an 
accusative does not normally indicate apposition. 
Thus, Mary declares that the covenant to 
Abraham is the basis for God’s acts of loyal love, 
acts that were promised to the fathers of the 
nation. 


Abraham is a major Lucan OT figure, mentioned 
twenty-two times in Luke—Acts.*® The covenant 
promises of Mary’s hymn are those of the Abrahamic 
covenant (Gen. 12:3; 17:7-8; 18:18; 22:18; 26:3; 
Exod. 2:24; Mic. 7:20). The reference made to the 
nation has remnant overtones because of Luke 1:50 
(see also 3:8-9); there is no universalism (Marshall 
1978: 85). Such covenant acts extend into the 
culmination of the messianic era. Eic TOV ai@va 
(eis ton aiöna, into the age) refers to the messianic 
age of deliverance, the eschaton. Since what is found 
in that age will continue forever (Plummer 1896: 34), 
one can speak idiomatically of God remembering his 
mercy forever, of his constancy extending to the end. 


This age is introduced here without any reference 
to its duration or its stages of development. Mary 
sees one age, but, as Luke will show, the kingdom 
program of God has two distinct stages. Luke makes 
no effort to update the hymn’s perspective, a point for 
its authenticity. Mary ends her hymn by recalling that 
God’s action for his people resides in covenant 
promise, as he never forgets his merciful, loyal love 
(Godet 1875: 1.107; Hendriksen 1978: 109). 


b. Departure: Three Months and Then Home 
(1:56) 


1:56 The visit ends with Mary’s return to her home. 
Mary’s visit with Elizabeth lasted three months, so 
Elizabeth’s pregnancy is now at nine months (1:26, 
36). R. Brown (1977: 338) argues that a ten-month 
lunar calendar is being used by Luke. However, 
Fitzmyer (1981: 369) correctly objects that a lunar 
month is 29.5 days long, making a 295-day 
pregnancy, a total that is too large. In stating that 
Mary remained with Elizabeth, Luke uses a favorite 
preposition, GUV (syn, together or with), which he 
often prefers to UETA (meta, with), as a comparison 
of pericopes with Synoptic parallels shows (8:38, 51; 


20:1; 22:14, 56; Plummer 1896: 34). Just before 
John’s birth, Mary returns to Nazareth (1:56).” 

Much discussion surrounds Mary’s departure. 
Arguing that Mary would not have left so close to 
John’s birth, many suppose that Luke has moved the 
account of Mary’s return forward to take Mary off 
center stage before John’s birth. Such a shift would 
parallel how John the Baptist’s arrest is presented in 
3:19-20.” Although it is possible, the impression of 
the narrative does not fit this interpretation (Fitzmyer 
1981: 369). Mary might have withdrawn early to 
avoid drawing attention to herself, but the text does 
not state the motive. Mary simply returns home 
before John’s birth. 


Summary 


In sum, Mary’s visit to her relative Elizabeth and 
her subsequent hymn serve as a foretaste of many 
Lucan themes. John testifies to the baby Jesus by 
leaping in the womb. Mary’s faith in God’s 
promise is praised. The blessing of Mary leads 
into a hymn of praise that is a declaration of faith. 
God will vindicate the God-fearers in the nation in 
remembrance of his covenant promises to 
Abraham. The national focus of the remarks 


reflects a setting before the church’s ministry, 
fitting the scene. Mary knows not only that God 
has shown mercy to her, but that this mighty, 
merciful, and holy God will manifest himself to 
his faithful people. The hymn’s major burden 
shows that Mary trusts in the fulfillment of God’s 
promises, especially those to Abraham. They will 
come to pass. The reader is to identify with 
Mary’s confidence, her faith, and her sense of joy. 
Whether a God-fearer from Israel or from the 
nations, the reader should know that God will 
vindicate his promise to his nation and to those 
who fear him. His promise will come to pass. 


Additional Notes 


1:46. There is no hint of a play on words involving the description of 
Mary and Hab. 3:16-18. Laurentin argues that Mary’s rejoicing in the 
Lord and her name in the Hebrew substratum point to making her a 
personification of Israel. (R. Brown 1977: 336 argues correctly 
against Laurentin 1957b and 1967: 96.) This suggestion requires a 
Semitic original source for the hymn, which is possible. However, the 
association is problematic because it requires a specific Semitic verb 
for the wordplay to work. Though there are three possible Semitic 


verbs that could be used here (merimä or merim. 
römemä: or merabbyä,, the suggestion is not to be taken 
seriously, especially since it involves Luke, a Gentile author (if 
wordplay was intended in Luke’s source, a firmer link with OT terms 
would be expected). 


1:48. Some suggest because of the direct references to 1:26—38 that 
Luke redacted or inserted this entire verse into an existing hymn 

(R. Brown 1977: 356-57, 360; Fitzmyer 1981: 360, apparently). 
Brown’s argument includes the observation that Lucan phrases are 
present in the verse (LdOU yap and AJTO TOU VÜV) and that 
a double OTL in 1:48-49 is awkward. However, one can argue for 
Lucan editing in the emphasis on QUITO TOU VÕV without arguing 
that he inserted the entire line. Luke only highlights what the future 
tense HAKAPLOÜOLV implies. There is precedent for double 


hymn, there is no need to posit a totally creative redaction in the 
verse (Marshall 1978: 83; Jones 1968: 21-23). 


5. Birth of John (1:57-66) 


Luke 1:57--66 turns the spotlight back on John the 


Baptist and his parents. The unit has two parts: 
John’s birth (1:57—58) and John’s naming (1:59— 
66). The event fulfills 1:5-25, especially 1:13-14. 
The promised child comes and so does the 
promised joy (Schiirmann 1969: 82). The child’s 
naming makes two key points: (1) Zechariah 
learned during his period of silence to trust God 
and (2) the child receives a name God gave him, 
and not a traditional name, indicating that this 
child is special. 

Just like the pairing of 1:39-45 with 1:46-55, 
this passage pairs with the following passage. Just 
as the meeting between Elizabeth and Mary 
followed with a hymn, so here the birth and 
naming of John follow with a hymn. The hymn 
gives the significance of the event. The parents are 
pious, obedient Israelites, having the child 
circumcised on the eighth day (Fitzmyer 1981: 
376). God’s plan works itself out from within 
Israel. God’s mercy reveals itself in the coming of 
the child to the barren family. The response to that 
mercy is joy. The wonder of the crowd is 
threefold: the joy at the child’s birth to such an old 
couple, the unusual circumstances of his naming, 
and especially the freeing of Zechariah’s tongue. 


God’s discipline of the priest is over. The sign has 
passed away because fulfillment has come. 

The account also forms a pair with the birth of 
Jesus in 2:1-40 (Emst 1977: 89). Both accounts 
follow the pattern of birth, circumcision, and 
naming. Each has special events at or after the 
circumcision. For John, there is the freeing of 
Zechariah’s tongue and the hymn. For Jesus, it is 
the testimony of the prophets. But there are also 
differences. John receives praise from his own 
father, because he will function as a prophet. 
Zechariah also praises Jesus (1:78-79). Jesus 
receives testimony from prophets and praise from 
heaven. Jesus’ testimony comes from outside his 
family and encompasses angels, men, and women. 
The complexity of the structure in 2:1-40 shows 
Jesus’ superiority, as do the multiple testimonies 
for him. Thus, Luke expresses Jesus’ superiority 
literarily and esthetically, giving more attention to 
Jesus than to John. 


Sources and Historicity 


Not much discussion exists about sources of this unit. The options 
parallel the previous pericopes: many opt for a source from John the 
Baptists community (Fitzmyer 1981: 372; Grundmann 1963: 67); 
others argue that the unit comes from Jewish-Christian sources. 
The account could have come to Luke from either community. Luke 
1:66 mentions many people laying these events on their hearts, and 
any of these witnesses could have been the source. The remark also 
recalls what Luke will say of Mary in 2:19, 51. A source could be 
alluded to here. So either option is possible. 

The event's historicity is straightforward, since such a naming and 
celebration were common. Judgments about 1:57-66 parallel 
judgments about 1:5-25. The only obstacle for some in 1:57--66 is 
the miraculous sign. Judgments about it reflect worldview issues 


rather than textual evidence. 


The outline of Luke 1:57-66 is as follows: 


a. John’s birth is accompanied with joy (1:57- 
58) 

b. Circumcision: the chosen name brings 
speech and wonder (1:59-66) 


i. Setting: circumcision on the eighth day 
(1:59) 

ii. The crowd’s protest to Elizabeth’s naming 
of John 
(1:60-61) 

ili. Surprising confirmation of name by 
Zechariah (1:62-63) 

iv. The immediate restoration of Zechariah’s 
speech (1:64) 

v. The crowd’s wonder at the hand of God 
(1:65-66) 


This passage has many themes. The child’s 
arrival brings much joy to parents and neighbors 
as they experience God’s mercy. With Zechariah’s 
obedience, which is against normal custom, comes 
restoration by God. Zechariah represents one who 
has learned to have faith and trust God’s word. 
The question about the kind of child John might 
be calls for the reader’s reflection. The note about 
wonder describes the reaction to God’s activity 
and expresses the mood that surrounds these 
unusual events. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


“When the time of Elizabeth’s pregnancy was complete, she 


bore a son. °®The neighbors and relatives heard that the Lord had 
magnified his mercy to her, and they rejoiced with her. 

>9 And on the eighth day, they came to circumcise the child and 
they wished to name him Zechariah after his father. 60But the mother 
said, “No, rather he shall be called John.” $1And they said to her, 
“Not one of your relatives is called by this name.” ®°*They made 
signs to the father about what he might wish to call him. After 
asking for a wax tablet, he wrote, “John is his name.” And they all 
marveled. ®“Immediately his mouth and tongue were loosed, and he 
was speaking, giving praise to God. ®°And fear came upon all his 
neighbors and they were discussing all of these events throughout 
the hill country of Judea. 66And all who heard laid it on their heart, 
saying, “What then will this child be?” For indeed the hand of the 


Lord was with him. 


a. John’s Birth is Accompanied with Joy 
(1:57-58) 


1:57 The time of fulfillment has come. Elizabeth 
gives birth to the predicted son.* The reference to 
“the time of the birth being full” (£rtANoON O 
YypOvoc TOU Texel\v, eplésthé ho chronos tou tekein) 
is a Hebraism (Gen. 25:24) and will be repeated in 


Luke 2:6 (Klostermann 1929: 22; R. Brown 1977: 
368; BDR 8400.1.3). After nine months, it is time to 
note of fulfillment of Gabriel’s words about the 
prophet-son’s arrival (1:13), even repeating the term 
bore (EyEvvnoev, egennésen; Schweizer 1984: 38). 
God is performing his word. 


1:58 Word about the baby’s arrival draws a joyous 
crowd. They rejoice that God has removed 
Elizabeth’s barrenness. The idea of the Lord 
magnifying his mercy (EUEYAAVVEV KUPLOG TO 
EXEOG, emegalynen kyrios to eleos) has OT precedent 


Plummer 1896: 36; Schiirmann 1969: 82 n. 2). Both 
elements, the magnifying and the mercy of God, are 
key concepts in the infancy section. Earlier in this 
chapter, Mary magnified the Lord and his salvation in 
her hymn (1:46). But here the emphasis is on God’s 
action in magnifying or displaying his mercy to 
Elizabeth by allowing her to bear a child (Gen. 21:1- 
6; Marshall 1978: 88; R. Brown 1977: 369). The 
theme of God’s mercy is repeated several times in the 


section (1:50, 54, 72). As the Magnificat showed, 
God’s mercy refers to his loving action. 

The name John suggests a play on words, since it 
means “God is gracious” (Fitzmyer 1981: 325, 373). 
However, there is no term for grace in the passage, an 
absence that makes such a connection unlikely, at 
least for Luke and his audience.* What does occur is 
the rejoicing of neighbors and family. LuvEyatpov 
(synechairon, they rejoiced) refers to this shared joy 
and points to the second fulfillment of the angel’s 
words (1:14). God’s word is coming to pass, and 
some are rejoicing in it. Joy and praise run from the 
beginning of the infancy section to the end (1:14, 64; 
2:14, 28). 


b. Circumcision: The Chosen Name Brings 
Speech and Wonder (1:59-66) 


i. Setting: Circumcision on the Eighth Day (1:59) 


1:59 The time to name the child comes, and it yields 
a surprise for the gathered witnesses. The naming 
takes place in conjunction with the circumcision on 
the eighth day (Ev TA NUEpa TH OySon, en te 
hemera te ogdoe; Gen. 17:10-12; 21:4; Lev. 12:3). In 
the OT and in Judaism, the normal time to name a 


attributed the naming of Moses to the time of his 
circumcision.* Greek children were normally named 
in the seven-to-ten-day period following birth 
(Fraenkel 1935: 1615-16; Ellis 1974: 78; Marshall 
1978: 88). In the OT, Abram received the name 
Abraham upon the occasion of his circumcision, but 
he was not a baby (Gen. 17:5). Thus, it seems, 
although a naming on the eighth day is unusual, it is 
not to be regarded as a historical problem, since 
cultural and biblical precedents do exist for the 
practice (Luce 1933: 93). The circumcision takes 
place before a crowd of witnesses. In later times, at 
least ten witnesses were normally present.° 

Ellis (1974: 78) suggests that the circumcision 
takes place over the “throne of Elijah” in the hopes 
that this child might be the hoped-for end-time 
prophet (Mal. 3:1; 4:5 [3:23 MT]). But nothing in 
this text suggests such a reference or such a context, 
and Luke makes nothing of this point (Marshall 
1978: 88). 

The crowd’s expectation that the child might be 
named Zechariah is not surprising. In fact, as Luke 
pictures the event, the crowd agrees that this will be 
the name. EKGAOvVv (ekaloun) is a conative 


imperfect and suggests that the crowd “was wishing 
to name the child Zechariah” (so NIV, NKJV, 
NASB; RSV: “would have named him”; Marshall 
1978: 88). A child was customarily named after a 
relative, usually the father or the grandfather.* The 
Lord chose a different name, so that the custom of 
parents’ choosing did not apply. 


ii. The Crowd’s Protest to Elizabeth’s Naming 
of John (1:60-61) 


1:60 Elizabeth knows what the child is to be called 
and surprises the crowd. The Hebraic redundancy 
amoKxp.letoa ... EITEV (apokritheisa ... eipen, 
replying ... she said) introduces her response 

(N. Turner 1963: 155-56; BDR 8420.1—2). Luke 
records her rejection of the crowd’s suggestion, using 
the negative particle obyl (ouchi, no). Rather, the 
child’s name is John. She shows her obedience to 
Gabriel’s giving of the name (1:13). 

That Elizabeth knew the name has caused some 
discussion. How did she know? Some suggest that 
Luke intends a miraculous revelation to her about the 
name (Creed 1930: 24; Klostermann 1929: 23; 

R. Brown 1977: 369; Goulder 1989: 238). It is 
argued that such a revelation heightens the 


miraculous tone and that any other approach makes 
the movement of events comical. But is such an 
emphasis necessary? Surely would not Zechariah 
have somehow communicated with his wife about his 
experience in the temple? Such communication is 
natural to expect as background to this event. It might 
also explain how Elizabeth knew about Mary in 
1:39-45 (Schweizer 1984: 38; Plummer 1896: 36; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 381; Hendriksen 1978: 115; Marshall 
1978: 88). The passage highlights the family’s 
obedience in the face of societal custom (custom 
explains the crowd’s reaction). As with significant 
figures in the OT, this is a special child, so he 
receives a special name. Confirmation of what the 
family is doing follows in the succeeding verses. 


1:61 The crowd protests the choice, complaining 
that no one in Zechariah’s family bears this name. 
Such a name is not customary! Since Elizabeth offers 
the name and Zechariah is mute, the crowd may be 
thinking that Elizabeth is picking a name without 
Zechariah’s consent, and so they wish to appeal the 
choice to the father (Marshall 1978: 88). Of course, 
the name that Elizabeth selected is the one that God 
had given the child (1:13). The name John or 
variations of it were not unusual in priestly families 


(Neh. 12:13, 42; 1 Macc. 2:1-2; R. Brown 1977: 369; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 381). The appeal to Zechariah will 
confirm Elizabeth’s choice. 


iii. Surprising Confirmation of Name by 
Zechariah (1:62-63) 


1:62 The appeal is made to Zechariah through the 
signing of a message to him. Evévevov (eneneuon, 
they motioned) refers to communication with a deaf 
person, though it normally means “to motion to 
someone” (Acts 24:10; John 13:24). The verb is a 
source of dispute. Is Zechariah portrayed as both deaf 
and mute? Hendriksen (1978: 115) and Godet (1875: 
1.108) reject this understanding, arguing (1) that only 
Zechariah’s speech is dealt with in 1:20, 64, (2) that 
nowhere else in the NT does the term KW@OC 
(kophos) (1:22) mean deaf and mute, and (3) that it is 
only natural to sign to someone who is mute. But it 
seems unnecessary to limit Zechariah’s condition to 
muteness. Kw@0oc can mean deaf and mute and 
refers to idols that cannot hear or speak (Hab. 2:18- 
19; 3 Macc. 4:16). Certainly if Zechariah could be 
addressed, why go to the trouble of signing the 
question to him? The term here suggests that 
Zechariah is deaf and mute. 


Luke presents the crowd’s question in his common 
style of using the article TO for a repeated question 
(9:46; 19:48; 22:2, 4, 23, 24; Marshall 1978: 89; BDE 
8267.2). The less definite mood of the optative 
indicates that Zechariah has many names from which 
to choose. With this expectation they ask him, “What 
would you wish to call him?” Zechariah 
demonstrates his faith by his choice. 


1:63 The crowd consults Zechariah, who writes his 
message on a tablet because he is unable to speak. 
IItvaxté tov (pinakidion) describes a wood tablet 
covered with wax (Danker 1988: 46; Plummer 1896: 
37; SB 2:108—-10; Ezek. 9:2 [Symmachus]). The 
verbal combination €ypawWev AEywv (egrapsen 
legon, he wrote saying) is a Hebraism (2 Kings 10:6; 
1 Macc. 10:17; 11:57; Josephus, Antiquities 11.4.7 
8104). Zechariah does not speak until after he gives 
the name in 1:64 (Klostermann 1929: 23; Creed 
1930: 25). 

Zechariah’s reply is emphatic. His name is (£OTLVv, 
estin) John. Zechariah does not say it shall be John. 
The change in tense between 1:60 and 1:63 is 
significant. For Zechariah, the child had a name from 
the time of the angel’s announcement. There was no 


choice for him. His reply indicates obedience and 
submission to God’s message. 

Two reactions follow. The first reaction is that of 
the crowd marveling or being amazed. The basis of 
the amazement is debated. (1) They marveled at 
Zechariah’s agreement with Elizabeth in giving the 
unusual name. This view regards the verse as 
confirmation that Zechariah was deaf, for why would 
there be amazement if he had heard his wife name the 
child (R. Brown 1977: 370; Alford 1874: 452)? (2) 
They marveled as a reaction to the firmness of 
Zechariah’s reply (Plummer 1896: 37; Godet 1875: 
1.109). What the amazement really reflects is the 
insistence on the unusual name. It is hard to be sure 
that this is an either/or proposition. It may well be 
that the combination is what produced the wonder, 
though the wonder is more understandable if 
Zechariah is deaf as well as mute (Fitzmyer 1981: 
381; Marshall 1978: 89). The key point is that 
Zechariah learned from his period of silence. The 
sign of silence worked; he, even as an already 
righteous man (1:6), learned to trust God’s word even 
more. 


iv. The Immediate Restoration of Zechariah’s 
Speech (1:64) 


1:64 There is another reaction to Zechariah’s 
confirmation of John’s name. His speech returns 
immediately (Tapaypnhua, parachréma) following 
his reply. This term is frequent in Luke and often 
accompanies miraculous works.” The sign 
accomplished its divinely given task, so the handicap 
disappears as the angel promised (1:20; R. Brown 
1977: 370). God’s word comes to pass. 

In the account, three unusual events occur: (1) the 
old give birth, (2) the child receives a strange name, 
and (3) the silence of Zechariah is removed. 
Zechariah responds with praise to God. Whether this 
praise is distinct from the Benedictus or serves as an 
initial introduction to it is not clear. The account’s 
mood reflects Zechariah’s joy. The restoration of his 
speech leads to praise. 


V. The Crowd’s Wonder at the Hand of God 
(1:65-66) 


1:65 The birth, the unusual name given to John, and 
the return of Zechariah’s speech brought a twofold 
response: fear and discussion. The realization that 
God was near produced the fear (1:66). Such a 


response to God’s presence is common (1:12, 30; 
5:26; 7:16; 8:37; 21:26; Acts 2:43; 5:5; Marshall 
1978: 89). All the neighbors who witnessed the event 
reacted in the same way.” The universality of the 

neighborhood’s response is highlighted by the 
unusual word order €yEveTO ETL návtaç POBoc 
(egeneto epi pantas phobos).'" Fear fell upon all as 
they realized that God was in their midst. 

Word of the event spread through Judea. The 
imperfect verb StEAaAEttOo (dielaleito, they were 
discussing) describes the spread of the news. The 
subject of discussion is the PA UAaTAa (rhemata, the 
events) that surrounded the birth.'* Something 
different is happening. 


1:66 Another reaction follows. In addition to the 
neighborhood fear and the regional report, a question 
lingered for those who heard about these events. 
They set them in their heart (E9EVTO ... év TH 
Kapöla aUTWV, ethento ... en tē kardia autön), an 
expression that all who heard about the events had a 
strong and deep emotional reaction to the news (“to 
take to heart” or “to put in the memory”; 1 Sam. 
21:12 [21:13 LXX]; 2 Sam. 13:20; Mal. 2:2; Luke 


But along with the events’ lasting impression, they 
also raised a question about what this child would 
come to be. The use of TL (ti, what) shows that the 
focus of concern is the role that John will have in 
God’s plan." 

To the popular response, Luke adds an explanatory 
note (Kal yap, kai gar, for indeed [the hand of God 
was with him]). The figure of God’s hand is common 
in the OT, especially when depicting deliverance. 
God’s power and guidance are with John, who is a 
special instrument for his service. The figure is a 
metonymy. The hand pictures and represents strength 


very special, and the crowd senses it. 


Summary 


The unit stresses that God’s word comes to pass. 
Zechariah pictures one who learns his lesson and 
submits in trust to God’s promise. His period of 
pain and reflection led him to realize that God 
does what he says. The reader sees that what God 
has promised he will do. But what is God going to 
do? For those who are reading the account for the 
first time and who do not know the story, the 


question raises a note of mystery. To those who 
know the story, the question calls for joyous 
reflection about what amazing things God did 
through this key child. 


Additional Note 


1:64. LTO UA and yA@ooa are the double subject of the 
singular verb AvEwyOn, an abbreviated construction known as 
zeugma. The redundancy emphasizes the total return of speech to 
Zechariah. 


6. Zechariah’s Praise: The 
Benedictus (1:67-80) 


The naming of the child John brings praise. 
Zechariah’s hymn, the Benedictus, forms one of 
the theological keys to the infancy material. With 
Mary’s hymn and the other angelic and prophetic 
Statements in Luke 1-2, it sets the theological tone 
of Luke—Acts.* Zechariah’s scope is more 
comprehensive than Mary’s hymn in that her 


praise was personally stated and then took a 
broader look at God’s work. This hymn goes the 
opposite direction. It starts with God’s activity in 
raising up the Davidic horn for the nation. Then it 
narrows to discuss the child and the one who 
follows him. 

The hymn is Spirit-filled (1:67) praise and 
prophecy. The praise (1:68—75) describes the 
coming of the Davidic ruler and elaborates on 
1:31-35, while the prophecy (1:76—79) 
concentrates on John’s relationship to Jesus and 
develops both 1:13-17 and 1:31-35 (Schürmann 
1969: 90; Fitzmyer 1981: 385). The hymn answers 
the question of 1:66b: John is the preparer and 
forerunner to Jesus, in that his message sets up 
Jesus’ work (1:76—77). It is John’s preaching that 
interests Luke. John the Baptist makes ready a 
people by speaking to them of forgiveness of sins. 
Jesus’ coming also gets attention in that he is the 
incarnation of Davidic hope. Jesus brings 
salvation for the nation and fulfillment of 
covenant promise (1:69-75). Jesus’ work is to free 
God’s people to serve God in holiness. John is the 
prophet of the Most High and Jesus is the bright 
Morning Star who lights the path of peace to God. 


The father, Zechariah, points to Jesus, as will his 
son. 


Sources and Historicity 


Sources for the Benedictus are as debated as for the Magnificat, and 
the options are similar. Three features make this discussion more 
complex. First, the hymn’s grammar raises questions: the praise 
section (1:68-75) is one long Greek sentence, so the syntax is 
difficult to analyze. Second, the hymn’s transitions are abrupt; the 
move to John in 1:76 and the shift to Jesus in 1:78 complicate the 
picture. Third, there is a shift of form between 1:75 and 1:76. The 
first portion of the hymn is a psalm of praise;2 the second part is a 
prophecy in honor of the birth of a child, a genethliakon.2 This 
break in form has led to five hypotheses about how the two parts 
were combined either in the tradition or by Luke:4 


1. Some argue that Luke wrote the hymn (Harnack 
1907: 206-17). Although many of the phrases have LXX 
parallels, there is an absence of Lucan wording.® The only 
verses with traces of Lucan style and emphasis are 1:70, 
76-77. This view simply cannot work. 

2. Others argue for an altered Baptist tradition 
(Vielhauer 1952; Bultmann 1963: 296 sees either a 


Jewish or Baptist background). To posit such a source is 
natural, given the topic. Against it are the references to 
the Davidic horn (which cannot be about John), the 
absence of reference to baptism, and the presence of 
1:77. If the material came from Baptist sources, it has 
been heavily altered to its current form. This suggestion is 
not a comprehensive solution. 

Others suggest an adaptation of an original 
Jewish hymn praising recent Jewish success (Gunkel 
1921; Winter 1956: 239-40 n. 41; Klostermann 1929: 24). 
The major arguments against this view are the same as in 
the case of the Magnificat. The Davidic thrust argues 
against a Jewish setting of the recent past, since recent 
hope was grounded in Maccabean or Hasmonean 


models, which tended to be priestly and regal (T. Levi 


rule contradicted Davidic emphases, because of its 
Levitical priestly thrust in distinction from Melchizedekian 
expectation. This view does not work since Luke lacks 
priestly themes, and Davidic themes are so prominent. 
The most popular recent suggestion is that the 
hymn emerged from a Jewish-Christian setting, though 
there is discussion whether some of the material might 
be even older. A variety of positions exist on what was 


inserted into old material by Luke or perhaps in earlier 


stages of the tradition. The candidates mentioned most 
often are 1:70, 76—77.4 The major reasons for this view 
are that the form shifts in the middle of the hymn and that 
traces of Lucan emphasis are found in some verses (e.g., 
1:70, 76—77). But hymns can have mixed forms as Ps. 90 
and 128 show. The Lucan emphases are really not so 
Lucan, but are traditional Christian motifs. For example, 
the clear ordering of John under Jesus is traditional in 
Christian thought (Mark 1:2—8; Matt. 3:1-12). Tying John 
to forgiveness of sins (Luke 1:77) is not a Lucan 
emphasis, since Jesus and forgiveness of sin are linked in 
other Lucan texts (Luke 24:47; Acts 5:31; 10:43; 13:38; 
26:18). Behind this position stands a belief that John’s 
subordination to Jesus was not such an early idea, a 
position that depends on evaluation of issues treated in 
the introduction to this unit and the additional notes at 
1:25. 

Still others argue that the hymn is a unit and 
emerged through the Jewish-Christian church (Marshall 
1978: 86-87 [if not through Baptist sources]; R. Brown 
1977: 378 [though opting for a Jewish-Christian origin, 
Brown notes the absence of the developed Christology of 
the later NT]). This position is like the one mentioned in 


influence of Jewish expression on the hymn’s wording. 


Zechariah is a pious Jew offering_hymnic praise. Most 
who hold this position do not comment on historicity 
beyond this connection. However, the text presents a 
Spirit-filled burst of praise. Such material could have been 
preserved or Summarized at a later time to express 
accurately Zechariah’s words and feelings.2 My point is 
that there is nothing against the hymn’s origin reaching 
ultimately into the original setting. Godet (1875: 1.110) 
argues that Zechariah himself had time to reflect on these 
events during his period of silence and then uttered the 
hymn. But Fitzmyer (1981: 377) objects that such a family 
tradition would not be preserved in Greek. However, there 
is nothing to prevent such a tradition being translated into 
Greek. Such traditions, if they existed, would be of 
interest to all the church. So this objection does not stand. 
There is no serious challenge to the traditional view, 
though mediation of the tradition through the Jewish- 
Christian church is quite likely. 


The structure of Luke 1:67—80 is a hymn of 
mixed form: thanksgiving and praise for a 
newborn child: 


a. Setting (1:67) 
b. Praise for messianic deliverance (1:68-75) 


i. Redemption for Israel through David’s 
house 
(1:68-69) 

ii. In accordance with the prophets (1:70) 

iii. Salvation from enemies (1:71) 

iv. Mercy and covenant remembrance (1:72) 

v. In accordance with Abrahamic promise 
(1:73) 

vi. Goal: to serve God in holiness after rescue 
(1:74-75) 

c. Prophecy about Jesus and John (1:76—79) 

i. John: prophet of the Most High to prepare 
the way (1:76) 

ii. John: to give knowledge of forgiveness of 
sins (1:77) 

iii. Jesus: Dayspring Visitor by the mercy of 
God (1:78) 

iv. Jesus: to bring light and to guide into the 
way of peace (1:79) 

d. Growth of John (1:80) 


One could divide the praise (8b) and prophecy 
(3c) parts of the hymn into four subunits: the first 
(1:68-70) contains the basic praise; the second 
(1:71-75) tells what God will do; the third (1:76— 


77) describes John the Baptist; and the fourth 
(1:78-79) presents Jesus. 

The major theme of God’s redemption through 
the Davidic ruler dominates the passage. One 
feature is particularly significant. The Davidic 
redemption described in the hymn has both 
political and spiritual aspects. This union is crucial 
to Luke’s view. God has not abandoned covenant 
commitments and promises made to Israel. 
Salvation unites the real world with the world of 
the heart and the world of heaven. To remove any 
element is to miss the Lucan picture of salvation. 
To remove the heart and heaven demotes salvation 
to politics. To remove the earthly hope leaves a 
chasm between justice in the world and individual 
response to God. God’s salvation is not intended 
to be a private affair, but is designed to show 
God’s greatness to all the creation. Heaven and 
earth cannot be divorced in redemption. 
Zechariah’s praise shows that when God delivers 
he brings salvation to the earth as well as to the 
heart. Salvation is tied to God’s mercy, to 
forgiveness of sin, and to rescue from enemies. 
The hope expressed here fits the reversal pictured 
in 1:50-53. One other point is crucial. The goal of 


redemption is not a rest in heaven or material 
prosperity, but service to God in holiness and 
reverence (1:73-75). Here is Luke’s call to his 
reader. God does many things: he saves, redeems a 
people, and keeps his word. But he also grants the 
saved a privilege: to serve him (Bovon 1989: 97). 
Salvation leads to service; it is a means to an end. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


oF, And Zechariah, his father, was filled with the Holy Spirit and 


prophesied: 


68 “Blessed be the God of Israel, 


because he visited and made redemption for his people, 


69 and raised up a horn of salvation for us 


in the house of David, his servant, 


20 even as he spoke 


through the mouth of his holy prophets from the beginning, 
LE deliverance from the hands of our enemies 

and from the hands of those who hate us, 
me to do mercy to our fathers 
and to remember his holy covenant, 


73 the oath that he swore to Abraham, our father, 


to grant us, 
in having rescued us from the hands of Cour enemies, 
fearlessly to serve him 


vo in holiness and righteousness before him all our days. 


us “You shall be called prophet of the Most High, 


for you shall go before the Lord to prepare his ways, 
ue to give knowledge of salvation to his people 
in the forgiveness of their sins, 
es through the deep tender mercy of our God, 
in which mercy the rising sun from on high Cwill visit[J us, 
13 to shine on those seated in darkness and in the shadow of 
death, 


to guide our feet in the way of peace.” 


80 And the child was growing and was being strengthened in spirit 


and was in the desert until his appearing to Israel.12 


a. Setting (1:67) 


1:67 Whereas Mary gave praise for God’s meeting 
personal needs (1:46-55), Zechariah gives praise for 
God’s raising up a Messiah for the nation. The hymn 
is traditionally called the Benedictus, a name that 
comes from the first word of the hymn in the Latin 
version. Zechariah’s note of praise answers the 
crowd’s question concerning the role of John the 


Baptist in the context of God’s plan (1:66; Nolland 
1989: 82-83 opposes this view). John is the prophet 
who precedes the long-awaited son of David. The 
hymn’s language reflects OT expressions throughout, 
as well as expressions in Judaism (for charts showing 
the OT parallels, see Klostermann 1929: 25; 
Hendriksen 1978: 122—23; Creed 1930: 25-27; 

R. Brown 1977: 386-89). 

Zechariah gives his praise while full of the Spirit." 
Most see the hymn as detailing the praise mentioned 
in 1:64. The reference to Zechariah as the father leads 
some to see this verse as a Lucan insertion because 
the description is viewed as superfluous in light of 
1:5-24a and 1:59 (Fitzmyer 1981: 382; R. Brown 
1977: 370). But the repetition suggests an extant 
source, which Luke did not alter, since otherwise the 
reason for the repetition is less than clear. 

The hymn is not only given under the Spirit’s 
inspiration, it is also called prophecy, serving as 
inspired commentary on the events.'* In John’s birth, 
Zechariah is certain that God’s plan of salvation is 
beginning to move to completion. 


b. Praise for Messianic Deliverance (1:68-75) 


i. Redemption for Israel Through David’s House 
(1:68-69) 


1:68 Zechariah’s praise begins by focusing on God’s 
visitation in messianic redemption. The call to praise 
God for a specific act is the common introduction for 
a praise hymn.” God is to be blessed, to be honored 
with praise (Beyer, TDNT 2:764). The language of 
the verse is that of OT national salvation, as the God 
of Israel is blessed in terms that are commonly used 
in the OT (Gen. 9:26; 1 Sam. 25:32; 1 Kings 1:48; 
Ps. 41:13 [41:14 MT]; 72:18; 89:52 [89:53 MT]; 
106:48) and Judaism (Tob. 3:11; Ps. Sol. 2.37). It is 
interesting that the parallel in 1 Kings is in David’s 
blessing of Solomon, a decidedly regal and national 
context. The nationalistic blessing is also seen in the 
Qumranic eschatological hymns (1QM 14.4; 1QH 
5.20; 10.14; R. Brown 1977: 384, 386). Such 
nationalistic features argue against reading these 
verses as containing only “transferred Christian 
significance” for Luke." The people (Aa@, lað) in 
view here are the nation Israel, as 1:71-73 shows 
(Strathmann, TDNT 4:53). 

The aorists in this hymn are clearly prophetic 
aorists, since there is reference to the raising up of a 
delivering Messiah (1:69) and the hymn is described 


as prophetic (1:67; Schürmann 1969: 87 [against this 
view]; Klostermann 1929: 26; Marshall 1978: 90). 
Luke 1:68b gives the basis of the praise (OTL, hoti, 
for). The reason is God’s visitation, specifically 
God’s making redemption for (setting free) his 
people. As the entire hymn will show, God’s 
visitation will occur through the visitation of 
Messiah. Though Zechariah speaks in the past tense 
in part because Messiah is already conceived, his 
focus is on what is yet to happen through that 
Messiah (see the future tense verb shall visit in 1:78). 

A reference to God’s visitation (ETTEOKEWATO, 
epeskepsato) can refer either to a gracious act (Ps. 8:4 
[8:5 MT]) or to judgment (Jer. 44:13; Marshall 1978: 
90; Beyer, TDNT 2:605). Here the reference is to 
God’s gracious visit. The expression is common in 
contemporary Judaism (Bovon 1989: 104; Schweizer 
1984: 42; R. Brown 1977: 371; Nolland 1989: 86; 
Wis. 3:7; Ps. Sol. 3.11; 10.4; 11.6; 15.12; T. Levi 4.4; 
T. Asher 7.3; CD 1.7) and is also found in the OT 
23:17; Ps. 80:14 [80:15 MT]; 106:4; Ruth 1:6). The 
phrase is important to Luke as a description of God’s 
coming salvation in the Messiah Jesus (Luke 1:78; 
7:16; 19:44; Acts 15:14). Within the hymn, the 


repetition of ETTEOKEWATO in 1:68 and 
ETLOKEWETAL (episkepsetai) in 1:78 makes it clear 
that God’s visitation comes in Messiah’s visitation. 

What Messiah’s visitation means for God’s people 
is redemption. As the following verses make clear, 
the redemption in view here is a deliverance from 
enemies, so that God’s people are free to serve their 
God in righteousness and holiness. Redemption is 
release to a Redeemer who frees (Büchsel, TDNT 
4:351). Luke 1:71 and 1:74-75 make it clear that a 
political tone exists in this reference, especially since 
the God of Israel is addressed in terms that parallel 
the political notes of the Psalms (Plummer 1896: 40; 
Marshall 1978: 90-91). But is a political deliverance 
really in view? 

Hendriksen (1978: 123-24, 127-28) argues that 
1:77-78 reveals a purely spiritual reference, citing 
2:38 in support of this point. However, the context of 
Luke 2 includes references to Israel’s consolation 
(2:25), to Jesus as a light to Gentiles and a glory for 
Israel (2:32), and to Jerusalem’s redemption (2:38). 
The latter phrase goes beyond spiritual overtones, as 
Luke 21:28; 24:21; Acts 1:6; 3:19-26 suggest.'” The 
Lucan texts, especially Luke 21:28 and Acts 3:19-26, 
show that Jerusalem’s redemption includes the Son of 


Man’s coming to rule and judge the earth. The 
political emphasis is not absent in Luke. What has 
happened is that the political redemption is delayed, 
because of the failure of much of the nation to 
respond (13:31-35; 19:44). But this delay is not 
clear at this point in Luke and is not alluded to 
directly by the hymn. Luke saves these details for 
later. 

Thus, redemption has both political and spiritual 
elements, since the hymn includes not only 
nationalistic themes (1:71, 74), but also a statement 
(1:77—78) about the forgiveness of sins (Klostermann 
1929: 27). What Zechariah praises God for is the 
expectation of a total deliverance for God’s people. 
Such a linkage between spiritual and political 
blessing is not surprising, since it parallels the 
blessing-and-curse sections of Deuteronomy. What 
will be new is the division of the deliverance into two 
distinct phases tied to two comings of Jesus. Of 
course, Zechariah has no such twofold conception 
here: he simply presents the total package. Only 
subsequent events explain how the plan has two 
parts. 


1:69 Along with God’s visitation of redemption, 
Zechariah also praises the raising up of a powerful 
Messiah who will deliver the nation. The idea of 
God’s raising up (NyELpEV, egeiren) someone is the 
way the OT expresses God’s sending a significant 
figure to his people: a prophet (Deut. 18:15, 18), 
judge (Judg. 3:9, 15), priest (1 Sam. 2:35), or king (2 
Sam. 23:1). The expression is also common for Luke 
(Acts 3:22, 26; 13:22). The figure in view is clearly 
regal, as the reference in the next line makes clear: 
(€v Oikw Aaulö, en oikö Dauid, the house of 
David). David is described as God’s servant (TTALÖOG 
AUTOÜ, paidos autou), a description that Luke earlier 
applied to the nation of Israel (1:54; also Acts 4:25). 
Such a description of David occurred in 
contemporary Judaism (1 Macc. 4:30; 2 Esdr. [= 4 
Ezra] 3:23; R. Brown 1977: 371). David is the 
foundational place in God’s plan was revealed in the 
Davidic covenant (2 Sam. 7:13-14; Fitzmyer 1981: 
383). The decisive Davidite for Judaism is Messiah. 
Covenantal promises of Scripture are being 
inaugurated with Jesus’ coming. Marshall (1978: 91) 
notes that this messianic reference makes it 


impossible for the original hymn to have referred to 
John, who has no Davidic connection. 

Messiah is a picture of power and strength. The 
reference to the “horn of salvation” (KEpac 
OWTNptac, keras söterias) is drawn from the OT, 
where it pictures an ox with horns that is able to 
defeat enemies with the powerful thrust of its 
protected head (Deut. 33:17). The image was 
transferred to the warrior who had a horned helmet to 
symbolize the presence of power (Ps. 75:4—5, 10 
[75:5-6, 11 MT]; 148:14 [in reference to the nation 
of Israel]; 1QH 9.28-29).'” The figure is also used to 
describe God himself (2 Sam. 22:3; Ps. 18:2 [18:3 
MT). In particular, the term was often used for a 
powerful regal figure. In some of these references the 
horn is specifically tied to the Davidic house, which 


132:17; Ezek. 29:21; the fifteenth benediction of the 
Jewish prayer Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen 
Benedictions] [= Schürer 1973-87: 2.458]). The 
nature of the powerful messianic deliverance is 
spelled out in the following verses, especially Luke 
1:71, 74. Zechariah portrays a Messiah of great 
power and strength who will deliver God’s people 
from their enemies. 


Some suggest that these verses clearly portray the 
Messiah’s Davidic connections as coming at least in 
part through Mary (Godet 1875: 1.111; Hendriksen 
1978: 124). Although such a conclusion cannot be 
regarded as absolutely certain, the suggestion is 

probable. Zechariah, as portrayed by Luke, would be 
aware of Mary’s pregnancy, because of her visit to 
Elizabeth (1:39--56), and this despite her not yet 
being married to Joseph (exactly when Joseph and 
Mary married is not clear in the timing of these 
events). If such is the case and if Zechariah is not 
making merely legal associations in his reference to 
David’s house, then Jesus’ Davidic connection also 
comes through Mary, not just through Joseph, as was 
noted earlier in 1:27. In spite of the lack of explicit 
Lucan references to such a Davidic connection 
through Mary, the implicit reference here may 
suggest that Luke does see such a double connection. 


ll. In Accordance with the Prophets (1:70) 


1:70 Zechariah now brings in the theme of promise. 
The coming of a powerful Messiah corresponds 
(kaðwç, kathös, even as) to the promise of the 
prophets. This idea is close to that of 1:55: what is 
taking place is according to what God predicted. 


The predictive element is emphasized by the 
multilayered description of the prophets. First, the 
promises that were spoken came tà OTOUATOG (dia 
stomatos, through [their] mouth). The singular 
reference to the mouth of the prophets (repeated in 
Acts 3:18, 21; Plummer 1896: 41) portrays them as 
secondary agents in the presentation of God’s 
promise. It also presents their message as unified: 
they speak from God “with one mouth” about 
Messiah. Second, the prophets are holy prophets. The 
term åyiwv (hagiön) is adjectival, meaning “holy,” 
not a noun meaning “saints,” a rendering that is too 
complicated in this context (Plummer 1896: 41; 
Godet 1875: 1.111). This description is present in 
Judaism: the prophets are set-apart instruments of 
God (Wis. 11:1; 2 Bar. 85.1; R. Brown 1977: 371). 
Third, the prophets who uttered this promise date 
back to “of old” or come “from early times”: Ast’ 
ALWVOG (ap’ aidnos; lit., from the age) characterizes 
the prophecies as laid out in a long succession of 
prophets, dating back to the early days of the nation.” 
If the citations in Acts detail this point, then the 
prophecies date back to Moses’ promise in Deut. 18 
and include many of the prophets dating from Samuel 
(Acts 3:18-26; 10:43; Luke 24:27, 32, 44—47). This 


specific reference to the prophets of old is found 
again in Acts 3:21 and 15:18 (conceptually related by 
mentioning the covenant promise are Acts 7:8 and 
Luke 22:20). The basic prophetic promises are the 
two alluded to in this hymn: the Abrahamic oath of 
Gen. 12 (Luke 1:73) and the Davidic covenant of 2 
Sam. 7 (Luke 1:69). 


ii. Salvation from Enemies (1:71) 


1:71 Zechariah specifies the nature of the messianic 
salvation set forth by the prophets. Lwrnplav 
(söterian, salvation) stands in apposition to 1:69, 
especially the reference to the horn of salvation, and 
explains the type of salvation Zechariah hoped for in 
Messiah (Godet 1875: 1.112; Creed 1930: 26). The 
term itself means deliverance or preservation, 
whether it be physical preservation of health, 
deliverance of a nation, or the spiritual deliverance of 
Salvation before God (Exod. 14:13; Job 5:4; 2 Macc. 
3:32; Ps. 106:10; Ps. Sol. 10.8; 12.6; Plummer 1896: 
41). Here the reference is to the deliverance that 
comes through Messiah, a deliverance promised by 
the prophets so that it contains an earthly element as 
well as spiritual overtones. Here is another “exodus” 
for the nation. In fact, one can view 1:68—70 as 


announcing the theme that the rest of the hymn 
explains. The political emphasis is present also in 
contemporary Judaism (1QM 14.4-10; 11.5—6 [“the 
Star of Jacob” |; 18.6—11; Ps. Sol. 17.21-25; 
Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] nos. 7, 10, 
12 [= Schürer 1973-87: 2.457]; Marshall 1978: 91; 
Bovon 1989: 98). Hendriksen (1978: 125), because 
he sees a spiritual emphasis in the passage, takes the 
reference to enemies to refer primarily to Satan. 
Schweizer (1984: 42) argues that Luke has made 
something spiritual out of an originally political 
reference. However, it seems better in light of OT 
reference in the verse alongside the reference to 
satanic forces, as the OT background of the following 
phrases in the hymn make clear (Ps. 18:17 [18:18 
Marshall 1978: 91).* It is difficult to limit the phrase 
those who hate us to evil spiritual beings, as this 
description also fits human agents who bear 
animosity (Luke 6:22, 27). When the hymn is 
considered as a whole, both spiritual and political 
rescue are present in the salvation that Messiah 
brings (see the exegesis of 1:68). 


The salvation is from enemies and from the hand of 
those who hate. The twofold mention of “us” refers 
to those who are godly like Zechariah and generalizes 
the hymn beyond the psalmist. Godet (1875: 1.112) 
argues that the terms €yOpQv (echthrön, enemies) 
and ULOOUVTWV (misountön, those who hate) refer to 
two distinct groups. The first refers to foreign 
enemies, while the second refers to local Jewish 
tyrants who hated the faithful. But the appearance of 
these terms in parallel in the Psalms (18:17 [17:18 


reference to the hand of those who hate us is a 
figurative allusion to the power of the opponents, 
from whom the faithful are rescued by Messiah 
(Lohse, TDNT 9:430; Josh. 2:24; Judg. 4:2; Luke 
24:7; Acts 12:11 [a figure for the exercise of 
authority or control]). The Messiah will deliver the 
faithful from the clutches of the enemy. Luke 1:74 
elaborates this with the idea of rescue.” Zechariah’s 
hope is that the Messiah will deliver the people and 
will exercise authority over them. 


iv. Mercy and Covenant Remembrance (1:72) 


1:72 God’s mercy and his covenants are brought 
together; his actions reflect both: in saving his people 
through Messiah, God is faithful to his covenant 
promises. The OT also connects mercy and covenant 
with the ancestors of faith (Danker 1988: 48). The 
expression TTOLNoAL EAEOC (poiesai eleos, to do 
mercy) gives the result of the coming of salvation. 
Some argue that the phrase either explains the 
salvation of 1:71 (Fitzmyer 1981: 384) or gives the 
purpose of the coming of salvation (Marshall 1978: 
92; Plummer 1896: 41). But 1:72 does not really 
describe messianic salvation, as that is done in 1:71, 
74. Nor is the point that the goal of God’s salvation is 
to display his mercy, though it does do that. Rather, 
the result of messianic salvation is that mercy is 
displayed and covenant is remembered (BDE 
8391.4). Thus, the verse is not so much interested in 


it is in articulating what salvation shows or produces, 
the display of God’s mercy and faithfulness. 

The expression to do mercy is similar to 1:54—55. 
As mentioned there, mercy describes God’s loyal, 


faithful, gracious love, his TOM (hesed), as he acts 
for his people. The idiom to do mercy has OT 
precedent (Gen. 24:12; Judg. 1:24; 8:35; Ruth 1:8), 
while the idea of showing mercy to the fathers also 
appears in the OT and in Judaism (Mic. 7:20; 1 
Macc. 4:10; Schiirmann 1969: 88; Fitzmyer 1981: 


in Acts 3:25.” God’s performing mercy means that 
he takes decisive action for his own. The same idea 
occurs when Luke speaks of God’s making 
redemption (1:68). What is interesting is the idea of 
doing mercy “to the fathers.””* The reference to a 
current action done to the fathers implies strongly 
that the fathers are alive or, at least, are aware of 
covenant fulfillment (16:23, 27). What God has 
promised they are seeing come to pass. God keeps his 
word. 

Messianic salvation also results in God’s 
remembering his holy covenant. Again, the 
description aytac (hagias, holy) marks out the 
covenant as special or set apart (Marshall 1978: 92). 
To “remember covenant” or “confirm an oath” is an 
26:3; Exod. 2:24; Schürmann 1969: 88 n. 47). The 
covenant in view is the Abrahamic covenant (1:73). 


The idea of remembering (uvnoð var, mnésthénai) 
is not merely cognitive, but refers to God’s bringing 
his promise into operation. The phrase could well be 
rendered “to act” or “to effect” his holy covenant 
(Michel, TDNT 4:676). God’s acting for his covenant 
should encourage Luke’s readers that he will act on 
the rest of his promises. 


V. In Accordance with Abrahamic Promise 
(1:73) 


1:73 The particular covenant that God remembers is 
his promise to Abraham (Gen. 12:1-3; 17:7; 22:16- 
18; 26:3, 24; Deut. 7:8). The recollection of the oath 
made to the fathers is an OT and Jewish theme (Ps. 
105:8-9, 11; Jer. 11:5; Exod. 2:24; Lev. 26:42; 1 


Macc. 4:10; 2 Macc. 1:2; CD 8.18; Behm, TDNT 
2:132; R. Brown 1977: 372). The mention of 
Abraham recalls that God is faithful to his original 
commitments. Through Jesus’ coming, God keeps 
promises made to both of the key OT figures 
highlighted by the hymn: Abraham (1:73) and David 
(1:69). 

The rest of the verse, along with 1:74, teaches that 
God committed to the Abrahamic covenant so that 


the faithful could serve God. AoUvat (dounai, to 


grant) introduces 1:74, serving as a purpose infinitive 
explaining why the covenant commitment was given 
(Plummer 1896: 41-42). As the next verse shows, 
God made covenant commitments and rescued his 
people in order to gather a people that would serve 
him. That God “grants” such service adds a note of 
“gift” to the image. Some see here the abandonment 
of OT hope and draw attention to the spiritual 
1981: 385), but the reference to the rescue from 
enemies so his people can serve God is not out of 


for a political and spiritual rescue is not merely 
because of a pragmatic desire to be politically free, 
but also because of a wish to serve God. God’s 
covenant people were constituted as a theocracy in 
the OT. Some wished to return and serve God as a 
domination by those who did not know the God of 
Abraham. The nature of OT promise always had 
physical and spiritual elements. How God will fulfill 
this OT expectation in Christ is part of the burden of 
Luke-Acts. Here, fulfillment’s certainty is expressed, 


so that one raises a note of praise because that reality 
is drawing near. 


vi. Goal: To Serve God in Holiness After 
Rescue (1:74—75) 


1:74 In a restatement of the idea of 1:71, Zechariah 
describes the messianic salvation that delivers him so 
he can serve God. The desire to be rescued from the 
enemy has OT roots, as well as being a theme of 


6:10). The enemies in view here are opponents of 
God’s nation and people (Leaney 1958: 89-90; Godet 
1875: 1.112). The community prayer of Acts 4:25-31 
indicates the type of enemies that opposed Messiah, 
although in Zechariah’s time the enemy would have 
been seen primarily in the foreign domination of 
Palestine. What God will do through Messiah is 
rescue God’s people from the hands of these 
enemies.” Zechariah anticipates physical deliverance 
as a part of messianic salvation. Such expectation 
belongs to the salvific perspective of those who trust 
Messiah. Luke will explain in his two volumes how 
the expectation works itself out. 


The idea of being rescued is subordinate to the idea 
of serving God. The covenant (1:72-73) is made and 
granted to the faithful in order that once the faithful 
are rescued they may fearlessly serve God. The term 
A@POPßwc (aphobös, without fear), even though it 
begins the verse, modifies AATPEVELV (latreuein, to 
serve), so that the hymn speaks of “serving God 
fearlessly” (Hendriksen 1978: 131). The position of 
the term at the start of the sentence means that the 
reference to fear’s absence is emphatic. It reflects a 
life without the distraction of oppression. In turn, 
AATPEVELY is tied to the infinitive SoDvat (dounai, 
to grant) in 1:73 as an epexegetical infinitive.* It 
explains precisely what God has granted his people to 
do. Thus, God fulfills covenant so they can serve him 
fearlessly. 

God saves for service. The term AATPEVW is 
significant because it refers to the total service one 
gives to God, not just to the worship or sacrificial 
service that a faithful Jew would render in the temple 
or synagogue. In the NT, the term is used exclusively 
of service given to a deity, whether it be to God or, in 
pagan settings, to the gods (Luke 2:37; 4:8; Rom. 
1:25; Exod. 3:12; Deut. 11:13; Strathmann, TDNT 


4:62-63). God’s deliverance enables one to serve 


God with one’s life. At least, that is Zechariah’s 
desire. 

In regard to the hymn’s original setting, the 
political emphasis, alongside the spiritual emphasis, 
is interesting. Godet (1875: 1.113) asks the following 
penetrating question: “How, after the unbelief of 
Israel [as portrayed in the rest of the Gospel account] 
had created a gulf between the expectation and the 
facts, could a later writer, attributing to Zacharias just 
what words he pleased, put into his mouth these fond 
hopes of earlier days?” What Godet suggests is that 
the only appropriate setting for such unqualified hope 
is one involving an expectant Jew, a Jew looking at 
messianic events before Jesus’ life made the picture 
more complex. The hymn is appropriately attached to 
Zechariah. 


1:75 The purpose of deliverance is to allow 
continuous service before God; but such service is 
not merely activity on behalf of God. There is a 
moral quality to this worship. God’s people are to 
serve “in holiness and righteousness” before him. 
The combination OOLOTNTL Kal ÖLKALOOUVN 
(hosioteti kai dikaiosyne) reflects an attitude that 
respects God’s moral demands in obedience and 
conforms to his call to righteousness.” The essence 


of worship is responsiveness to God’s demands. 
Zechariah desires undefiled, undistracted worship of 
God, a worship that is both personal and moral. It is 
conducted with the realization that all service is done 
before (EVWITLOV, enöpion) God. Such worship is not 
tied to a locale, but is related to all of life. In 
addition, it is a continuous worship that spans the 
lifetime of the delivered faithful, thus, the reference 
to service given “all our days” (TTAOALC TaIG 
NUEPALS NUGV, pasais tais hemerais hemön). 
Zechariah wishes to be a useful servant of God. 
Deliverance, in his mind, will make this desire more 
possible; that is why he rejoices at its prospect. 


c. Prophecy About Jesus and John (1:76-79) 


i. John: Prophet of the Most High to Prepare the 
Way (1:76) 
1:76 Zechariah now turns his attention to his child 
(Kal où ôé, TTALöLOV, kai sy de, paidion, but you, 
child). John is God’s prophet. John prepares the way 
for God, who himself comes to his people through 
Jesus’ messianic visitation. This verse begins the 
second major unit of the hymn, as the topic shifts 
from what God is doing for the righteous, to what he 
will do through John and the Messiah. The sectional 


shift is indicated by the change of topic and by the 
shift from aorist tenses to future tenses (Fitzmyer 
1981: 385). 

This child shall be known as the prophet of the 
Most High. The Most High (ÜWLOTOU, hypsistou) 
refers to God as the exalted transcendent deity and 
repeats the reference to him found in 1:32.” John’s 
description contrasts with the earlier reference to 
Jesus (1:32-35). Whereas Jesus is the Son, John is a 
prophet. Thus John’s subordination to Jesus is clear. 

The topic of John as a prophet reappears in 7:26— 
35, where the point is made that John is more than a 
prophet, because he has a special role. The latter text 
stresses that John is the last of the line of prophets 
who looked forward to Messiah’s coming. John, as a 
prophet, heralds the arrival of salvation and 
introduces the figure of this new era. 

The title prophet of the Most High occurs in T. Levi 
8.15, where it has a messianic connotation, a point 
that has led some to suggest that John is seen 
messianically here.** But Luke clearly does not see 
John in this way, since the Davidic connection is 
limited to Jesus, as is the regal emphasis. In addition, 
this hymn goes on to describe Messiah as a figure 
separate from John (Marshall 1978: 93; Fitzmyer 


1981: 385). This title had a fluid meaning within 
Judaism, with the exact nuance determined by the 
community and context in which it was used. 

The explanation (yap, gar, for) of this prophet’s 
role comes next. John will go before (TtPOTTOPELON, 
proporeuse) the Lord for the purpose of preparing 
the way for him.” How John prepares the way is 
explained in 1:77. John prepares for all that God will 
do through the Messiah. The preparation involves a 
message, the proclamation of the knowledge of 
salvation, and the forgiveness of sins. 

The idea of going before the Lord repeats the idea 
of 1:17, where John functions like the Elijah end- 
time prophet. The verbs of 1:76, nponopeúon (Mal. 
3:1 [conceptually, not lexically]) and ETOLUGoAL 
(Isa. 40:3), reflect OT wording. The Malachi passage, 
1.114). The picture of John as a forerunner and 
preacher of forgiveness is consistent with the picture 
of the other Gospels (Mark 1:2, 4; Matt. 3:3) and also 
reflects later Lucan references (Luke 3:4-6; 7:27). 
What is unique to Luke is the highlighting of 
salvation (1:77). Luke notes this point of continuity 
between what John does and what Messiah will do 
(Acts 10:38; 13:24). The Qumran community saw 


Isa. 40 as a text fulfilled in the end-time (1QS 8.13- 
end-time community. Thus, an allusion to Isa. 40 as 
an end-time text would not be a surprising 
association for first-century Judaism. 

One debated item in the passage is the identity of 
Lord (KUplov, kyriou): is the way prepared for God 
or Jesus? Those who argue for Jesus point out that 
Jesus is alluded to as the Lord in 1:43 and that Jesus 
is the natural association for Christian readers 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 385-86; Marshall 1978: 93; 
Michaelis, TDNT 5:70 n. 94). But a reference to God 
is more likely contextually (Klostermann 1929: 28; 
Schneider 1977a: 62; Danker 1988: 49; Schürmann 
1969: 90-91, who distinguishes between the original 
meaning [God] and Luke’s [Jesus], which distinction 
I reject). This is anticipated in 1:16—17 with its 
allusions to Mal. 3:1 and Isa. 40:3, where God is 
clearly meant (see esp. 1:16). Now in this hymn, if 
“his people” (1:77) is a reference to God’s people— 
and that is virtually certain—then the natural 
reference of “his ways” (1:76) is also to God. In both 
cases the antecedent would be kuptou in 1:76. That 
his people (tG) AAG) AUTOU, tö lad autou) refers to 
God is seen in 1:68, where the redemption of his 


people is mentioned and the term clearly refers to 
God. The importance of this interpretation is that 
there is no basis of appeal to a post-Christian 
understanding of the OT hope by Zechariah at this 
point. The hope is one of an OT saint looking for 
messianic redemption. In this hymn, there is no 
retrogression of a later faith into an earlier period. 

But in what sense can John be said to go before the 
Lord, if God is meant? The clue is found by the 
double use of the idea of visitation in the hymn 
(1:68, 78). God’s redemption visits his people in the 
person of Messiah. John goes before the God of 
Israel, because he goes before the salvation that is 
tied to the Messiah.* In the Messiah, God’s plan and 
design are found, so that when Messiah comes, God 
comes. John as a prophet will prepare for God’s 
coming by clearing the way for him as he delivers his 
own in the Messiah. 


ii. John: To Give Knowledge of Forgiveness of 
Sins (1:77) 


1:77 John prepares the way for God through the 
message of salvation that he brings, a message that 
declares the forgiveness of sins. As Zechariah 
describes it, John’s basic task is to give knowledge of 


salvation to God’s people. AoUval (dounai, to give) 
functions as an epexegetic infinitive to the final 
phrase of 1:76, explaining how John prepares the 
way.” Since ETOLUGOAL in 1:76 is itself a purpose 
infinitive, 1:77 also elaborates the purpose of John’s 
“preparatory” mission. John communicates the 
knowledge of God’s offer of salvation to God’s 
people, that is, to Israel. The national focus of the 
reference to his people (Àa, lað) is clearly indicated 
in the hymn’s introduction, where the God of Israel is 
praised (1:68). Though the wording about salvation 
here has no exact OT parallel (R. Brown 1977: 373), 
most see in the spiritual emphasis an allusion to the 
new covenant (Jer. 31:34; 33:8; Acts 5:31; Leaney 
1958: 90; Schürmann 1969: 91 n. 71). 

John’s message centers on the forgiveness of sins. 
There are three suggestions for how the reference to 
forgiveness, EV AMEOEL (en aphesei), relates 
grammatically to the verse.” (1) Some tie the 
reference to SoUvat, the idea of giving knowledge, 
so that the sense of the verse is “to give in 
forgiveness of sins a knowledge of salvation” (Creed 
1930: 26-27). Plummer objects to this approach, 
arguing that John does not forgive sins, which is what 
the wording of this view suggests. (2) Others tie the 


term to YVWOLV (gnösin, knowledge), yielding “to 
give a knowledge in the forgiveness of sins of 
salvation.” This view is grammatically awkward in 
that it is not clear how knowledge, forgiveness, and 
salvation relate to one another.” (3) The best 
connection ties the term to OWTNPILAG (söterias, 
salvation), so that the verse reads “to give a 
knowledge of salvation in the forgiveness of sins” 
(Plummer 1896: 42—43; Godet 1875: 1.115; 
Schiirmann 1969: 91 n. 69; Marshall 1978: 93). Thus, 
the stress of the verse is on the intimate connection 
between salvation and forgiveness of sins. John 
brings an experience of forgiveness with his message, 
an experience his baptism portrayed, not because of 
the rite, but because of what the person brought to the 
rite—a repentant heart (Bovon 1989: 108). The key 
Spiritual operation of salvation is in the sphere of 
forgiveness of sins.” Forgiveness of sins is a 
precondition to peace with God (C. Brown, NIDNTT 
3:212). This wording has no explicit OT background 
and is Luke’s first mention of this key concept 
(Foerster, TDNT 7:990-91; R. Brown 1977: 373). 
John’s mission as a preparer of the way fits the 
portrait of the other Synoptic writers, but Luke is the 
clearest in associating the forerunner role with the 


content of John’s message: salvation, the forgiveness 
of sins, and baptism of repentance (Luke 3:3; 24:47; 
Acts 10:37). In Luke’s eyes, the emphasis on 
forgiveness is also a major part of Jesus’ ministry 
(Luke 4:18, a double use of AMEOLC, aphesis, 
forgiveness). In addition, Jesus’ ministry and the 
apostolic preaching emphasize repentance (Luke 
24:47 [the message of Luke’s Great Commission]; 
Acts 5:31; 13:38; 17:30; 20:21). Luke presents the 
messages of John, Jesus, and the apostles as being in 
essential continuity with regard to a call to 
repentance. However, Jesus and the apostles have 
additional details because of the revelation associated 
with Jesus’ ministry. Such revelation the church will 
incorporate into its message. Luke will spend some 
time developing this theme. Luke 1:77 highlights 
John’s proclamation of a salvation of forgiveness. 
This forgiveness is the product of repentance, a 
responsive turning to God alone to deal with sin 
(5:31-32). 

This strong spiritual emphasis within salvation 
differentiates the Christian hope from that of 
contemporary Judaism, which tended to emphasize 
the earthly and physical elements of salvation 
(Hendriksen 1978: 127; Fitzmyer 1981: 386; 


Foerster, TDNT 7:991). But the redemption present in 
the hymn does not lack physical elements, as the use 
of AUTPWOILV (Iytrösin, redemption) in 1:68 shows. 
To some, the unique spiritual emphasis is so strong 
that it is considered impossible that this hymn could 
have emerged from a pre-Christian or John the 
Baptist source (R. Brown 1977: 373). But elements 
of this spiritual conception are present at Qumran 
(Ringgren 1963: 120-25; 10H 9.32-36)_ and the 
association between spiritual condition and blessing 
is a part of OT theology (Deut. 28-32), so that these 
remarks are not impossible for a Jewish speaker. 


iii. Jesus: Dayspring Visitor by the Mercy of 
God (1:78) 


1:78 One word, mercy, characterizes the entire plan. 
Both the forerunner’s and Messiah’s tasks are the 
concrete expression of God’s mercy. The phrase 
through God’s mercy (Stà omtAayyva EAEoUg BeoÜ, 
dia splanchna eleous theou) relates to the description 
of John’s call. The grammatical connection is debated 
and affects the sense of the passage: does it go back 
to TTPOTTOPELON (proporeusé—John “goes before” 
by God’s mercy), OWTNPLac (söterias—John gives 
knowledge “of salvation” by God’s mercy), or 


A@EoeL (aphesei—“the forgiveness of sins” is by 
God’s mercy)? Since all of these actions are 
interrelated, it seems best not to specify the point of 
connection, but rather to regard mercy as a general 
qualification of all of these actions (Marshall 1978: 
94; R. Brown 1977: 373). As 1:78b also makes clear, 
the entirety of Messiah’s coming also occurs in the 
context of God’s mercy (év otc, en hois, in which— 
referring back to mercy). 

LmAayyva (splanchna) refers literally to the 
bowels, but the LXX and Judaism used the term to 
refer to deep-seated personal feeling, especially 
compassion. Combining this term with €AEouc 
(eleous) is unique and refers to a compassionate 
mercy.” Mercy as the ground of God’s actions 
repeats a key theme (1:50, 54, 72; Eph. 2:4). 
Salvation is ultimately an act of God’s mercy. Not 
only is John’s ministry conducted on the ground of 
God’s mercy, but the sphere (év Otc) of Messiah’s 
ministry is also the mercy of God. 

The visit of the “rising sun from on high” 
introduces a new figure. The phrase rising sun has 
produced much discussion. It is significant that the 
previous mention of visitation in the hymn is 
associated with Messiah, the horn of David (1:68-69; 


R. Brown 1977: 373-74). This observation makes it 
likely that Messiah is intended by “rising sun,” which 
is confirmed when one examines the messianic 
background of the term GvaToAn (anatolé). God will 
visit his people in Messiah, the coming light. 

The reference to AVATOAN is important. The Greek 
term, which literally means “that which springs up,” 
has a rich and varied OT background. On the one 
hand, it referred to the Branch or Sprout in 


dependence on the Hebrew term [1/2 (semah; Jer. 
23:5; 33:15 [not present in the LXX]; Zech. 3:8; 
6:12; Isa. 11:1—10).*° It also referred to the rising sun 
or star when the verbal form åvatéààw (anatellö, to 
rise up) was used (Num. 24:17; Mal. 4:2 [3:20 
MT/LXX]).” At Qumran and in contemporary 
Judaism, the former sense of Branch was 
predominant and was understood messianically.** 
Interestingly, both Philo (On the Confusion of 
Tongues 14 3360-63) and Justin Martyr (Dialogue 
with Trypho 100.4; 106.4; 121.2; 126.1) saw the term 
as messianic and tied it to the picture of a heavenly 
light (Schlier, TDNT 1:353). T. Judah 24.1, 6 appears 
to mix both images. Thus, the title was clearly 


messianic in the first century, though the picture in 
the term varied. 

But which image is key in this text, branch or sun? 
The context clearly marks the image of light as key. 
AvatoAn is qualified by the phrase €€ ÜWoUg (ex 
hypsous, from on high), a reference to the heavens. In 
addition, 1:79 goes on to speak of the light guiding in 
the midst of darkness, so that the picture is of a 
beacon from heaven. Nolland (1989: 90) may be 
right in appealing to Isa. 60:2—3 and 58:8-10 as 
important conceptual background. 

But many think that the first-century association of 
the term with the messianic Branch was so strong 
that double entendre is present, that is, Luke intends 
to evoke both associations, though the rising sun 
association is the dominant idea (Bock 1987: 73; so 
also Bovon 1989: 109). By God’s mercy, God’s regal 
Messiah visits and serves people as a guiding 
heavenly light, leading them into God’s way of 
peace. Marshall (1978: 95) summarizes: “The 
imagery is thus that of the Davidic Messiah, the 
Shoot from Jesse (Is. 11:1ff.) and the star from Jacob 
(Nu. 24:17) who is to visit men from on high, i.e. 
from the dwelling place of God (2 Sa. 22:17).” God 


sends his Messiah as the bright dawn of salvation 
shining upon the face of people. 


iv. Jesus: To Bring Light and to Guide into the 
Way of Peace (1:79) 


1:79 Zechariah concludes the hymn and describes 
Messiah’s mission of guiding the lost, those dwelling 
in darkness, into God’s way. The task is presented in 
the two infinitival terms ErtTLpÄvau (epiphanai, to 
shine) and katevOUvat (kateuthynai, to guide). 
Both infinitives explain the role of the rising sun’s 
visitation (1:78), but in addition they seem to 
describe in particular the purpose for his coming. The 
imagery of the shining heavenly light continues in the 
reference to ErtLpävau. The OT commonly pictures 
God as a light who shines on his people and 
enlightens them (Deut. 33:2; Ps. 118:27; Bultmann 
and Lührmann, TDNT 9:10; Marshall 1978: 95; C. F. 
Evans 1990: 187; note Acts 26:17-18). The image of 
light appearing in the darkness to aid people is also 
common, whether the light is God himself or an 
agent of God (Isa. 9:1-2 [8:23-9:1 MT]; 42:6-7; 
49:6; Plummer 1896: 43; Conzelmann, TDNT 7:440- 
41). The idea of Messiah’s shining describes his 


coming to humans, his teaching on their behalf, and 
his ministering to them (Fitzmyer 1981: 388). 

The need for such ministry is described in bleak 
terms. People sit in darkness and in the shadow of 
death. These OT images appear to refer to those who 


do not demonstrate justice, and stand in need of 
release and forgiveness. 

It is interesting that the “righteous” Zechariah (1:6) 
includes himself among the needy when he speaks of 
“our feet” being guided by the messianic light into 
the way of peace.“ People in the nation of Israel 
(1:68) stand in need of repentance, a picture that 
Luke continues to describe throughout his two 
volumes (Luke 24:47; Acts 5:31). Those who are 
uncertain of God’s way have in Messiah a light by 
which they can see the road. 

Messiah’s task also involves guidance 
(KAaTEVOUVAL). The purpose of his appearing is to 
lead others to God, into the way of peace. The 
consequence of deliverance is a full life, which is 


able to serve God (1:74-75; Schneider 1977a: 62). 
The description of salvation in terms of peace is 
another common theme in Luke.” The OT also had 
this theme with ny (salöm; Jer. 14:13; Isa. 48:18; 
54:10; Ezek. 34:25-29). The OT idea refers to a 
person’s total well-being as a result of being in 
harmony with God. Luke’s picture differs little from 
the OT. For Israel, the way to peace was through the 
guidance provided by the Messiah. The question was, 
“Would the nation come to its Messiah?” 

In 1:76—79, John and Jesus come by God’s mercy 
to God’s people. John will prepare the way for God’s 
visitation in Messiah. He will instruct them about 
salvation and the forgiveness of sins. But Messiah 
will go beyond John. For he will serve like a bright 
guiding light that takes the people out of the darkness 
and brings them into God’s way. John will proclaim 
salvation, but Jesus can take them into it (Schürmann 
1969: 92; Fitzmyer 1981: 387). 


d. Growth of John (1:80) 


1:80 Luke summarizes the Baptist’s growth, who is 
not mentioned again until his ministry begins in 3:2. 
Such summaries are common in the infancy section 
(2:40, 52) and have parallels in the OT. The accounts 


of Isaac (Gen. 21:8), Samuel (1 Sam. 2:26), and 
Samson (Judg. 13:24) also have growth summaries 
(R. Brown 1977: 376—77; Tiede 1988: 64). John was 
preferred imperfect for both verbs (nUcavev, 
Euxanen, was growing; EKPATALOUTO, ekrataiouto, 
was becoming strong). Some regard the reference to 
Ttvelua (pneuma) as a reference to the Holy Spirit 
(1:15, 41, 67; R. Brown 1977: 374; Schweizer 1984: 
44). But the reference more naturally refers to John’s 
personal spirit, since it is placed next to the idea of 
physical strength (Hendriksen 1978: 132; Godet 
1875: 1.117; Schweizer, TDNT 6:415).” Such growth 
is related to God’s Spirit, but the primary point is 
John’s growth (Luke 2:40; Eph. 3:16; Danker 1988: 
51). 

John spent his preministry days in the wilderness. 
The plural reference to “wildernesses” (Epnuotg, 
eremois) is not a reference to several places, but is an 
abstract plural that looks at one general locale (Godet 
1875: 1.117; BDF 8263). Luke is fond of the plural 
Jordan Valley, the barren Judean wilderness west of 
the Dead Sea. John spent his days there until he 
came to minister to Israel. Luke again notes the 


national and exclusive focus of John’s ministry (“to 
Israel”), a reference that is clearly intended to 
describe a historical reality. The phrase the days of 
his appearing looks forward to the beginning of his 
ministry.“ At this point, Luke leaves the story of John 
until 3:2. It is time to turn to Jesus. 


Summary 


The infancy sections on John’s birth contain two 
distinct events: John’s naming (1:57--66) and 
Zechariah’s hymn of praise (1:67--80). The first 
major point is that Zechariah has learned from his 
period in silence that God is at work in amazing 
ways. The selection of an unusual name for John, 
which is immediately confirmed by Zechariah, 
shows that he has learned to trust God and his 
word. Rather than give the child a traditional 
name, the name that God chose (1:13) is selected. 
Instantly, Zechariah regains his speech, a 
confirmation of his obedient response. The first 
account closes by reflecting on the events 
surrounding the entire naming incident and raising 
the question of who this child is. 


The answer follows in the hymn.” John raises 
the curtain on God’s salvation, a prelude to the 
main act. This salvation involves a prophet who 
will prepare the people for God’s visit in Messiah. 
This prophet will inform the people about 
salvation and the forgiveness of sins. He will have 
a message of repentance that is in continuity with 
what Jesus will preach. Yet John’s message will 
lack the detail that Messiah’s life and ministry will 
provide. Thus John prepares the way, rather than 
being the way. 

The hymn glorifies God for completing the 
salvation that was promised to Abraham and to the 
nation. That salvation centers in the Davidic 
Messiah, who will function like a shining 
heavenly light in the midst of people who sit in 
death and darkness. The Messiah will guide many 
into the way of peace, a whole and harmonious 
relationship with God. Instruction on “the way” 
will be a major burden of the book, especially §IV 
(9:51-19:44). 

Included in this salvation hope is not only a 
spiritual emphasis, but also the expectation of a 
physical deliverance from enemies. The 
outworking of this element of salvation will also 


concern Luke, though his answer to this issue is 
not fully developed until Acts. At this point in 
Zechariah’s thinking, the salvation at both the 
spiritual and the physical levels is unified in time 
and emphasis. Such a view is only natural for a 
hymn that does not have the perspective of the 
cross to draw upon. In maintaining this unified 
emphasis, Luke has been faithful to the 
perspective of his source. What John’s birth 
shows, above all, is that God’s promised 
messianic salvation draws near. The events 
continually emphasize that God’s promise and 
God’s word come to pass. Luke’s readers can be 
assured that God can and will do what he 
promises in his Messiah Jesus (1:4). In addition, 
they can learn from Zechariah’s praise that 
salvation’s goal is to serve God in holiness and 
righteousness (1:74—75). 

There is one other major lesson in this unit. The 
maturing of pious Zechariah’s faith pictures one 
who struggles to accept what God has promised. 
Zechariah shows that even the faith of pious 
people can pause, and then develop added depth. 
It is important that the example is a man whose 
piety was praised at the start (1:6). Now Zechariah 


has assurance about God’s promises. He is to trust 
that God can deliver on his promises— which is an 
important lesson for the doubting Theophilus. 
Zechariah also responds in obedience, obedience 
that Mary gave without hesitation. Faith for some 
comes slowly and for others more naturally, but in 
the end, the call is to emulate these saints with 
their notes of joy, expectation, and belief. The 
curtain comes down on Luke’s first act, John’s 
birth. The second act follows, as Jesus finally 
arrives to take center stage in God’s program. 


Additional Notes 


1:67. Is Zechariah’s subordinated viewpoint of John different from 
Jesus’ and evidence of a later Christian perspective? There are two 
considerations against the theory that Zechariah’s prophetic 
perspective is a Christian reference in hindsight, written without 
knowledge of Jesus’ praise of John as “greater than a prophet” (but 
so R. Brown 1977: 378; see 7:26). First, Jesus accepts that John is a 
prophet. The remark in 7:26 is rhetorical and really says John is the 
“greatest” of the prophets, because he is the bridge into the new era. 
Second, Zechariah need not articulate his view in the same way 


Jesus does, since Jesus’ perspective is addressed from the total 
perspective of God’s plan as eras change. 


1:70. A minor textual issue (not discussed in UBS*) concerns an 
article TW)V before CTU’: attestation for its inclusion is as strong as 


for its omission. Its presence makes no difference in the translation. 


1:70. The number of conceptual parallels in 1:70 to other portions of 
Luke—Acts, some of which are unique to Luke, have led a few 
interpreters to see this verse as a Lucan insertion into the hymn 
(Schneider 1977a: 61; Fitzmyer 1981: 384). In fact, Fitzmyer 
regards this verse as the major evidence against a Jewish origin for 
this hymn. But when one looks at the hymn as a literary unit, the 
argument is much less compelling. The idea expressed here is that 
what occurs is according to God’s promise, a concept paralleled in 
1:73 and reflective of the hymn’s conceptual balance. The structure 
in both cases involves an assertion followed by the note that the 
teaching is just as God promised. When one takes this verse as a 
Lucan gloss, this conceptual balance in the first part of the first 
stanza of the hymn is lost. It is significant that the Acts parallels are 
limited to Jewish-Christian speakers and Jewish-oriented audiences 
(Acts 1:20 and 3:24 [Peter]; 4:25 [the Jerusalem community]; 15:15 
[James]), which indicates that the Jewish-Christian community 
expressed fulfillment in these terms. In other words, the expressions 
belong to Jews who came to see Jesus as God’s promise. Thus, 
Luke presents a Jew looking for the hope of Messiah, though it is 


possible he has accurately paraphrased Zechariah in some of his 
own language. If Wilcox (1965: 74—76) is right that the language is 
somewhat liturgical, then a need to appeal to a Lucan paraphrase is 
minimized. The key idea is that fulfillment of divine promise comes in 
Messiah Jesus (Luke 1:1). This theme is central to this infancy 


section, as well as to Luke—Acts. 


1:73. The style reflects a Semitic word order with the relative clause 
connected as a descriptive phrase (Klostermann 1929: 27). In 
addition, ÖPKOV in the accusative case is inversely attracted to the 
accusative case of the next relative pronoun, OV (BDE 8295; BDR 
§295.2). Grammatically, Ö PKOV is in apposition to SLAadNKNG in 


1:72 and so specifies that the covenant to which Zechariah refers is 
the oath that God made with Abraham. 


1:74. The text is somewhat uncertain, although the variants do not 
alter the meaning. The major question is whether the reference is to 
“our” (N UOV) enemies (so A, C, 0, Y, Byz, D [with additional 
variant]) or simply “enemies” (so X, B, L, W). Many see the longer 
text as an expansion made explainable by 1:71, especially in light of 
the variations on the addition, but the external evidence for including 
the reference to “our” enemies includes two major textual families. It 
is possible the text here parallels 1:71 and personalizes the 
opposition that God’s people face. However, it is more likely that the 
shorter text is original, given the variations on the addition. 


1:76. That Ö80UC is plural yet is usually translated as a singular is 
not a problem, since its use wavers in grammatical number without 
greatly altering the sense (plural OT_ uses: Deut. 30:16; Ps. 16:11 
[15:11 LXX]; Prov. 8:20). The plural is perhaps slightly more 


descriptive of all that God is doing to save. 


1:78. A textual problem centers on the tense of €7T LOKEWETAL, a 
future tense read by most modern texts. Although its manuscript 
evidence is not broad (X, B, L [with a misspelling], ©), itis 
perceived as the harder reading. Most see the variant, the aorist 
ETTEOKEWATO, as an assimilation to the same verb in 1:68 and 
regard the presence of a future tense as more natural in a context 
where the verbs are future (Luce 1933: 95; Metzger 1975: 132). 

R. Brown (1977: 373) argues that the aorist is the harder reading, 
because the aorist does not fit the context of future verbs and 
because Jesus in the time frame of the account is not born yet. 
Although a future seems more stylistically natural and is probably 
original, there is not a great difference in sense, since an aorist 
would be a prophetic aorist or would look at Jesus’ conception in 
light of what he will become. 


1:80. Was John a member of the Dead Sea Qumran community? 
This verse raises an interesting historical question. Does the 
description of John spending time in the wilderness indicate that he 
was a member of the Essene sect of Judaism, the probable religious 
party of the Qumran community and the source of the famous Dead 


Sea Scrolls? A case for John’s association with the Qumran 
community is made by J. Robinson (1957), while Fitzmyer (1981: 
389) regards the view as plausible. There are serious objections to 


this view: 


1. Since the Qumran community strongly opposed 
the Jerusalem priesthood, John would have rejected his 
parents if he were a part of that community. 

2, John is portrayed as being more like a prophet 
than like the holy ones of Qumran. 

3. John held to one baptism, not several washings 
as Qumran did. 

4. John’s message was not a message of 
separatism (3:10-14), whereas Qumran was a strongly 
separationist community. 

5. John’s preaching does not display the legalistic or 


ritualistic concern present at Qumran. 


Thus, John probably was not a former Qumranian, though his 
presence in the deserts allows for the possibility that he knew the 


community.°2 


7. Birth of Jesus (2:1-7) 


The unit about Jesus’ birth is the first of two that 


deal with Jesus’ arrival: 2:1-7 recounts the 
circumstances of the birth and 2:8—20 notes the 
angels’ announcement of the birth and the 
shepherds’ visit. One could place these units 
together, but the shift in perspective suggests 
viewing them as separate units. Luke 2:1—7 places 
Jesus in the perspective of world history and 
concentrates solely on the family’s activity. Luke 
loves to make such connections to the world 
(Luke 3:1-2; Acts 26:26).* In divine history, the 
important element is Jesus’ Davidic heritage, 
hence Luke’s note that Bethlehem is the city of 
David. Jesus’ parents are obedient to Rome and 
proceed to register for the census. This results in a 
humble birth for the great child. Luke 2:8—20 
focuses on heaven’s reaction to the birth and 
human testimony to it. A short note in 2:21 ends 
the narration of Jesus’ birth, making a transition to 
the trip to the temple in 2:22—40. 


Sources and Historicity 


The sources for 2:1-7 and 2:8-21 are typically treated together. 
Many comparisons are made to birth stories of other significant 


children, but none of these comparisons prove compelling.2 


Accordingly, scholars have come up with four basic alternatives: 


1. Some argue that the OT allusions and the use of 
certain terms suggest a Hellenistic origin for some 
material. This view is usually combined with the 
suggestion that Luke is responsible for at least 2:1-5.% 
The major evidence for this view is the OT allusions and 
the use of EVAYYEALLW and SWTNP in 2:10-11. 
The allusions must be evaluated individually, and the use 
of the terminology is not decisive for the whole of 2:1-21. 
In fact, another issue also comes into consideration: the 
argument that Luke has erred in giving the data about the 
census (but see excursus 2). This view generally is the 
most skeptical of historicity, though a few details might be 
historical (e.g., the parents’ names, the birth in 
Bethlehem). 

2. Others argue for Lucan composition based on 
traditional material. The major factor here is the census. 
The text shows the movement of Jesus’ parents from 
Nazareth to Bethlehem. Both views 1 and 2 argue that 
Luke 2:1-40 and Matt. 2:1-23 are so different as to be 
irreconcilable; both passages cannot belong to tradition. 
In addition, both views argue that Luke 2 shows no 


knowledge of Luke 1, since the parents are introduced a 


second time. The problem with these suggestions about 
style is that the unit’s style is not particularly Lucan and its 
Palestinian-Jewish coloring is like previous accounts 
(Marshall 1978: 97). Allusions are cited indirectly, as in 
Luke 1. Nothing in the account requires a Hellenistic 
origin; in fact, the naming of Bethlehem as the city of 
David is against such a connection, since that description 
is not from the LXX (see 2:4). Also, the concept of a 


Savior is not an exclusively Hellenistic idea. 

Marshall (1978: 97) argues for roots in 
Palestinian or Jewish Christianity. Palestinian coloring is 
the only argument that he brings forward for this view. 
This position is a natural consequence of rejecting a 
Hellenistic background. This view tends to see more 
historicity than do the previous views. Doubts tend to 
center on the timing of the census. This view also tends to 
discuss historicity less directly than does the following 
approach. 

Finally, others appeal more specifically to a 
connection with Mary.4 Mention is made of 2:19 for 
support; in addition, the account—-if historical—can have 
such detail only through a family member or through the 
shepherds involved. This view emphasizes that Luke 2 is 
historical, though some who hold it might question details 


about the census. If one does not insist on a Marian 


connection, which may be too specific, this view is 
attractive. The major obstacles to this view are the census 
issue and the problem of unifying Matt. 1:18-2:12 with 
Luke 1-2. The arguments here are so complex that they 
must be treated in a detailed excursus and in the 


exegesis of the individual verses.® 


View 4 (at least in its expanded form) or view 3 appears to be the 
most satisfactory. The only qualification is that Luke may be 
responsible for much of the wording in 2:1-5; but Luke’s facts reflect 
historical realities. 


This unit is a simple birth account that 
places Jesus in world history.’ The outline 
of Luke 2:1-7 is as follows: 


a. Historical setting: the census (2:1-3) 
b. Journey to the Davidic city (2:4-5) 
c. Humble birth (2:6-7) 


The unit’s themes reveal the fulfillment of the 
promise of a child for Mary (1:31-35) and the 
entry of the Davidic son into the world. John’s 
birth is superseded by that of Jesus. The detail 
about Jesus’ birth and the heavenly revelation that 
accompanies it show this superiority. Heaven and 
earth give praise to this child. God is in control of 


these events. Bethlehem may be a little town and 
the baby may have a humble birth, but God’s 
presence behind the birth makes this event one of 
the greatest in all history. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


Ir came to pass in those days that a decree went out from 


Caesar Augustus to register all the empire for taxes. ?This was the 
first census while Quirinius was governor of Syria. 2And all were 
going to register themselves, each to their own cities. 

f And Joseph went up from Galilee from the city of Nazareth into 
Judea to the city of David, which is called Bethlehem, because he 
was out of the house and family of David, °in order to register 
himself. He went up together with Mary, his LJbetrothedLJ, who was 


pregnant. 


Sand it happened when they arrived there that the days of her 


pregnancy were completed. ‘And she gave birth to her firstborn son 
and wrapped him up and laid him in a feed trough, because there 
was no place for them in the guest room. 


a. Historical Setting: The Census (2:1-3) 


2:1 Luke notes a policy requirement issued by the 
Roman leader. A decree of registration goes out from 


Octavian, Caesar Augustus. The Lucan reference to 
“those days” (TATc NUEPALC EKELVALC, tais 
hemerais ekeinais) ties the census to the period of 
John’s birth as it looks back to 1:80." Aoyua 
(dogma, decree) and its Latin equivalents placitum 
and decretum refer to a formal action of the Roman 
Senate (Klostermann 1929: 31; Kittel, TDNT 2:230- 
32; Marshall 1978: 98; Josephus, Jewish War 1.20.3 
8393). Luke uses the term to refer to formal actions 
of various types (Acts 17:7; 16:4). 

The decree calls for the registration of provincial 
citizens for the purpose of assessing taxes (i.e., Jews 
would not be registering for military service). The 
decree follows Jewish custom in requiring a journey 
to the ancestral homeland. (The nature of the decree 
is discussed in detail in excursus 2.) 

In calling the census one of the “whole world” 
(TTÄCAV THV OLKOLUEVNV, pasan ten oikoumenen), 
Luke uses the standard description of any event that 
covered much of the Roman Empire.'* Nonbiblical 
history knows of Augustan censuses in Gaul, Cyrene, 
and Egypt (Fitzmyer 1981: 400; Tacitus, Annals 1.11, 
31, 33; Dio Cassius 53.30.2). 

Octavian became known for his administrative 
organizing of the empire after an interesting rise to 


power (Fitzmyer 1981: 394, 399; Schürmann 1969: 
99; R. Brown 1977: 394). He was born in September 
63 B.C. and was the great nephew of Julius Caesar. 
After the murder of Julius Caesar, he was named 
chief heir and ruled in a triumvirate with Mark 
Antony and Lepidus. Lepidus fell from power in 36 
B.C. and Antony’s involvement with Cleopatra of 
Egypt brought him into conflict with Octavian. In 31 
B.C. Octavian won a decisive victory over Antony 
at Actium and was finally acknowledged as Augustus 
Caesar by the Senate in 27 B.C. when they gave him 
the honored Greek name Sebastos (= Latin 
Augustus). His reign was known for its peaceful 
character, as his accession ended a long period of 
civil strife. He died in A.D. 14 and was succeeded by 
Tiberius, the ruler of Rome during Jesus’ ministry. 
Luke portrays Augustus as the unknowing agent of 
God, whose decree leads to the fulfillment of the 
promised rise of a special ruler from Bethlehem 
(Mic. 5:1-2 [4:14-5:1 MT]). In the period of the 


only_placing Jesus’ birth in the context of world 
history, but he also is making a play on the theme of 
the peaceful emperor (Schürmann 1969: 102; 


Fitzmyer 1981: 393-94; R. Brown 1977: 415-16). 
The real emperor of peace is Jesus, not Octavian. But 
in the absence of Lucan comment about Augustus, 
the point, if present, is subtle. 

In addition to the historical connection, the 
mention of the census explains how a couple from 
Nazareth gave birth to a child in Bethlehem. The 
accidental events of history have become acts of 
destiny. Little actions have great significance, for the 
ruler was to come out of Bethlehem and only a 
governmental decree puts the parents in the right 
place. 


2:2 The problems surrounding Luke’s mention of the 
census are covered in excursus 2. Only a few 
additional items need attention. The reference to the 
“first” (TTPWTN, pröte) census here can be taken most 
naturally to mean either that this census was the first 
ever done in the province or that it was the first of at 
least two censuses done under Quirinius. The second 
meaning is more natural. 

Quirinius had a noteworthy career. An able 
administrator and soldier, he was appointed counsel 
in 12 B.C., was victorious over the Homonadensians 
in south Galatia, and was legate over Syria in A.D. 
6-9 after Herod’s son Archelaus was deposed. He 


died in A.D. 21. The reference to his governing 
need not refer to official office as governor, but could 
refer to administrative authority as a representative of 
the emperor (MM 276-77; Josephus, Antiquities 
18.4.2 888; Fitzmyer 1981: 402). The mention of the 
census is another way to refer to the tax registration 
of 2:1. 


2:3 In Luke’s description of the response to the 
census, no mention is made of trouble that could 
suggest that this census is the A.D. 6 census, which 
Luke knows produced problems (Acts 5:37). All 

who were subject to the census went to be registered 
in their own cities. 

The allusion to Joseph’s journeying to his ancestral 
home is unusual for a Roman census, but there are 
examples of journeying to locales where one has 
property. In A.D. 104 in Egypt, Vibius Maximus 
issued an edict for such a journey in connection with 
a provincial census (Kenyon and Bell 1907: 124; P. 


Klostermann 1929: 32; and Schiirmann 1969: 100 n. 
8). Journeying to one’s ancestral home is 
unprecedented, but fits nicely with Jewish custom. 
The census, which could be controversial, uses 


customs that would be the least offensive. For Jews, 
an ancestral registration would be a most natural way 
to sign up for taxes (2 Sam. 24). So each one travels 
to his own city to register, and Joseph heads for the 
Davidic city of Bethlehem. 


b. Journey to the Davidic City (2:4—5) 


2:4 The attention narrows specifically to the family 
of the child, Joseph and Mary. The reference to their 
“soing up” from Nazareth to Bethlehem is natural, 
since dvaßalvw (anabainö, to go up) is often used 
for journeys (2:42) and since Bethlehem is at a higher 
elevation than Nazareth. If they bypassed Samaria, 
Bethlehem was some ninety miles from Nazareth and 
almost seven miles south-southwest of Jerusalem. In 
going to Bethlehem, Joseph is obedient to the Roman 
government.” The choice of different prepositions in 
the verse to describe leaving (K, ek) Nazareth, the 
town, and leaving (A710, apo) Galilee, the district, 
makes clear the distinction between departure from 
two distinct types of geographical units (Plummer 
1896: 52; cf. Luke 10:30; 23:55; Acts 7:4; 8:26; John 
1:44; 7:42; 11:1). 

The focus of 2:4 is the Davidic connection, since 
Joseph’s Davidic ancestry is mentioned alongside 


Bethlehem as the city of David. The mention of 
Bethlehem as the city of David is a little surprising, 
since in the OT this description is normally limited to 


fact, the description argues strongly against Lucan 
creation of this material and for his use of tradition 
from a Semitic source, since the LXX does not refer 
to Bethlehem as the city of David. Thus, Bethlehem 
as the city of David argues strongly for a Palestinian 
source for Luke 2:1—20, with 1 Sam. 17:12, 58 
supplying the background. 

Bethlehem’s association as the birthplace of the 
ruler is suggested by Mic. 5:1-2 [4:14-5:1 MT]. 
connection, so whether he is consciously alluding to 
this text, as Matt. 2:6 does, is not certain. Luke may 
be only presenting the event and allowing those who 
know the Scripture to make the association (Bock 
1987: 75). What is clear is that the Davidic and regal 
connections of Jesus are again being stressed by 
Luke, as they were in 1:31-35. 

The journey comes because Joseph is of the 
Davidic family. But does Luke agree with Matthew 
about Joseph’s home? Some try to solve the 


difference in geographical focus between Matthew 
and Luke either by arguing error or by positing that 
Joseph owned property in Bethlehem. The former 
view argues that Matthew (2:11) apparently regards 
Bethlehem as the home of Jesus’ parents at the birth, 
while Luke (2:39) is clear that the home is Nazareth 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 406; R. Brown 1977: 396). This 
difference raises a question, since it does not follow 
that Bethlehem is their residence just because they 
have found a place to reside by the time the Magi 
arrive. Thus, to argue error deduces too much from 
the accounts. On the other hand, it is clear that Joseph 
did not own a home in Bethlehem, since if he did 
they would hardly have stayed at an inn, much less a 
stable, upon their arrival (2:6-7). Thus, this view 
also founders. Ancestral registration is the only 
possible explanation for the trip. Significantly, the 
ancestry goes back to David. 


2:5 Joseph did not make the census trip alone. Mary 
was with him despite her condition. The phrase oUV 
Mapıau (syn Mariam, together with Mary) belongs 
naturally to the main verb, AveBn (anebe, he went 
up), of 2:4 and not to the idea of registration in 2:5 
(so Fitzmyer 1981: 406—7; Marshall 1978: 105; 


against this connection is Klostermann 1929: 35). 
Luke’s point is not that they registered together, but 
that they traveled together. If the verse is read in this 
way, it does not insist that Mary had to come up for 
the census, though that may have been the case (so 
correctly Schürmann 1969: 103 n. 39). 

The reference to Mary as betrothed 
(EUVNOTELUEVN, emnésteumené) may have a 
motive. It does not suggest that Mary is not yet 
married to Joseph, since this trip in a betrothal 
situation would be unlikely (Plummer 1896: 53; Ellis 
1974: 81; Marshall 1978: 105; Hendriksen 1978: 
142). Rather, it means that the marriage is not yet 

consummated and thus implies a virgin birth 
(Marshall 1978: 105; Matt. 1:20, 24). 

The description of Mary’s pregnancy at the end of 
the verse sets up the reference to the birth in 2:6. 
Although the extent of her pregnancy is not given, 
her condition may suggest why she accompanied 
Joseph. Plummer (1896: 53) argues that she would 
not want to give birth in Joseph’s absence. Both 
Fitzmyer (1981: 407) and R. Brown (1977: 397-98) 
argue that such an understanding is 
overpsychologizing the text. It is not possible to state 
that this is Luke’s intention, but it cannot be ruled out 


either. The reference is so brief that it is hard to be 
certain of the point, though it does seem more likely 
that a couple in the midst of such an important period 
early in their marriage would not desire to be 
separated. In any case, when Joseph comes to 
Bethlehem to register, a pregnant Mary is with him. 


c. Humble Birth (2:6-7) 


2:6 The birth of Jesus is told with simplicity 
(Schweizer 1984: 48-49). The days of her pregnancy 
were fulfilled (£rtANo0noav, eplésthésan) on her 
arrival.” Jesus’ birth clearly occurs in Bethlehem and 
not along the way, as the apocryphal Gospel of 
Pseudo-Matthew 13 and the Protevangelium of James 
17.3-18.1 suggest." In the Protevangelium of James, 
Mary is in birth pangs in the middle of the journey, 
and the child is delivered in a cave in the Bethlehem 
region (Fitzmyer 1981: 407). 

The birth itself is told briefly without any details as 
to why the couple stays in the stable (Schiirmann 
1969: 103; R. Brown 1977: 418-19). There is no 
account of a search for a place, an idea that 
erroneously leaves an impression that the couple find 
the last place in town. There is no speculation about a 
harsh innkeeper who cannot provide a room. Neither 


is there a suggestion that the parents are too poor. 
Rather, Mary’s time comes; so she bears the child in 
a stable, wraps him up, and places him in what 
probably is an empty feed trough (2:7). 


2:7 Luke describes Jesus’ birth in very simple, 
unadorned terms. Many issues are raised by the 
verse, mainly because of traditional associations tied 
to the birth event. But the setting presents a very 
humble beginning for the future messianic king. 

Mary gives birth to a firstborn (TPWTOTOKOG, 
prototokos) son, a description that is handled in 
various ways: 


1. He is called firstborn to indicate that Mary had 
other children later (Hendriksen 1978: 143; Matt. 
12:46-47; Luke 8:19-20). 

2. The reference to the firstborn prepares for 
2:23—24 (Marshall 1978: 106; Godet 1875: 
1.130). 

3. The term is equivalent to calling Jesus the 
“only begotten.”'” 

4. It refers to Jesus’ right to inherit David’s 
throne as the first son in a Davidic family 
(Danker 1988: 55; Schürmann 1969: 104). 


5. It refers to Jesus’ right as the firstborn son to 
the benefits of inheritance.”° 


Almost all see a literary function for the term that 
prepares the reader for 2:23-24 (view 2), but which 
of the other senses is likely here? It is unlikely that 
Luke explicitly intends to refer only to the ultimate 
size of Mary’s family, so that an explicit reference to 
Jesus’ siblings is not the point (view 1), though the 
implication exists (8:19). IIPwTOTOKOG can mean 
“first” without any reference to others who follow.” 
Used in this way, the term refers to a special 
relationship to God. But the term cannot be so 
specific as to suggest a unique or messianic 
relationship to God (view 3), since Luke has no 
interest in the term as a title anywhere else. In fact, 
Luke’s lack of interest in the term as a title suggests 
that a special relationship at any level is probably not 
intended. Thus, a reference to the general rights of 
Jesus as a firstborn is likely (view 5). This is the most 
natural way to take the term in the context (2:23-24). 
Thus, Jesus has all the rights of a firstborn son, 
including any regal rights. 

The newly born child is wrapped in swaddling 
clothes. The custom was to take strips of clothes and 
bind them around the child to keep the limbs straight 


(Marshall 1978: 106; Safrai 1976a: 766; Ezek. 16:4). 
Swaddling prepares us for the shepherds’ recognition 
of the child (2:12), as does the mention of patvy 
(phatné, manger). There is no idea of a painless birth 
in the account’s silence, as some of the church 
fathers suggested, nor is the idea of abject poverty for 
Jesus’ family suggested by the setting (Plummer 
1896: 53; Klostermann 1929: 35). 

The child is laid in a gATvN, probably a feed 
trough normally used for animals, since that is the 
normal meaning of the term (Creed 1930: 34; MM 
665; Hengel, TDNT 9:53-54). Some suggest that the 
reference is to being laid down in a stable, but the 
reference to being wrapped up and then laid down 
suggests a specific locale within the stable (so 
correctly Schürmann 1969: 104). The mention of the 
feed trough does suggest that Jesus was born in an 
animal room of some sort. 

But what kind of animal room was it and why were 
the child’s parents there? The passage tells us that 
they were there because (StOTL, dioti) there was no 
room at the KATAaAUUATL (katalymati, public 
shelter). KATaAUUG suggests that a formal inn is not 
in view here. The LXX refers to the public shelters 
where many people might gather for the night under 


one roof.** Luke 22:11 uses the term of a guest room 
in a house, while 10:34 uses TTAVÖOXEILOV 
(pandocheion) to describe a formal inn. The ancient 
formal inn usually took two forms: either a two-story 
house where the first floor housed animals and the 
second floor took travelers, or a one-story building 
with the stable next to it. The Christmas associations 
of an inn and an innkeeper, however, do not reflect 
the language of Luke’s text. Rather, KATAALUA 
seems to refer to either some type of reception room 
in a private home or some type of public shelter. 
Since this place was full, refuge was sought 
elsewhere. 

The animal room that Joseph and Mary found may 
have been either a stable next to the place of lodging 
or a cave, since the use of caves for stables was 
common (Godet 1875: 1.130; Marshall 1978: 107). 
Ancient tradition associates Jesus’ birth with a cave 
(Protevangelium of James 18; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 78.4; Origen, Against Celsus 
1.51). A basilica was erected over a cave site in 
Bethlehem in the time of Constantine (fourth 
century), at the site of the present Church of the 
Nativity. The Lucan text does not specify that the 
animal room used for the birth was a cave, but it is 


possible that the traditional cave site is correct and 
that the traditional association between Jesus’ birth 
and a cave is accurate. The Lucan text and first- 
century customs do not prevent the association, but it 
cannot be regarded as established. 


Summary 


The simple birth of Jesus Christ is somewhat 
paradoxical, since the Messiah is born in a room 
normally reserved for animals. From such humble 
beginnings will emerge the “rising morning sun 
from on high” (1:79). Jesus Christ has the right 
heritage: he is born of pious Davidic parents in the 
city that the OT promised would be the birthplace 
of a ruler. The “chance” of a census had made it 
happen. Rome was an unconscious agent in God’s 
work. The profane decree of a census had yielded 
a divine event. A stable was the Messiah’s first 
throne room. 


Additional Notes 


2:2. Is the census a midrashic creation? R. Brown (1977: 417-18) 
considers the census to be the product of midrashic messianic 
speculation (he calls this approach “possible”). In Judaism, there is 
evidence of Messiah’s association with a census in the Midrash’s 
citation and discussion of Ps. 87:6 [86:6 LXX]. Evidence is also 
Hexapla and in a late targum on Ps. 87:6, an association that seems 
to be reflected in the Midrash on the Psalms as well. Thus, the 
addition of a census is seen as an attempt to add a messianic flavor 
to the narrative. 

This theory has problems. First, the Quinta reading is one textual 
reading of the Psalms among many. As such, the reading points only 
to the existence, not prevalence, of a tradition in the second century. 
It is a rather distant witness. Second, the locale in the Psalms 
targum is Zion, that is, Jerusalem. Thus, the argument would have to 
be that Luke or his source took a possibly obscure Jewish tradition 
and changed the locale of the fulfillment, a procedure that would 
obscure, not clarify, the messianic association. Third, none of the 
terms in the Lucan text match the LXX reading. These problems 
make a midrashic origin for the census quite unlikely (Bock 1987: 
76). The census in Luke is best explained as a reference to an actual 
census. Though a Quirinian census before the turn of the era lacks 
extrabiblical testimony, excursus 2 shows that it can be fit into the 


historical movement and customs of the period. 


2:4. The meaning of Bethlehem’s name is disputed. Plummer (1896: 
52) suggests that the name means “house of bread,” while Fitzmyer 
argues that an Amarna letter (#290) refers to the town as -Bit- 
Lahm,’ which means “house of [the god] Lahmu.” The 
identification by Fitzmyer has been challenged, so the Amarna 
connection is not certain (Marshall 1978: 105; D. Payne 1962: 144). 
The debate is not important, since Luke does not make anything of 


the name. 


2:4. The difference in meaning between oiKoc and TATPLA is 
debated. Hendriksen argues that OLKOG is a broad term (house) 
that is qualified and narrowed by TATPLA (family), since a 
difference in meaning is the only reason one can give to explain the 
presence of both terms.?® Marshall (1978: 105) argues that the terms 
are synonymous references to ancestry (Acts 3:25; Eph. 3:15).22A 
synonymous reference, which would be emphatic, seems more 
natural, since there is so little difference between the distinctions 
noted. Either way, the point is to connect Joseph to David. 


2:5. The description of Mary as “betrothed” (EUVNOTEU UEV N) 
reflects a textual problem. EUVNOTEULEVI is attested by X, B, 


C, D, L, and W. Some versions (Syr° and Itala manuscripts aur, b, c) 
read yuvalkt avuTOU (his wife), which is accepted by Creed 
(1930: 33) and Klostermann (1929: 35) as original. Many 
manuscripts (9, W and Byz) have a combination reading: TH 
UEUVNOTEVUEVN AUT@ YUVALKL (the betrothed-to-him 
wife), which is accepted by Godet (1875: 1.129). It is generally 
regarded that yovalkt is inserted, because it avoids a possibly 
offensive reference to Mary’s pregnancy while betrothed. But it is 
hard to explain, despite the parallel in 1:27, how this betrothal 
description was inserted into this context, if another description were 
already there (Luce 1933: 99; Marshall 1978: 105; R. Brown 1977: 
397). If YUVALKI had been present, EUVNOTELUEVN is not 


needed. It is easy to explain, however, why the term yovatkt 
would have been added. Thus, EUVNOTEU uevn is likely the 


original reading. 


8. Reaction to the Birth (2:8-21) 


Luke 2:8-21 is closely bound to 2:1-7, since it 
tells the reaction to Jesus’ birth. Heaven responds 
with praise and announces the birth to shepherds 
(2:8-14), who then visit the child (2:15-20). The 
visit includes wonder and praise. The naming of 
Jesus at his circumcision closes the account 
(2:21), showing that Mary and Joseph are faithful, 
pious parents. 

The note of joy and the proclamation of the 
arrival of promised salvation dominate the 
account. The scene is full of common people. The 
child in a feed trough, the shepherds in their 
fields, and the family with a new child are all 
themes of simple life. In stark contrast to the 
setting’s humble, everyday character stands the 
activity of heaven in praise and adoration. Heaven 
confesses the identity of the child (2:10-11, 14). 


This is the Davidic child who brings good news 
and peace to God’s people. He is Savior and Lord. 
As with the earlier announcements to Zechariah 
and Mary, there also is a sign to see: the child in a 
feed trough. The shepherds pursue the sign and 
tell their story. They respond to the call to see the 
child. A mood of wonder, praise, and expectation 
fills the account. 


Sources and Historicity 


The discussion of sources for Luke 2:8—21 parallels the discussion of 
sources for 2:1-7 and need not be repeated here. Judgments about 
historicity are influenced once again by worldview (e.g., do angels 
appear to humans?). Luke tells the story with a mixture of awe and 
simplicity that indicates he takes the account seriously. 


The account’s form combines angelophany 
(2:8-14) and birth story (2:15-21). Doxology 
(2:14), proclamation (2:10), and visions of heaven 
(2:9, 13) are found within the account (Berger 
1984: 230, 236-37, 282-83). 

The outline of Luke 2:8-21 is as follows: 


a. Heavenly annunciation (2:8-14) 


i. Setting (2:8-9) 
ii. Angelic announcement (2:10-12) 
iii. Heavenly praise (2:13-14) 
b. Earthly confirmation (2:15-20) 
i. The shepherds’ confirmation of the 
angelic word (2:15-17) 
ii. Astonishment, remembrance, praise 
(2:18-20) 
c. The obedient naming of Jesus at 
circumcision (2:21) 


The passage shows creation praising the birth of 
the king. God’s word, promised in 1:31—35, comes 
to pass. The sign promised to the shepherds also 
comes to pass. Events occur according to the word 
(2:15, 20, 21). God is at work, while heaven 
speaks and watches. Shepherds are amazed, while 
parents reflect. Before a vast audience of varied 
responses, salvation comes into the world. Luke 
2:8-21 is a simple picture of a profound truth, 
painted with a flurry of activity. The mood of 
2:18-20 should influence the mood of the reader. 
With a song in its heart, heaven sent Jesus to 
earth. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


Band there were shepherds in that region, who lived outdoors and 


kept guard over their flocks by night. °OAnd0O an angel of the Lord 
stood near them; and the glory of the Lord shone around them; and 
they were afraid. 

10, ut the angel said to them, “Do not fear, for behold, | proclaim 
good news to you of great joy, which is for all the people, “for a 
Savior, who is Christ, Othe Lord], was born for you today in the city 
of David. 1%And this shall be the sign for you, you shall see a baby 
wrapped up and lying in a feed trough.” 

13 and suddenly there appeared together with the angel a 


multitude from the heavenly host, praising God and saying, 


14 “Glory to God in the heavenly places, 


and on earth peace among men of his good pleasure.” 


15 And it came to pass, when the angels departed from them to 


heaven, Othe shepherds were saying, “Let us go indeed to 
Bethlehem and see this thing that has come to pass, which the Lord 
has made known to us.” 16And they went out hurriedly and found 
Mary and Joseph and the child, who was lying in the feed trough. 
17And when they saw this, they made known the matter spoken to 
them concerning the child. 


18 And all who heard it wondered at what the shepherds told them. 


19And (Mary was pondering all these matters, trying to put them 
together in her heart. 2°And the shepherds returned, glorifying and 
praising God for all they had heard and seen, even as it was spoken 
to them. 

21Wnhen the eight days were completed for him to be 
circumcised, they called his name Jesus, the name that was given 


by the angel before he was conceived in the womb.! 
a. Heavenly Annunciation (2:8-14) 
i. Setting (2:8-9) 


2:8 Luke turns from the birth to its proclamation. 
The account shifts attention to shepherds who hear a 
heavenly announcement of Messiah’s coming (2:11). 
This is the third announcement pericope in Luke 1-2 
(the others are 1:5-25 and 1:26-38). The 
announcement is not just to a family member, but to 
people who represent all people.” The verse reveals 
the setting of the proclamation. 

Shepherds are in the field at night watching over 
their flock. If the field is located near “Shepherds’ 
Field,” it is two miles from the town (R. Brown 1977: 
401). The shepherds kept night watches in turn and 
were said to “live outdoors,” as they protected the 
sheep from robbers and wild animals. It is possible, 


but not certain, that these sheep were destined for the 
temple (m. Segal. 7.4 and m. B. Qam. 7.7 might 
suggest this point). 

The shepherds are often characterized as 
representing the “downtrodden and despised” of 
society, so that the first proclamation of the gospel is 
said to have come to sinners (Hendriksen 1978: 149; 
Godet 1875: 1.130; R. Brown 1977: 420 n. 38). The 
evidence for this view draws on material from 
rabbinic Judaism (SB 2:113-14;_b. Sanh. 25b; Midr. 
Ps. 23.2 on 23:1 [= Braude 1959: 1.327]). But there 
are two problems with reading the shepherds as 
symbols of the hated. First, the rabbinic evidence is 
late, coming from the fifth century. More importantly, 
shepherd motifs in the Bible are mostly positive. The 
Pet. 2:25; Heb. 13:20; Eph. 4:11) portrays shepherds 
in a favorable light, even describing church leaders 
with this figure. In the OT, Abraham, Moses, and 
David were all shepherds at some point in their lives.* 
Thus, the presence of the shepherds is not a negative 
point. Rather, they picture the lowly and humble 
who respond to God’s message (1:38, 52; 4:16-18; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 408). 


Jesus’ birth is followed immediately by a 
proclamation to an everyday group: shepherds in a 
field. Of course some (as mentioned in the additional 
note) do not see any historical basis for mentioning 
the shepherds. But one is hard pressed to suggest a 
clear motive for the creation of such a detail through 
an appeal to Greek and Jewish culture and literature.° 
If Luke is creating this motif, it is not at all clear why 
shepherds are picked as representatives of humble 
people over other, better-attested possibilities, like 
the poor or the widows. The shepherds’ presence in 
the text reflects their presence in fact. 


2:9 The heavenly announcement begins with the 
angel’s arrival. The structure of the announcement is 
in a Standard sequence: appearance (2:9a), fear 
(2:9b), a “do not fear” announcement (2:10-11), and 
a sign (2:12). A word of testimony comes from 
heaven with the arrival of an angel of the Lord. The 
angel is not named and is not to be confused with the 
OT “angel of the Lord.”° The term used to describe 
his arrival, €MEOTN (epesté, appeared; from 
EMLOTNUL), is a common Lucan term for “standing 
near or beside someone” and is often used to describe 
angelic or supernatural appearances.’ Classical Greek 


also used the term for meeting the supernatural 
(Plummer 1896: 55; Homer, Iliad 10.496; Herodotus 
1.34; 7.14). The term itself need not suggest a sudden 
appearance, but the nature of an angel’s arrival 
certainly implies this (so Schürmann 1969: 109 
n. 98). 

With the messenger came the bright presence of the 
Lord’s glory surrounding the shepherds.® AOéa 


(doxa) refers to the 7129 (kabéd) of God, the bright 
Shekinah glory, God’s majestic presence (Exod. 
16:10; Ps. 63:2 [63:3 MT]; Isa. 40:5; Ezek. 1; Kittel, 
TDNT 2:247; also Luke 2:14). Such glory will appear 
again at key points in Luke—Acts in association with 
Jesus (Luke 9:30-31; Acts 7:55). Such a bright light 
in the midst of the evening would have been an 
impressive sight; Luke intends the reader to visualize 
the contrast. 

The response to this stirring divine sign was a 
natural one: great fear. Such fear is emphasized by 
Luke’s cognate construction &p0oßBNOnoav POßov 
(ephobethesan phobon, they were filled with fear; 
that overcame both Zechariah and Mary when the 
angel came to them (1:12, 29), and such fear gripped 
the disciples at the transfiguration (9:34). The 


encounter with the divine is initially startling and 
unsettling. With the angel’s coming and God’s bright 
presence, the announcement follows. 


ii. Angelic Announcement (2:10-12) 


2:10 The angel begins his announcement by calming 
the shepherds’ fear, as is common in such 
appearances (1:13 [Zechariah]; 1:30 [Mary]; 5:10 
[Peter]). The initial encounter with God or his 
messenger frightens most who experience it, but the 
grace of God is such that this fear is quickly removed 
as an obstacle. God wishes to interact with his 
creation. 

The announcement itself contains two descriptions. 
The announcement is good news, and the birth causes 
great joy. EDayyeAtCouat (euangelizomai) means 
“to proclaim good news” and its verbal and noun 
forms are especially frequent in Luke and Paul 
(Hendriksen 1978: 152; Plummer 1896: 56; 
Friedrich, TDNT 2:710, 717, 727). All uses of the 
verb in the Gospels are found in Luke except one 
(Matt. 11:5; Luke 1:19; 2:10; 3:18; 4:18, 43; 7:22; 
8:1; 9:6; 16:16; 20:1). The response to this news will 
be great joy. Luke’s commonly placing joy next to 
salvation is a key idea in his Gospel (10:17; 15:7, 10; 


24:52). This combination of good news and joy is 
also found in the earlier announcement of John the 
Baptist’s birth in 1:14.° Clearly the good that God is 
about to do should meet with great expectation. The 
ideas of announcing good news and of a savior’s 
presence are also used to describe the emperor 
Augustus in an inscription about the celebration of 
his birthday (Creed 1930: 35; Klostermann 1929: 37; 
Marshall 1978: 109; Dittenberger 1903-5: #458). It is 
probably too much to see a conscious polemic against 
the emperor of Rome here since Luke-Acts does not 
engage in challenging the Roman leadership. But a 
declaration of the greatness and significance of Jesus 
is intended. 

The joy is for all the people (navti TW Aa), panti 
to la5)— which is not a statement about both Jews 
and Gentiles. The entire context up to this point in 
Luke has been about the people of Israel (1:68, 72- 
74; 2:32). In addition, in Luke-Acts the term for 
people (AaöG, laos) is used of Israel except twice in 
Acts (15:14; 18:10; Schweizer 1984: 50). Thus, the 
reference here speaks of blessing Israel (R. Brown 
1977: 402; Marshall 1978: 109; Wilson 1973: 34-35; 
Strathmann, TDNT 4:53). The relationship of Jesus’ 
coming for Gentiles is something that Luke presents 


later in his two volumes, especially in Acts. The only 
exception to this Israelite focus is Luke 2:31, but 
even here it is but a hint of things to come. The 
national focus still dominates Luke 2, though 
implications exist that the circle of inclusion is 
becoming wider. For now, Luke is interested in how 
Jesus fulfills national expectations, a focus clearly 
controlled by historical concerns. Of course, the 
nature of this blessing for the nation is tied very 
much to the nature of the person who comes, the 
angel’s next topic. 


2:11 The announcement is significant for three 
reasons. First, it explains (OTL, hoti, for) that the 
reason the message is good news and a cause for 
great joy is that a messianic Savior is born. This 
event is not a distant reality; it comes even now. 
Second, Luke repeats the note of fulfillment (2:4) 
that the birth occurs in the city of David. Third, the 
description of Jesus contains three key christological 
terms—Savior, Christ, and Lord. 

The shepherds as common people benefit from the 
Savior’s birth. ‘Yutv (hymin) is a dative of advantage, 
so the birth is “for you (i.e., the shepherds).” The 
reader should identify with the shepherds’ 


perspective as they hear this good news. What is for 
all the people (2:10) is also for the shepherds. The 
personal nature of the address to them is significant, 
since it individualizes the message. 

What is currently taking place in Bethlehem is of 
timeless significance. Thus, Luke uses one of his 
favorite terms: OMUEPOV (semeron, today). In 
addition, the presence of the past tense €TEYOn 
(etechthe, was born) shows that what was anticipated 
as future in 1:31-35 is now realized. LNWEpOv is 
significant to Luke, stressing the currentness of the 
Saving event as it occurs “today” (2:11; 4:21; 5:26; 
13:32-33; 19:5, 9; 23:43; Schweizer 1984: 50-51). 

The combination of titles present here is unique. 
Savior, Christ, and Lord do not appear together in 
any other NT text. The reader is prepared for the use 
of Savior and Christ here by previous Lucan 
discussion (pointedly in 1:31-35; conceptually in 
1:67—79). But the title Lord applied to Jesus appears 
for the first time as a comprehensive title. All three 
titles appear frequently in the OT, which supplies 
important background to their meaning here. In 
addition, some of the terms have undergone 
development in Judaism—a development that NT 
usage also reflects. 


The owTNp (söter, Savior) word group, when 
referring to people in the OT, describes a deliverer 
Neh. 9:27). The only OT king called owWTNp is 
Jehoahaz (2 Kings 13:5). Its primary OT reference, 


LXX]; 25:5 [24:5 LXX]; Isa. 25:9). In the OT, 
Messiah is never called owWTNP. In fact, Messiah as a 
technical term for the Davidic Anointed One is 
clearly developed in intertestamental literature (Ps. 
Sol. 17), though its roots go back to Ps. 2:2. In Greek 
culture, OwTNp referred either to gods who delivered 
or to humans who saved other humans from dangers; 
for example, doctors, rulers, and philosophers could 
be labeled GWTNp. The term was popularly used of 
Roman rulers (Foerster and Fohrer, TDNT 7:1003- 
21). 

Luke intends the reader to see the meaning in terms 
of rescue or delivery from peril, in both its physical 
and spiritual senses. In 1:47, OWTNP is used to 
describe the God who delivers by sending Messiah. 
He is the God who remembers Israel and exalts the 
humble who fear him, while casting down rulers 


(1:47-55). In Zechariah’s hymn, God is praised for 
sending the horn of salvation to the nation (1:69). 
Again, the picture includes a portrait of deliverance 
from national enemies (1:68-74). Since Jesus is the 
one who brings God’s salvation, he can be called 
“Savior” in his own right. He is God’s deliverer for 
God’s people (Bock 1987: 78-79). It is perhaps 
significant that Jesus is described by a title that is 
often applied to God, but the major point here is 
Jesus’ function as deliverer. 

The combination XPLOTOG KUPLOG (christos 
kyrios, Christ, the Lord) serves to further describe the 
Savior. The rendering of the phrase is variously 
presented: (1) “Messiah, Lord” (where KUPLOG is in 
apposition to YPLOTOG); (2) “Anointed Lord” 
(XPLOTOG is an adjective modifying KUPLOG); (3) 
“the Messiah, the Lord” (the titles are highlighted as 
being uniquely applied); and (4) “an anointed one, a 
lord” (no technical terms are present). The most 
natural rendering, given 1:31—35, sees the terms as 
appositionally related (#1). The third option is 
possible, but in fact is only a more emphatic form of 
the first rendering. 

In the OT, the combination yPLOTOC KUPLOG 
occurs only in Lam. 4:20, while in Judaism it is also 


present in Ps. Sol. 18.7. Other eschatological Jewish 
uses of the title Lord for the redeemer include T. Levi 
2.11 and T. Sim. 6.5. However, there is no explicit 
OT allusion present in the wording here. Rather, titles 
are presented that draw on general OT ideas. 

The use of YPLOTOG is not surprising, since much 
of the infancy material sets forth Jesus as heir to the 
Davidic office of regal deliverer (1:27, 31-35, 68-72; 
2:4, 11; Bock 1987: 79-80). It is important to note 
that the term Messiah in ancient Jewish thought was 
not automatically a technical term for this Davidic 
figure. M. De Jonge (1966) shows the variety of 
persons to whom the term could refer in the OT and 
in Judaism (see also Rengstorf, NIDNTT 2:334-43). 
But for Luke the term Christ (or Messiah, the Semitic 
equivalent) clearly has regal, Davidic, and messianic 
connotations (1:31-35, 69). 

What does the third term, KUPLOG, mean? The use 
of KÜpLog for Jesus has occurred so far only in 1:43, 
where it indicates that Elizabeth realizes that Jesus is 
a more significant figure than John the Baptist. 
Otherwise, the term in the infancy material (e.g., 
1:16, 46, 68, 76) is used of God as sovereign deity, 
which fits its predominant OT usage.'* For Luke this 
title will become the key christological term to 


describe Jesus (Luke 20:41-44; Acts 2:33-36), and 
these later texts will define what KUPLOC means. For 
now, Luke is content merely to present the term from 
the angelic announcement and not explain it. Thus, it 
here serves a literary foretaste of what is to come 
(Bock 1987: 81-82). The term will clearly come to 
refer to the absolute sovereignty and divine 
relationship that Jesus possesses as the one who 
brings salvation (Bock 1986). The title does not 
detract from the main declaration of Jesus as the 
Davidic Messiah; but its presence here suggests that 
there is more present in Jesus than his merely being 
Messiah. The presence of this title serves to tip 
Luke’s hand about how he sees Jesus, but Luke does 
not define the title here. He merely introduces it as a 
descriptive title of the messianic Savior. Luke defines 
his Christology mainly from the earth up, since that is 
how most people of his time came to see who Jesus 
was. He allows the readers, through exposure to 
Jesus, to grow in their understanding of who Christ 
is. In this way, the readers experience christological 
understanding, much as those around Jesus had. 

The verse ends by localizing the birth in the city of 
David, a reference to Bethlehem (2:4). This repeats 


the Davidic and regal focus that Luke attaches to 
Jesus’ birth. 


2:12 Luke now presents a sign of the birth. As with 
the other angelic announcements in this infancy 
section (1:19-20, 36), a sign comes with the 
announcement (Fitzmyer 1981: 410). The sign’s 
unusual character, the baby in a feed trough, confirms 
the announcement’s truth. The expression this will be 
a sign has OT roots (Exod. 3:12; 1 Sam. 2:34; 14:10; 
Isa. 37:30; 38:7; Rengstorf, TDNT 7:231 n. 213). The 
shepherds are to look for a newly born child lying in 
a feed trough (2:7). Bp€@oc (brephos) refers to a 
newly born child (1 Pet. 2:2), though it can refer to 
the unborn (Luke 1:41, 44) or to a young child (Luke 
18:15; Acts 7:19; 2 Tim. 3:15) (Plummer 1896: 57 
also cites LXX_usage). What is amazing is not that 
the child is wrapped up, but who the child is and 
where he is. One hardly expects to find Messiah in an 
animal room. One would expect a palace. But the 
Messiah’s humble and common origins fit nicely 
with the task that he shall bear for all his people, 
including especially the humble, hungry, and poor 
(1:50-53). Messiah’s life will contain an unusual 


bookend for a king, since he was born in an animal 
room and will die with robbers (Danker 1988: 58). 


iii. Heavenly Praise (2:13-14) 


2:13 Luke gives a rare glance at heavenly praise. 
Shepherds see a portion of the angelic host praising 
God. EZalpvng (exaiphnes), which may be 
translated either “suddenly” or “unexpectedly,” often 
refers in the NT to actions associated with the 
supernatural world."* It is difficult to translate 
because the emphasis is as much on the unusualness 
of the action as it is on how quickly it occurs. What is 
unusual in this case is the appearing of a portion of 
the heavenly host—the angelic entourage that serves 
God (Dan. 7:10; 1 Kings 22:19; 2 Chron. 18:18; 4 
Macc. 4:11)."° UTPATLAG (stratias, host) is a partitive 
genitive, which means that the multitude is a select 
group that comes from the entire heavenly array of 
angels. Such experiences usually come in the midst 
of visions. Angelic praise serves the same function 
literarily for Luke as do choruses in Greek dramas 
(Schneider 1977a: 67)—they supply commentary. 
Thus, angels reveal to the shepherds through praise 
what the result of Jesus’ coming should mean. 
Heaven addresses earth about Jesus’ significance. 


2:14 The angels offer a brief heavenly note of 
commendation. The structure is debated, but a 
twofold structure is most likely (see the additional 
note). The word pairs glory-peace, heaven-earth, and 
God-men relate literarily to one another. 

Ao&a (doxa, glory) can have one of two meanings. 
It may refer to an attribute of God, describing his 
majesty (Marshall 1978: 112), or it may be used to 
ascribe praise to God.” The latter sense of praise is 
more likely here, since this concept appears in 2:13. 

The praise is offered in heaven, ÜWLOTOLG 
(hypsistois), which can be translated “the highest 
way” or “the highest place” (i.e., heaven). The 
parallelism dictates the meaning in the context: since 
UWLOTOLC is opposite to YÄG (ges, earth), “heaven” is 
meant. These terms are often contrasted in the NT 
23:9; Heb. 8:1—5; Sasse, TDNT 1:679; Traub, TDNT 
5:513 nn. 118-19). 

While heaven offers praise, humans are to have 
peace. Eipnvn (eiréné) connotes the harmonious 
relationship that can exist between God and humans, 
the biblical “shalom” of the OT (Ps. 29:11; Isa. 26:3; 
Jer. 16:5; Ezek. 34:25-31; Nolland 1989: 108). The 
peace that God provides in Jesus is a key concept for 


10:36). 

God’s peace extends to AVOPWITOLG EÜSOKLAG 
(anthröpois eudokias, men of his good pleasure), 
which is almost a technical phrase in first-century 
Judaism for God’s elect, those on whom God has 
poured out his favor.” In this context, God’s elect 
would be the God-fearers mentioned in the 
Magnificat (1:50-53), those who will respond to 
Jesus’ coming (Danker 1988: 60). Thus, to argue that 
the term should be seen as broad, almost universal, in 
light of 2:10 fails to note its technical force. It also 
fails to note the difference between those whom Jesus 
comes for (all people; 2:10) and those who benefit 
from his coming (men of his good pleasure; 2:14).” 
In summary, the angelic praise contains two basic 
ideas: (1) the heavens rejoice and praise God for 
salvation’s outworking and (2) the people to whom 
God draws near through Jesus will experience the 
harmony and benefits that God bestows on his own. 


b. Earthly Confirmation (2:15-20) 


i. The Shepherds’ Confirmation of the Angelic 
Word (2:15-17) 


2:15 The angels’ departure leads the shepherds to 
discuss what they have heard, and their discussion 
resolves into the decision to go to Bethlehem. Their 
use of the particle Sr (de) adds a note of emphasis: 
“Indeed or surely, let us go. ...” Their simple desire 
is to see this very thing that God has “made 
known.” Pua (rhéma) here means “this matter,” 
like the use of AOyWv (logön) in Luke 1:4 and Pfijua 
in Acts 10:37 (Creed 1930: 36), while ó KUPLOG (ho 
kyrios) here clearly refers to God, not Jesus 
(Klostermann 1929: 39). God is present since he 
revealed his plan through his spokesmen, the angels. 


2:16 The announcement sets off a chain reaction. 
First, the shepherds respond in faith and go to find 
the child (2:16). They tell others what caused them to 
seek the child (2:17). The shepherds’ response in 
faith and testimony is similar to Mary’s instant 
response to the word in 1:39 (Marshall 1978: 113; 
Schürmann 1969: 116 n. 150; Danker 1988: 60). The 
shepherds’ reaction causes the audience to react to 
their testimony (2:18), which in turn leads to a 
response by Mary (2:19). 

The shepherds move hastily to find the child. 
LTTEUOAVTEC (speusantes) has an intransitive sense 


and functions almost like an adverb: “Hurriedly they 
went out ...” (R. Brown 1977: 406; Plummer 1896: 
59-60; BDR 8435.2.2). The haste fits nicely with the 
urgency of their decision to go, which ön reflects in 
2:15. They search for the child and find him with the 
family. AVEUPloKW (aneuriskö) means “to search 
with the result of finding what is sought” (Acts 21:4). 
Mary is named first, probably because the narrative is 
focused on her throughout (Luke 1:26—2:19).** The 
use of the connective particle TE (te), an untranslated 
enclitic particle, expresses the family connection 
more tightly, so all the members are seen together 
(Marshall 1978: 113). What the shepherds see is 
exactly what the angel promised (2:12), a baby lying 
in a feed trough. The shepherds reflect a vibrant faith, 
where the sequence is God’s word, faith, and then 
testimony (Schweizer 1984: 51). When God’s word 
comes to pass, testimony should follow (2:17). 


2:17 The shepherds’ testimony follows. When they 
had seen the sign of the baby in a feed trough, they 
related or “made known” (€YVWPLoay, egnörisan) 
all that the angel had said about the child. Many 
commentators call them “the first evangelists” 
(Danker 1988: 61). In looking at the totality of their 


response, Danker (p. 60) points to the lesson of the 
narrative: “Depth of spiritual commitment is 
determined by the quality of one’s fidelity after the 
majestic voice is no longer heard.” The audience for 
the testimony is unspecified, though 2:18 makes clear 
that it was more than the child’s family (Marshall 
1978: 113). Mary, Joseph, and others hear that this 
child shall be a Savior for them, Christ, the Lord 
(2:11). What the shepherds see and testify to is 
something that prophetic words and angelic 
testimony have addressed (1:31-35; 2:4, 11, 14; 
Schürmann 1969: 117). The full understanding by 
people will come later. But for now to the voices of 
the angels is added the testimony of humans. What 
they see and hear, they report (Tiede 1988: 73). These 
testimonies are notes of assurance to a man like 
Theophilus (1:4). 


ll. Astonishment, Remembrance, Praise (2:18- 
20) 


2:18 The response of all who heard the testimony 
was wonder. This response of marvel or wonder 
occurs frequently in the infancy section (1:21, 63; 
2:33; edaluaoav, ethaumasan, they marveled). 
However, its presence need not suggest the presence 


of full faith (Acts 3:12; Luke 4:22; 24:41; Danker 
1988: 61). Rather, marveling reflects the surprise of 
those who encounter God’s act or revelation 
(Bertram, TDNT 3:39). 

Luke’s choice of terms in 2:18-19 contrasts this 
corporate response and Mary’s private response. The 
particle é (de) in 2:19 presents Mary in contrast to 
the hearers in 2:18 (“the hearers marveled, but Mary 
...”), and the use of €8aUUaoav to summarize the 
hearers’ response stands in contrast to OUVETNPEL 
(synetérei, she was keeping) in 2:19 to describe 
Mary’s ongoing meditation. This contrast indicates 
that she reflected on the events in a way that the 
hearers did not (Godet 1875: 1.134; Plummer 1896: 
60). Luke is saying that the report was circulated and 
caused a stir, but it is not certain that he is saying the 
city responded concretely to the birth. The report 
tickles the crowd’s ears, but it may have missed their 
hearts. However, the shepherds did believe (2:20). 
Jesus’ birth brings a variety of responses. 


2:19 Mary’s response follows. In contrast (S€) to 
those of 2:18, she engaged in deep reflection on what 
was taking place. LUVETN PEt indicates an ongoing 
contemplation of these events (Danker 1988: 61; 


Klostermann 1929: 39; R. Brown 1977: 406). The 
wording reflects other texts where a figure ponders 
over significant events (Gen. 37:11 [Jacob recalling 
Joseph’s dream about the coat]; Dan. 4:28 LXX_and 


This reflection is described more fully by the 
participle ovußáovoa (symballousa, pondering), 
which in this context refers to a type of 
contemplation that attempts to put thoughts together 
into an understandable whole (Josephus, Antiquities 
2.5.3 §72; Fitzmyer 1981: 413; Van Unnik 1964). It 
is debated whether this term suggests that Mary did 
put the events completely together. In light of 
passages like Mark 3:20-35, it seems unlikely she 
figured them all out in these early days. Luce (1933: 
101) is so impressed by this Marcan text that he 
argues the Lucan text cannot be historical if Mark is. 
But the wording here need not preclude that Mary 
wrestled later with the exact character of Jesus’ 
messianic ministry. In fact, the revelation from 
Simeon causes Mary some pause as well (Luke 2:33). 
Luke’s point is not on the success of Mary’s 
reflections, as much as on their presence. The 
reference is simply to her pondering these “matters” 


(so pńuaTa, rhemata, should be translated, as it was 
in 2:15). The idiom pondering in her heart does not 
translate well into English, since in English one 
would normally speak of pondering in one’s mind. 
However, the idea of the Greek is essentially the 
same as the English idiom mulling things over.” 

Some view the presence of this remark as a 
possible indication of Luke’s source (Ellis 1974: 38; 
Marshall 1978: 114). Others regard the remark as 
purely literary, in that Mary is portrayed as a symbol 
of a disciple who ponders the revelation of God in 
Jesus (Schneider 1977a: 68; R. Brown 1977: 428). It 
cannot be doubted that Mary is an example of a 
proper response to the message of Jesus. Her 
contemplative response is contrasted to that of the 
hearers in 2:18. However, the personal focus may 
also reflect the potential contribution either of Mary 
herself or of one close to her (perhaps James?). An 
ultimate source from within the family is not out of 
the question, though some terminology is Lucan in 
character, so it may be a Lucan summary note.” 
Regardless, the reader is to identify with Mary’s 
response. 


2:20 The shepherds, having seen the sign, returned 
home. But they returned with their faith confirmed 
and deepened. All they had heard, they had also seen 
come to pass. This produced a sense of joy in them, 
as they honored God with glory and praise. The 
realization of the message led to praise, just as the 
angels offered praise in 2:13-14 (Fitzmyer 1981: 
413). The remark sets the passage’s mood. The 
reference to glory and praise is a combination that is 
also present in the OT (Josh. 7:19; 1 Chron. 16:35; 


giving honor to God for his acts.” What the 
shepherds saw in Bethlehem was in agreement with 
what they had heard from the angels.” God’s 
message through the angels had come to pass, 
leading to praise for God’s work. The shepherds had 
witnessed the start of God’s work in Jesus and felt 
honored to share in the event. 


c. The Obedient Naming of Jesus at Circumcision 
(2:21) 


2:21 Functioning as a transition, 2:21 could be 
regarded as the beginning of a new Section or as the 


conclusion to this unit. Schneider (1977a: 70) argues 
that it belongs with the next section, because it 
parallels 1:59, which ties John’s circumcision and 
naming to a prophetic description of his mission. But 
the claim of parallelism will not stand, since the 
prophecy tied to Jesus’ mission occurs at purification, 
not circumcision. In addition, the accounts differ in 
that John’s parents have a major role in the 
circumcision event, while Jesus’ parents are not 
mentioned (R. Brown 1977: 431). Most likely the 
verse concludes the birth narrative and forms a 
transition between the birth and the purification visit. 
Jesus’ parents fulfill the law when they bring the 
child in for circumcision. They do what any Jewish 
parent would do with any Jewish son. EmAno8noav 
(eplesthesan, were fulfilled) points to the completion 
of a number of days set by nature or the law (1:23, 
97; 2:6, 22). In the OT, it was instructed that any son 
of Abraham should be circumcised on the eighth day 
(Gen. 17:11-12; Lev. 12:3; Luke 1:59). That Jesus 
underwent circumcision has led many commentators 
to speculate on the event’s significance. They speak 
of Jesus’ identifying with his people as their 
representative leader or as a representative human 
(Rom. 8:3; Gal. 4:4; Heb. 2:17; Alford 1874: 460; 


Hendriksen 1978: 158-59; Plummer 1896: 61-62). 
Such a theological significance for this event is not 
Luke’s concern, though it is a valid theological point 
implied by these other passages. However, when 
Jesus undergoes circumcision, he identifies with 
Israel, not all humans, since circumcision is a 
national rite. 

The parents name the child with the name the angel 
gave (1:31). The giving of the name is more 
important than the significance of Jesus’ 
circumcision, since it reflects a faithful response to 
the angel’s message of 1:31-35, just as Zechariah had 
responded faithfully with the naming of John in 
1:57--66. The word of God was obeyed (Schweizer 
1984: 55). 

The verse has many terms or features that are 
frequent in Luke or are particularly Lucan (Plummer 
1896: 61): (1) the combination Kal ÖTE (kai hote, 
and when) (1:22, 42; 6:13; 22:14; 23:33); (2) 
TLUTAN UL (pimplémi, to fulfill); (3) the infinitive of 
purpose (1:74, 77, 79; 2:24; 4:10; 5:7; 8:5; etc.); (4) 
Kal expressing a consequence (5:1, 12, 17; 7:12; 
9:51; etc.); and (5) 0UAAaußavw (syllambanö, to 
conceive) (eleven of sixteen NT uses are in Luke- 


Luke has summarized a larger set of material to 
isolate the main point of obedience. 


Summary 


Luke 2:1-21 portrays Jesus’ birth with a 
simplicity that belies the event’s universal 
significance. The birth of the Davidic Savior and 
Messiah occurs in a room normally reserved for 
animals. His crib is a feed trough. And yet the 
birth in Bethlehem is the beginning of the 
fulfillment of God’s most significant act for 
humans. From this simple setting emerges the 
Lord Jesus, the focus of all of God’s promises and 
of all human hopes. 

Fundamental to this section is the Christology of 
2:11. Jesus’ life is introduced in terms of three 
titles: Savior points to his role as deliverer; 
Messiah points to his office in terms of the 
promised Anointed One of God; and Lord 
indicates his sovereign authority. Both Messiah 
and Lord will be key titles in the presentation of 
Luke’s two volumes. Jesus’ birth is set in the 
middle of Roman history, in the reign of Caesar 
Augustus. However, for Luke the key historical 


figure is not the powerful Roman ruler; it is the 
frail child, Jesus, the Christ, who is Lord. 

In the angelic exchange with the shepherds, the 
major point is heaven’s testimony to simple folk. 
The shepherds seem to represent humankind. 
After hearing angelic testimony of heaven’s joy 
over the birth, they respond admirably and go to 
see the child. They share the joy of heaven upon 
fulfillment of the word. They see, hear, and 
testify. Other bystanders at the event marvel at 
what is happening as the birth produces a variety 
of responses. In Jesus, heaven and earth come 
together. 

Mary represents the response of a faithful one. 
She sees the events and contemplates their 
significance. She wrestles to understand all that is 
happening. We know she is faithful because the 
name revealed by the angel in 1:31 is now given 
to the child. She is intimately acquainted with 
these events, and yet she too struggles to 
understand what it all means. 

Events often happen “just as was spoken” by the 
angels. This concept dominates the account and 
leads to the emergence of two ideas: God is in 
control of these events, and God’s word comes to 


pass just as he promised. Here is the note of 
assurance for Luke’s reader. God can be believed. 

Joy surrounds all the events, whether it be in the 
angelic call to glorify God or in the shepherds’ 
praise. All are to share in the joy of Jesus’ coming. 
These are special events; God’s hand is actively 
and uniquely at work. Just as the heavens rejoice, 
so should the earth. 


Additional Notes 


2:8. Some suggest that rather than a historical account, the pastoral 
scene with shepherds is a product of midrashic reflection that linked 
messianic associations in Tg. Ps.-J. Gen. 35:21 with the “tower of 

the flocks” (Mic. 4:8) and its association with Jerusalem.?2 The view 


has severe problems. First, it is not entirely clear that the targum 
refers to Bethlehem instead of Jerusalem, especially if the basis of 
the association is Tg. Mic. 4:8. Second, it is not clear that Gen. 35:21 
refers to Bethlehem instead of a locale between Bethlehem and 
Jerusalem (A. Cohen 1948: 171). T. Reub. 3.13 sees Eder, the 
Hebrew name for the tower of the flocks, as distinct from Bethlehem. 
Creed’s statement (1930: 31-32) that the tower was at Bethlehem 
oversteps the evidence. This probable lack of association between 


Bethlehem and the ancient exegetical sources makes a midrash 
developed on the basis of such material highly unlikely. 


2:8. The presence of flocks in the field raises questions about the 
traditional December date for Christmas. Some argue that grazing 
sheep presupposes a milder climate than December offers. Also, 
some Jewish traditions argue for grazing in the period from April to 
November (SB 2:114-16; b. Besa 40a; b. B. Qam. 79b-80a; 
y._Besa 63b [5.8] [= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 18.128]; Edersheim 
1889: 1.186-87, esp. n. 2). However, Edersheim notes that these 
restrictions are limited to sheep “in the wilderness.” M. Segal. 7.4 
implies year-round grazing, because the Passover lambs graze in 
February, which has the harshest weather of the year. Thus, this 
reason for rejecting the tradition is not definitive (Schweizer 1984: 
49; Hoehner 1977: 26; Plummer 1896: 55). 

The Lucan text does not indicate a season or a date for the birth. 
The tradition of December 25 as the date of Jesus’ birth and of the 
Christmas holiday arose in the time of Constantine (A.D. 306-337). It 
coincided with a pagan feast of Saturnalia, or the rising of the sun 
from darkness (Hendriksen 1978: 150). But the tradition for the date 
may go back even further, since it may be mentioned by Hippolytus 
(A.D. 165-235) in his Commentary on Daniel 4.23.3 (Hoehner 1977: 
25). However, Hippolytus’s meaning is disputed, as it is unclear 
whether he is referring to the date of the birth or the date of the 
conception. If it is the latter, then a December date is presented, but 


the reference is unclear.22 Alongside the possible third-century 
testimony for a December date stands Clement of Alexandria’s 
testimony (ca. A.D. 200) for an April/May date (Stromata 1.21.145- 
46; R. Brown 1977: 401). The Eastern church celebrates January 6 
as the day of both the birth and the coming of the Magi. In the West, 
by the time of Augustine (On the Trinity 4.5) a December date for the 
birth was fixed. Thus, the testimony of the early church is mixed as 
to Jesus’ exact date of birth. A December date, though possible, is 
not certain. 

It is impossible to know for sure Jesus’ exact date of birth. The 
ancient indecision between spring and winter leads many scholars to 
cite Jesus’ birth year as 5/4 B.C. Given the lack of detail in Matthew 


or Luke, such caution is appropriate. 


2:9. 1800 is probably not original, since its absence is hard to 
explain if it had been originally present. It is the normal introduction 


to such events.” 


2:11. The text reads YPLOTOC KÜPLOG, not XPLOTOG 
KUPLOU: the external evidence that supports the latter reading (as 
does Winter 1958 and possibly Klostermann 1929: 37) is weak. Only 
a few witnesses read XPLOTOG KUPLOU: two Old Latin 
manuscripts, two Syriac versions, Diatessaron, and Ephraem 
(rejecting XPLOTOG KUPLOU are Metzger 1975: 132; 
Schürmann 1969: 111; and Grundmann, TDNT 9:533 n. 276). 


2:11. Is the use of the term Lord an explanatory gloss by Luke? The 
presence of KÜPLOG has caused much discussion, with some 
suggesting that Luke added the term to describe for his Greek 
audiences what XP LOTOG means (Schürmann 1969: 111-12 and 
n. 117). This explanation is possible, but is not very likely. KuUptoc 
occurs thirty-seven times in Luke with reference to Jesus. Often it is 
used in the address of others to Jesus and simply means “master” 
(twenty-one times). Even the earlier use in 1:43 is a title of respect, 
not a statement of Jesus’ divine nature. It took Jesus’ family a while 
to realize exactly who Jesus was, as Mary’s pondering in 2:19 
suggests. The title often appears in the introduction to events where 
Luke is describing the context of an action. These texts describe 
Jesus as the Lord (eleven times). This narrative, editorial use of the 
term Lord points to a title for Jesus; but in the Gospel it is not found 
on the lips of others in a titular sense except here and at 24:34. It is 
combined with other terms in a titular sense at 6:5 (“Lord of the 
Sabbath,” where Jesus is the speaker) and 24:3 (“Lord Jesus,” 
where it appears in the narrative). The only other use of KÜPLOG 
for Jesus is in the crucial passage of 20:42-44, which is traditional 
material. 

The point is simply that Luke is very restrained in his use of the 
title Lord and its scope when it involves the address of others (only 
19:31, 34 are debatable). Speakers in the ministry narratives of 
Luke’s Gospel do not call Jesus “Lord” in the full sense. When one 


considers how many opportunities there were for this type of 


insertion as some conceive of it, the number of uses noted above is 
not great. Thus, the conclusion that Luke inserted this term is open 
to doubt, since Luke shows a restrained use. Further, Luke uses 
KÜPLOG in a completely different way in the infancy material by 
retaining its primary usage as a reference to God (fifteen times). 
When one includes the KÜPLOG parables, only two of the seven 
passages where these parables occur are unique to Luke (Bock 
1987: 80-81, 305 n. 108). In sum, the evidence for Luke’s 
independent use of KÜPLOG in reference to Jesus’ ministry is 
meager. Luke did not insert KÜPLOG here. 


2:14. It is debated whether 2:14 divides poetically into three or two 
parts.°2 The three-part line reads, “(1) Glory to God in the highest (2) 
and on earth peace, (3) good will toward men.” The two-part line 
reads, “(1) Glory to God in the highest (2) and on earth peace among 
men of his good pleasure.”?2 Part of the debate is text-critical. Key 
manuscripts of the Alexandrian and the Western families read a two- 


part line (X, A, B, D, and many Itala manuscripts). Internally, the 
clearer parallelism involves three pairs of concepts in a two-part line: 
glory matches up with peace (condition), heaven matches up with 
earth (locale), and God matches up with the men of his good 

pleasure (persons). Thus, a two-part division seems more likely 
(Metzger 1975: 133). Attempts are made to trace this part ofthe 
tradition back to an Aramaic original (Klostermann 1929: 39 [who 
cites H. Gressmann]; Black 1967: 168). 


2:15. The exact text is uncertain, since a variety of witnesses (A, D, 
P, Byz) insert the words KAL Ot ÜVOPWITTOL before the 
reference to shepherds (this text-critical problem is not discussed in 


UBS“). The shorter reading of UBS-NA also has good support (N, 
B, L, W, and versions) and is slightly more likely (Metzger 1975: 
134). The choice makes no great difference to the meaning, which 
simply states the shepherds’ resolve to go and see the child. 


2:17. Fitzmyer (1981: 311) argues that the absence of a reference to 
virgin birth suggests the original independence of the Luke 2 
narrative from the events of Luke 1. But this seems speculative. Why 
does the virgin birth need mention here? It is not necessary to this 
pericope and its absence says nothing about the question of 
sources. In fact, it may suggest that the stories about Jesus were an 
original unit, since this concept is not reintroduced. 


2:19. Mapia is the slightly better reading, since it is the harder 
reading and has good attestation (X>, B, D, ©). The longer 
Maptáu (adopted in UBS-NA) is supported by X2 ALWE, 


Y, family 1, family 13, and Byz. This normal spelling of the name 
(see 1:27, 34, 38, 39, 46, 56; 2:5, 34) makes Mapia the harder 
reading. Either reading is quite possible and the choice makes no 


difference. 


2:19. Plummer (1896: 60) raises the possibility that perhaps the 
shepherds were a source for this account, while Fitzmyer (1981: 


398) rejects this conclusion in his discussion and rejection of Mary 
as a possible source for this material. Fitzmyer uses the same 
reasoning as does Luce (1933: 101), citing Mark 3:20-35 as a 
contradiction to a Marian source, as well as arguing that identifying a 
source is not the point of the verse (see the exegesis of 2:19). But 
can one really demonstrate a denial of the material’s possible 
ultimate origin in sources such as Mary, the family, or the 
shepherds? Certainty of the source cannot be argued from these 
verses, but that such sources would have been unavailable to Luke 
cannot be categorically asserted either. 


9. Witness of the Man and 
Woman at the Temple (2:22-40) 


Further reaction to Jesus’ birth comes at the 
temple. Jesus’ parents are pious and law-abiding. 
At the temple, Mary receives purification after the 
birth, and Jesus is presented to the Lord as a 
firstborn son. The scene has four elements: the 
setting (tied to Mary’s faithful following of the 
law; 2:22-24), the description and prophecy of 
Simeon (2:25-35), Anna’s reaction (2:36-38), and 
a note about Jesus’ growth (2:39-40). This final 


note provides a transition into the next passage 
(2:41-52), where Jesus speaks for the first time. 

The account shows the superiority of Jesus to 
John the Baptist. John’s career was described at 
his naming and circumcision, but Jesus’ praise 
continues long after his circumcision. It requires 
additional scenes to describe his work. In fact, this 
scene and the next one break the parallelism 
between the two accounts and show that the major 
attention in Luke 1-2 belongs to Jesus. In this 
account, prophets of Jewish piety speak. In the 
next, Jesus speaks for himself. 

In this pericope two prophets, a man and a 
woman, offer their evaluations of Jesus. Simeon 
declares that Jesus is God’s salvation, who is set 
before his people. He is light for the nations and 
glory for Israel. For the first time Jesus’ mission is 
explicitly related to the Gentiles. In Simeon’s 
further remarks to Mary, more new details occur: 
Jesus’ presence will result in the fall and rise of 
many in Israel, and his coming will bring a sword 
that will pierce Mary’s soul. Here is Luke’s first 
hint of coming rejection and suffering. Anna’s 
testimony is brief: She preaches to all of Israel’s 
coming redemption, and she is thankful to God for 


the child. In these two scenes, humankind—male 
and female—offers praise to God for Jesus. 


Sources and Historicity 


The treatment of sources and historicity in this account is complex. 
The absence of Lucanisms makes it unlikely that this material is from 
Luke.+ The only possible exceptions to this are 2:22-24, with its 
explanation of Jewish practice, and the hymn-prophecy of 2:29-35, 
which has a Gentile emphasis. Luke 2:22-24 is often considered to 
have come to Luke through Hellenistic Judaism, that is, if he did not 
write it himself.2 This controversy can be settled only through 
examination of the passage. As will be shown, 2:22-24 contains no 
error and so a Hellenistic origin is not required, though that portion of 
the tradition containing an explanation of the custom may reflect 
Lucan sensitivity for a Hellenistic audience. 

This tradition’s ultimate roots are old, though how old and from 
where are disputed.? In the early part of the twentieth century, 
associations were raised between this birth account and that of 
Buddha, but these have been rejected.4 Many see the hymn of 2:29- 
32 and the prophecy of 2:34—35 coming from similar sources, so the 
discussion here parallels that of the earlier hymns.2 Because of the 
allusions to Gentile salvation, many argue that these are “after the 
fact” prophecies with roots in Hellenistic Christian circles (So 


Klostermann 1929: 40). There is also debate about whether they 
were originally tied to the narrative about Simeon. But others argue 
that the details are too Palestinian to have originated in the Gentile 
church (Schürmann 1969: 122, 126, 131; Marshall 1978: 144).° 
This brief overview shows how difficult it is to unravel the issue of 
sources because of the different types of material in the passage. 
However, certain points should be made. The appeal to “after the 
fact” prophecy is a worldview issue that inevitably affects historical 
judgment.“ If one rejects the concept of prophecy, then all such texts 
must have their origin in the church, where Gentile mission is already 
a fact. However, other factors suggest that this approach is 
inappropriate. The remarks about Gentile inclusion are framed in OT 
terms, so there is nothing “postcross” about these remarks. Only the 


predictions of suffering lack OT antecedents, but they are expressed 


suffering. In fact, even the suffering is tied mainly to Mary. Surely the 


idea that Messiah’s coming would be controversial is possible in this 
era of many messianic claims, especially when many such claims 
proved false. The ultimate source of such tradition, taken historically, 
would have to be a setting of Jewish piety, for Anna’s remarks are 
still very national, speaking only of the redemption of Jerusalem. 
This does not fit the alleged category of later created prophecy, 
which would focus on all nations. One suspects that it is the 
predictions for a baby, rather than merely the prophecies’ content, 
that causes questions about historicity. One other point supports an 


older tradition. Unlike many Lucan citations, the citation of the law in 
2:23 does not follow the LXX. 

As with the other parts of the material, this tradition gives 
evidence of reaching back into the earliest parts of Jesus’ life. It 
should be noted, however, that it is possible Luke has narrated these 
historical details in a highly condensed fashion, at times giving 
explanations or Summaries of actions taken. So it is entirely possible 
that 2:22-24, 27, which explain how the parents fulfilled the law, are 
narrative notations by Luke to make precisely this point. Such an 
explanation might also apply to the summary of 2:39-40 with its 
parallelism to 1:80. 


The form of the account is actually a mixture. 
The prominent forms are hymn (2:29-32) and 
prophecy (2:34-35). The hymn is a hymn of 
praise before an approaching death.* One could 
also speak of a “fate” text in that the career of the 
child is summarized (Berger 1984: 327). The 
account could also be called a “prodigy” account, 
since a baby’s greatness is extolled (Berger 1984: 
349). 

The outline of Luke 2:22—40 is as follows: 


a. Setting of the prophecies: the law of 
purification (2:22-24) 
b. Witness of the man: Simeon (2:25-35) 


i. Simeon’s righteousness (2:25) 

ii. The Spirit’s promise (2:26) 

iii. Simeon’s reception of the child (2:27) 
iv. The Nunc Dimittis (2:28-32) 


(1) Praise (2:28-29) 
(2) Reason for praise (2:30) 
(3) “A light for the nations, glory for 


Israel” (2:31-32) 
v. The parents’ marvel (2:33) 
vi. Blessing for parents and a prophecy of 
division (2:34—35) 
c. Witness of the woman: Anna (2:36-38) 
i. Anna’s piety (2:36-37) 
ii. Her prophecy to all (2:38) 
d. Transition: return to Galilee; Jesus’ growth 
(2:39-40) 


Many themes dominate this crucial text. Jesus is 
the promised child who represents God’s coming 
salvation to Israel and the nations. However, the 
first ominous note also comes: Jesus will divide 
Israel. There are promise and fulfillment, but not 
all is good. Jesus forces choices and, as a result, 
some people will fall rather than rise. 


Jesus’ parents are seen as faithful to the law. 
The locale for this blessing is significant: the 
temple. Just as the infancy events started in the 
temple, they also end there. The nerve center of 
Jewish worship is the site of this praise to Jesus. 
He is not an outsider, but is received by the pious 
who worship God. Men and women offer 
commendation. In fact, the old—like Simeon and 
Anna—find comfort in his coming. Simeon can 
die in peace, knowing that Jesus has come. Thus, 
the mood of the passage is both joy and peace. 
God’s promise has come. Prophets declare it and 
people can rest in the hands of the sovereign God 
who brings it to pass. The actions of these 
prophets are directed by God through his Spirit 
(this unit has numerous references to the Spirit’s 
presence: 2:25, 26, 27). God is in control of what 
has taken place. Such are the notes of assurance 
Theophilus is to have about Jesus. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


22 And when the days of LitheirL purification were fulfilled 


according to the law of Moses, they took him up to Jerusalem to 


present him to the Lord, even as it is written in the law of the Lord 
that “all males who open the womb shall be called holy to the Lord,” 
24and to give sacrifice according to what is said in the law of the 
Lord, “a pair of turtledoves or two pigeons.” 

25 And behold there was a man in Jerusalem whose name was 
Simeon, and this man was righteous and devout, awaiting the 
consolation of Israel, and the Holy Spirit was upon him. 2°And it had 
been revealed to him by the Holy Spirit that he would not see death 
before he saw the Messiah of the Lord. 27’And he came in the Spirit 
to the temple courts, and when the parents brought the child Jesus 
to do to him according to the custom of the law, 23then Simeon took 


him into his arms and blessed God and said, 


23 “Now release your servant, Master, according to your word in 


peace, 


30 because my eyes have seen your salvation, 
31 


32 


which you prepared in the presence of all the people, 
a light, for revelation to the nations 
and for the glory of your people Israel.” 


33 and his Ofather] and mother were amazed about the things 


spoken about him. 
34 And Simeon blessed them and said to Mary his mother, 
“Behold, this one is set for the falling and the rising of many in Israel 


and for a sign of contradiction ®°(and a large sword will pierce 


through your own soul also) so that the hostile thoughts shall be 
revealed out of the hearts of many.” 

S6 nd there was Anna a prophetess, daughter of Phanuel, from 
the tribe of Asher. She was very old, having lived with a man seven 
years from her youth. “And she was widowed eighty-four years and 
she did not leave the temple, giving service, fasting, and praying 
night and day. *®And in that hour she drew near and offered praise to 
God and was speaking concerning him to all who were awaiting the 
redemption of [JJerusaleml]. 

S9 nd when they completed all the things according to the law of 
the Lord, they returned to Galilee into the city of Nazareth. “And the 
child grew and [lbecame strong], filled with wisdom, and the favor 


of God was upon him. 


a. Setting of the Prophecies: The Law of 
Purification (2:22-24) 


2:22 The setting of Simeon’s and Anna’s prophecies 
about Jesus involves three separate ceremonies that 
have been summarized together in 2:22-24: the 
purification ceremony involving the wife, forty days 
after birth (Lev. 12:2-4, 6; Luke 2:22a, 24); the 
presentation of the firstborn to the Lord (Exod. 13:2, 
12, 15; 34:19; Num. 18:15-16 [which notes the 
ransom payment of five shekels]; Luke 2:23); and the 
dedication of the firstborn to the Lord’s service (1 


Sam. 1-2). This third ceremony is suggested by the 
absence of any allusion to the ransom payment and 
the mention in Luke 2:22b of Jesus’ being dedicated 
to the Lord (Marshall 1978: 117; Schürmann 1969: 
121-22; Reicke, TDNT 5:841, esp. n. 14). The Lucan 
context argues for a dedication to Jesus’ messianic 
ministry, but this association is more explicitly 
expressed in the later messages of Simeon and Anna 
than it is connected with the parents’ action. Jesus is 
a firstborn, but with a difference. 

Jesus’ parents are presented as pious, law-abiding 
Jews as they journey from Bethlehem to Jerusalem to 
fulfill the law of purification. The law stated that the 
mother of a male child was unclean for seven days 
and then was to be confined for thirty-three days 
before journeying to the temple to offer a sacrifice of 
a lamb and a turtledove (Lev. 12:2—4, 6)—the lamb 
as a burnt offering and the turtledove as a sin 
offering. If she could not afford a lamb, then her 
sacrifice was to be two turtledoves or two pigeons, 
one bird for the burnt offering and the other for the 
sin offering (Lev. 12:8). From Luke 2:24 it is clear 
that Joseph and Mary offered the offering of the poor, 
an offering that identifies them with the very people 
whom Christ portrays himself as saving (1:52; 4:18— 


19; 6:20; Greeven, TDNT 6:69; Danker 1988: 62). 
However, it should not be concluded from this that 
Joseph lived in abject poverty, since he had a trade as 
a carpenter (Hendriksen 1978: 165; Plummer 1896: 
65; Mark 6:3). The lamb seems to have been offered 
only by the fairly wealthy. It is quite possible that 
Jesus’ parents bought their offering in the temple 
courts (R. Brown 1977: 437; Luke 19:45-48). 

In addition to coming for cleansing, the parents 
came to Jerusalem to dedicate Jesus to the Lord. The 
child need not be brought along, if they wished only 
to pay the prescribed ransom for the firstborn. What 
Jesus’ parents did was above what the law instructed 
for a firstborn. 

This “more than the law” element may explain a 
peculiarity in the text that is also reflected in a text- 
critical problem (not discussed in UBS’). As the 
solution to the textual issue is important to the 
historical issue, both are treated here. The better- 
attested text reads the plural AUTWV (auton, their), 
which relates the purification to both Mary and 
Joseph or to both Jesus and Mary.” Some copyists, 
who knew that the purification law applied to the 
woman only, altered the text to aLTNG (autes, her), 
the feminine pronoun.” Others tried to attach the 


purification to Jesus or to Joseph only (e.g., D has 
AUTOÜ, autou, his). The external evidence and the 
most-difficult-reading canon indicate that AUTWV is 
original. But two questions need attention: (1) Who is 
addressed by AUTWV? and (2) How could the 
purification be associated with both, when only the 
woman needs purification? 

On the first question of whom the plural refers to, 
Creed (1930: 39) argues that the reference includes 
Jesus and Mary, because in 2:22-24 the major figures 
are Jesus and Mary (also Schneider 1977a: 71). But 
the verse’s syntax suggests that Luke means Mary 

and Joseph (“they brought him up for their 
purification”). The most natural way to understand 
the verse is to see the subject and the third-person 
pronoun in agreement (Plummer 1896: 63; Fitzmyer 
1981: 424). 

How can one reconcile a plural reference to the law 
that applied only to women? Numerous suggestions 
have been made. The first is to suggest that Luke as a 
Hellenist either erred or was confused about the law 
(Bultmann 1963: 299; perhaps Schneider 1977a: 71, 
who says Luke is “not precise”; Fitzmyer 1981: 424). 
But better solutions exist: 


1. It could be argued that Joseph, because he 
aided in the delivery, was himself made unclean, 
since according to the Mishnah contact with 
blood in the delivery made one an “offspring of 
uncleanness” (Bock 1987: 83-84; Blackman 
1977: 6.10-11; m. Nid. 5.1; 2.5; 1.3-5). If this 
was the case then he would have needed to make 
such an offering in order to be ready to present 
the child. 

2. An equally plausible explanation is that if the 
child was dedicated, then both parents would 
have participated in the dedication, just as 
Elkanah, the husband, paid Hannah’s vow for 
Samuel, even though it was the mother’s vow (1 
Sam. 1:21). The only problem with this approach 
is that a vow is not present in Luke. One could, 
however, argue that only the dedication aspect is 
parallel. 

3. Machen takes a grammatical solution, arguing 
that aUTWV should be taken as a subjective 
genitive, which refers succinctly to “their 
participation” in purification. Thus, the word 
only makes the point that Joseph was included in 
the process (Machen 1930: 73, as noted also by 
Schtirmann 1969: 121 n. 180). The problem is 


that this view is vague in explaining how Joseph 
is involved. Views 1 and 2 are more complete. 

4. Others simply say the problem arises from 
summarization. Luke is combining several events 
in a short space, and the combination has 
produced a lack of clarity (Ernst 1977: 114; 
Schürmann 1969: 122). 


There is obviously a compressed account here, but it 
also seems natural that if the parents were dedicating 
the child to the Lord, they would want to be 
ceremonially clean at the time of dedication. Thus, 
either view 1 (the birth-cleanliness view) or view 2 
(the parental-dedication view) could explain the 
plural reference. The point of the passage should not 
be missed in the debate: Jesus’ parents are piously 
following the law by bringing the child before the 
Lord. 


2:23 Jesus’ dedication to the Lord is tied to the law’s 
instruction about presenting the firstborn as recorded 
in Exod. 13:2 (Reicke, TDNT 5:840-41). The 
citation’s wording does not depend on the LXX 
version, since the syntax of the Lucan citation is very 
different from that of the LXX (Bock 1987: 82-83; 
Holtz 1968: 82-83). This feature of the text suggests 


a non-Hellenistic origin for this material. The 
wording is such that no one specific text is clearly in 
view. What is referred to is the sanctified position 
that the firstborn son has in the Jewish family. In 
Num. 18:1-16, only Levi’s family was required to 
give their sons for priestly service, but a redemption 
price of five shekels for the firstborn were required of 
other families. The absence of a ransom allusion has 
led many to see Jesus’ dedication as a reflection of 
Exodus rather than Numbers (see Luke 2:22). Luke’s 
point lies in the description of Jesus as holy (an initial 
fulfillment of 1:35). However, within the pericope 
itself, Jesus’ fulfillment comes as a firstborn Jewish 
son rather than with his messianic function. In the 
dedication, the child is said to belong truly to the 
Lord. How much Jesus belongs to the Lord is 
something the parents will only slowly come to 
understand, as their confusion in 2:41—52 shows. 


2:24 Luke now introduces the second way in which 
the parents fulfilled the law: participation in the 
sacrifice of purification (see 2:22). The wording, 
though alluding to the instruction of Lev. 12:8, is 
closer to the wording of Lev. 5:11 LXX regarding the 
sin offering (Bock 1987: 83). The peculiar wording 


means either that a Semitic source is present (so 


Holtz 1968: 82-83) or that Joseph’s offering is 
alluded to as well through the Lev. 5 reference. The 
piety of Jesus’ parents is the point. They obeyed the 
law. In making their offering with the birds instead of 
the lamb, they chose the sacrifice that was to be 
offered by the poor (C. Brown, NIDNTT 1:172). As 
they drew near to the temple to make the offering, 
startling words of testimony came from two elderly 
prophets. 


b. Witness of the Man: Simeon (2:25-35) 
i. Simeon’s Righteousness (2:25) 


2:25 Jesus’ parents meet Simeon, the first of two 
pious saints who give Spirit-led testimony to Jesus at 
the temple. Such testimony reveals strong divine 
sanction of Jesus (Schürmann 1969: 122). Simeon is 
presented as a simple man, a layman, not a priest, 
who dwells in Jerusalem. Simeon was a common 
name, since it was the name of one of Jacob’s sons 
(Gen. 29:33). Speculation that this is Simeon, son of 
the great rabbi Hillel and father of Gamaliel, the 
teacher of Paul, is unlikely.'* The name Simeon 
means “God has heard,” but the meaning plays no 
role for Luke (Fitzmyer 1981: 426). 


The postbiblical tradition that developed around 
Simeon is interesting. In the Protevangelium of 
James 24.3-4, he is treated as a priest, a point that 
may have led to speculation that he had rabbinic 
ancestry," but the Lucan text doesn’t call him a 
priest. In the Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew 15.2, his age 
is given as 112 years, but Luke mentions neither his 
age nor that he is old. At best, old age is inferred 
from the text where Simeon says he is ready to die 
after seeing the baby Messiah (2:26, 29). 

What is revealed about Simeon is neither his 
vocation nor his age, but his spiritual condition. He 
was a devout believer in God. The description of 
Simeon as ÖlKaLoOG (dikaios, righteous) and 
elbAaßNG (eulabés, devout or pious) shows him to be 
an exemplary saint (Matt. 10:41; 13:17; 23:29, 35; 2 
Pet. 2:7-8). Others called ötKaLoc were Job (Job 
1:1), Zechariah the father of John the Baptist (Luke 
1:6), and Cornelius (Acts 10:22). EüAaßng in 
secular literature describes the “ideal statesman” who 
was “conscientious and cautious.” The term refers 
to the spiritually sensitive God-fearer, the faithful 
law-abider (Marshall 1978: 118; Schiirmann 1969: 
123 n. 191; Acts 2:5; 8:2; 22:12). Clearly Simeon is 
seen in a favorable light. 


Simeon not only is righteous, he also lives in the 
hope that God’s promise will come to pass: he is 
awaiting the consolation of Israel (cf. Luke 2:38; 
Mark 15:43)." Israel’s consolation (TAPAKANOLV 
TOU Iopand, paraklésin tou Israel) was a key 
element in many strands of OT and Jewish 
eschatology, referring to the hope of deliverance for 


44.7). Later, the rabbis would refer to Messiah as 
Menahem (comforter) because they saw him as the 
one who would bring this consolation (Schmitz and 
Stählin, TDNT 5:793; SB 1:66, 83, 195; y. Ber. 5a 
[2.4] [= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 1.87—88]). In the 
OT, various agents brought God’s consolation, but a 
primary agent in eschatological contexts was the 
Servant of God (Schmitz and Stählin, TDNT 5:789- 
90, 792-93; SB 2:124—25). This desire for 
consolation characterizes the believer or God-fearer 


Interestingly, while Luke associated consolation with 
Messiah, John will associate it with the Spirit (John 
14-16).'” One also can associate this hope with the 
idea of messianic comfort given to those in darkness 
(1:79; Plummer 1896: 66). God was expected to 


complete his promise, and Simeon looked forward to 
the arrival of that day. 

Simeon was not only pious and expectant, he was 
blessed, having received a special work of the Holy 
Spirit. This last note prepares the reader for the 
revelation that Simeon receives in 2:26 as well as for 
his prophetic statements in 2:29-32, 34-35. The 
separation of TTveÜua (pneuma, Spirit) and ÜyLov 
(hagion, holy) by tv (en, was) probably serves to 
make the statement of the Spirit’s special work 
slightly more emphatic (Godet 1875: 1.137). The one 
through whom God speaks is a righteous man of rare 
Spiritual quality and gift. 


ll. The Spirit’s Promise (2:26) 


2:26 Simeon’s prophecy is described further as 
God’s promise to Simeon “by the Holy Spirit” (UTTO 
TOU MVEVUATOS TOU Üylov, hypo tou pneumatos 
tou hagiou). Simeon received a revelation from the 
Spirit. Keypnuattouevov (kechrématismenon, had 
been revealed) refers to God’s direct revelation to his 
people (Jer. 25:30 [32:30 LXX];_33:2; Job 40:8; Matt. 
2:12). The association between God’s Spirit and 
prophecy is strong, as Judaism looked to an active 
Spirit in the new age accompanying God’s act of 


deliverance.” In this case, Simeon received a promise 
that God would not let him die without seeing 
Messiah. The remark ties together the messianic idea 
(Luke 2:26) with the idea of Israel’s consolation 
(2:25). Only when this is fulfilled is the prophet 
ready to die (2:29-30). As in all the other cases in 
this infancy section, God’s word comes to pass for 
the prophet.’ Jesus’ coming reflects regal messianic 
hope, the basic initial category for Luke’s 
presentation of Jesus. 


iii. Simeon’s Reception of the Child (2:27) 


2:27 The prophecy’s specific setting involves 
Simeon’s going to the temple by the divine leading of 
the Spirit (cf. 4:1, 14). Though the phrase Ev TO 
TIVEVUATL (en td pneumati, by the Spirit) in other 
contexts speaks of prophetic vision (Rev. 1:10), here 
the reference is to the Spirit’s prompting that guides 
Simeon to the temple (Plummer 1896: 67; 

J. Schneider, TDNT 2:671 §B1f). God is responsible 
for this meeting. 

Luke distinguishes between two terms in referring 
to the temple. Naðç (naos) refers to “the Holy 
Place,” where only the priests are allowed to go (1:9, 
21, 22), while tepov (hieron), the term used here, 


refers to the entire temple area (Fitzmyer 1981: 427; 
R. Brown 1977: 439; Plummer 1896: 67; C. F. Evans 
1990: 215). In the context of this event, Simeon is 
located either in the Court of the Gentiles or in the 
Court of Women, since Mary could be present only at 
these two locales. Despite the picture of many 
contemporary portrayals of this event, it seems 
unlikely that Simeon is a priest (see the exegesis of 
2:25). 

The parents were proceeding into the temple to 
dedicate the firstborn according to the law, when 
Simeon stopped them. The allusion here to parental 
action that corresponds to the law looks back to 
2:22—24 (see the discussion there on Jesus’ 
dedication), showing that the account is unified in its 
perspective and suggesting that distinct sources for 
2:22-24 and 2:25-35 should not be posited. This 
unity argues against seeing different sources in the 
stylistic variation of the terms used for Jerusalem in 
2:22 and 2:25. 

In fact, the idea here continues into 2:28, since the 
combination of év TG) eloayayeiv (en to 
eisagagein) and an aorist infinitive (TOU TOL OAL, 
tou poiesai) introduces a dependent temporal clause 
that is completed in 2:28: “When the parents brought 


him in to do ... , Simeon took him in his arms ...” 
(Marshall 1978: 119). This fulfilling of the law serves 
once again to point out the pious obedience of Jesus’ 
parents. But the basic idea of the verse centers not on 
the parents but on a revelation about Messiah that is 
given in the temple (Schürmann 1969: 124). While 
Jesus is brought to God for dedication, God testifies 
to Jesus the Messiah through the prophet (Schweizer 
1984: 56). For pietistic Jews, there could hardly be a 
more solemn locale for the testimony. 


iv. The Nunc Dimittis (2:28-32) 
(1) Praise (2:28-29) 


2:28 Simeon takes the child and expresses his 
gratitude to God for sharing in this special moment. 
Kat (kai) is translated “then” to express the 
completion of the sequence of the parents entering 
the temple area, meeting Simeon, and handing him 
the child. The sequence is described in a very 
abbreviated way (Plummer 1896: 67). In church 
tradition, Simeon received the name Theodochos 
(God-receiver) for his role in this event (R. Brown 
1977: 439; Plummer 1896: 67). What follows is a 
hymn of prophetic praise to God for the joy of seeing 
the Messiah in fulfillment of God’s word. Simeon’s 


reception of Jesus is intended to picture the arrival of 
messianic hope for Israel. The prophet represents the 
nation and, beyond that, all humanity (Bovon 1989: 
142 also notes the nation’s rejection of the 
opportunity, starting in 4:24). 


2:29 The third hymn of the infancy section is known 
as the Nunc Dimittis, a name that comes from the 
hymn’s opening phrase in the Latin version. The 
hymn is composed of three pairs of lines (vv. 29a-b, 
30-31, 32a—b). In the narrative the hymn completes a 
promise-fulfillment-praise chain, where the promise 
of seeing Messiah is made in 2:26, while the 
fulfillment comes in holding the child in 2:28 (Kittel, 
TDNT 4:113 §D5a). The hymn is a joyful response of 
praise for the fulfillment of God’s promise, a pattern 
that is related to the function of each of the hymns in 
Luke 1-2 (Farris 1985: 14446). Thus, the hymn says 
that God acts “according to his word.” Here God’s 
word is the promise that death would not come until 
Messiah was seen (2:26). 

Simeon declares that he can now rest, because in 
seeing Jesus he has seen God’s salvation. Simeon is 
like the watcher who can leave an assigned post 
because the anticipated event has come. Some 
mention the literary parallel of the watcher in the 


opening lines of Agamemnon by Aeschylus 

(R. Brown 1977: 457; Godet 1875: 1.138). As Godet 
says, Simeon is a sentinel whose job is to announce 
the appearance of a great star in the world. With his 
task performed, God can do with Simeon what he 
wishes. 

When tied to VUV (nyn, now), the reference to 
ATTOAUELG (apolyeis, release) in the present tense 
serves to express the readiness of the watcher to die 
(“now release your servant”; Marshall 1978: 119- 
20). ATTOAUW is used to express death in various 
texts (Gen. 15:2 [Abraham]; Num. 20:29 [Aaron]; 
Tob. 3:6 [Tobit]; 2 Macc. 7:9 [a martyr]).” The 
picture describes a servant’s release from a task, 
though the reference to the master is not a declaration 
of a desire for manumission (against this view are 
Creed 1930: 41 and Plummer 1896: 68). Simeon 
would never dream of wanting to be freed from 
God’s gracious sovereignty. The requested release is 
simply from the earthly post of service (Hendriksen 
1978: 167 n. 144). When Simeon describes himself 
as 600A0G (doulos, servant-slave), he uses common 
OT imagery for a faithful and righteous servant (Ps. 
27:9 [26:9 LXX]; Luke 1:38 [Mary]; Acts 4:29; 
Rengstorf, TDNT 2:273). The reference to God as 


“Master” (6£0TT0TA, despota) points to a recognition 
of God’s sovereignty, since this word occasionally 
translated JITX (-ādôn, Lord) in the OT (Isa. 3:1; 
10:33; Schweizer 1984: 56; Schiirmann 1969: 125 

n. 199).** R. Brown (1977: 439) notes that the term is 
rare in the NT and may reflect Semitic influence 
(Acts 4:24; Rev. 6:10). 

The reference to God’s word looks back to the 
promise of 2:26, but more interesting is the idea of 
being released “in peace” (Ev eipnvn, en eirene). Is 
this an allusion to death as peaceful sleep (A. B. 
Bruce 1897: 475; Creed 1930: 41; Gen. 15:15)? It 
seems better to see peace as referring to the comfort 
of knowing that God’s work comes to fulfillment. 
Simeon’s life can come to an end with him at peace 
in this knowledge. Elsewhere in this section Luke has 
much to say about the Messiah’s association with 
peace, an association that has OT roots, as well as 
roots in intertestamental Judaism (Luke 1:79; 2:14; 
Zech. 8:12 LXX; Ps. 71:7 LXX; Ps. Sol. 17.26-42 
[through the picture of restoration]; Schürmann 1969: 
125; Marshall 1978: 120). God again has brought his 
word to pass, a source of encouragement and 
assurance not only to Simeon but also to Luke’s 
readers. 


(2) Reason for Praise (2:30) 


2:30 Simeon’s having seen God’s salvation is the 
reason (OTL, hoti, because) he can ask for release 
from his post. The interesting feature of this verse is 
that seeing God’s salvation is linked directly to 
seeing Jesus, so that a strong tie exists between 
salvation and the one who personifies it. This 
connection in turn relates to the idea of Israel’s 
consolation in 2:25. Fulfillment has come in Jesus, 
and so Simeon can die in peace. The idea that the 
person of Jesus is at the center of soteriology is a 
keystone of Lucan Christology. With Jesus’ birth, 
salvation comes (Schneider 1977a: 71-72). Fitzmyer 
(1981: 422) objects to associating an incarnational 
soteriology with Luke, limiting its expression to 
John.** But though the motif is not explicit 
incarnation like John’s, it is clear that in Lucan 
theology salvation comes and God comes because 
Jesus the Messiah has come. 

The idea of one’s seeing God’s salvation has OT 


seeing God’s salvation appears again in Luke 10:23- 
24. For Luke, Messiah’s coming is at the center of 


salvation (1:69; 2:11; Schürmann 1969: 125 n. 203). 
The mood of joy in this text dominates the rest of the 
passage. 


(3) “A Light for the Nations, Glory for Israel” 
(2:31-32) 


2:31 Simeon turns to describe the divinely promised 
salvation. The relative pronoun Ö (ho, which) refers 
back to the salvation mentioned in 2:30. It is a 
salvation that God prepares. The reference Ö 
NToluaoacg (ho hetoimasas, which you prepared) 
points to God’s design of salvation in history, a 
design that included a deliverer coming through 
Israel. Jones (1968: 42) notes that one of Luke’s 
major themes is suggested by the term: “The idea of 
the preparation of salvation is unique, and in the light 
of what follows, this must mean the providential 
preparation of salvation through Israel’s history, 
according to prophecy and promise, until the time of 
fulfilment which is now recognized.” This salvation 
should not catch people by surprise, since it was 
expected. 

The salvation was not only designed, it was 
prepared before a vast throng. The phrase KaTü 
TPOOWIOV TTAVTWV TWV AAV (kata prosöpon 


panton ton laon, in the presence of all the people) 
identifies a large audience and has produced some 
discussion.” Does Aav refer only to Israel, as the 
plural reference to Aaotc (laois, peoples) in Acts 
4:27 suggests (so Kilpatrick 1965b)? Or does the 
term refer to both Israel and the Gentiles, suggesting 
a note of universalism in Luke for the first time 
(Farris 1985: 148)? Both the OT background and the 
parallelism of Luke 2:32, which refers to both racial 
groups, indicate a universal reference (Isa. 55:5; 
60:5; 61:9; Schweizer 1984: 56; Fitzmyer 1981: 428; 
R. Brown 1977: 439-40). Thus, God intends to 
extend to all the salvation that comes in Jesus. 
Though the language looks at salvation’s preparation 
in the sight of all, the following verse makes clear 
that participation in that salvation also extends to 
every racial group. All will see what Jesus has done, 
and each group will share in its benefits. 


2:32 Luke describes this salvation in further detail. 
Solving a grammatical problem will determine the 
text’s meaning. Most commentators see (WC (phos, 
light) and 60éav (doxan, glory) in parallel and both 
in apposition to salvation in 2:30 (Plummer 1896: 69; 
Schiirmann 1969: 126 n. 209; Bovon 1989: 145; 


NASB; NKJV). If this view of the syntax is adopted, 
then the idea is that salvation is a light to Gentiles, 
while it is glory to Israel. In support of this view, one 
can argue that glory and light are paired in 
parallelism in the OT (Isa. 60:1—3) and either term is 
associated with God’s salvation in the OT (Isa. 49:6; 
51:4-5; 42:6; Farris 1985: 149). The tenor of Luke is 
regarded as supporting this view (Acts 13:47; 
Plummer 1896: 69). In addition, the alternative 
syntax (see below) requires the addition of certain 
terms to clearly express its sense. 

A second approach argues that ATTOKAAUYLV 
(apokalypsin, revelation) and 60éqv are parallel and 
both are in apposition to QG, which in turn refers 
back to salvation in 2:30 (Fitzmyer 1981: 428; 

R. Brown 1977: 440; TEV; RSV; NIV; Neu Luther). 
If this view is accepted, then salvation is described as 
light for all people, but in particular it is revelation to 
the Gentiles and glory for Israel. In support, it can be 
argued that in Isa. 60:1—3 the relationship between 
light and glory is one of cause and effect. Israel 
receives the light of salvation and thus can be called 
God’s glory, so that the two concepts are distinct, 
with glory tied to Israel. In addition, Luke 1:78-79 
describes Messiah as a light that comes to the nation. 


Light comes; revelation and glory result. Further, in 
Acts 26:22-23 the light is portrayed as coming to 
both Jews and Gentiles. Thus, it is a fundamental 
characteristic of salvation that it is light for all 
people, not light just for a particular group. These 
arguments seem to favor slightly this second view, 
which would be translated “light, for revelation to the 
Gentiles and for the glory of your people Israel.” 

Light suggests the coming of illumination into a 
place of darkness (1:79; Luce 1933: 102). It is a 
frequent NT image of Jesus and his task (Acts 13:47; 
Matt. 4:16; 5:14; John 1:7; 12:35, 46; 2 Cor. 4:6). In 
rabbinic Judaism, especially in the midrashim, the 
image of Messiah as light was also frequent (SB 
1:161-62). 

Light as illumination means this light is revelation 
for the Gentiles. Though usually in this type of noun- 
genitive construction with ATTOKAAUUYLV the genitive 
gives the source of the revelation, in this context it is 
clear that the Gentiles are portrayed as recipients of 
the revelation.” God’s revelation dwells in a person, 
an idea that implies some of what John says 
explicitly when he calls Jesus the Word. Old 
Testament ideas abound. Some passages suggest that 
the Gentiles are passive observers of this process, 


while others see them participating (passive: Isa. 
49:6; 52:10; Ps. 98:2; participating: Isa. 42:6-7; esp. 
Zech. 2:10-11 [2:14-15 MTJ). Intertestamental 
literature also expressed this idea in both forms 
(passive: Bar. 4:24; participating: Ps. Sol. 17.31). The 
rest of Luke’s Gospel and Acts reveal that Gentiles 
2:11-22; 3:3-6). Jesus as light brings salvation to all 
humankind, illuminating them into God’s way 
(Marshall 1978: 121). 

If Jesus is revelation for the Gentiles, he is more 
than that for Israel. He is its glory. As Isa. 60:1-3 
shows, the nation’s hope was that, with the coming of 
salvific light to Israel, the attention of all people 
would be drawn to Israel. Isaiah 46:13 makes clear 
that Israel’s task makes it special and that God’s 
righteousness approaches it (Rom. 10:5-8). At the 
heart of what makes the nation special is that 
salvation comes through it. Paul shares this special 
view of Israel (Rom. 9:1—5). In fact, the roots of 
salvation extend into the nation of Israel and give ita 
special place. Simeon’s note contains a hint of joy 
that the nation’s vindication comes in Jesus. 

Schürmann (1969: 126) notes that these verses 
argue against seeing the hymn as a Lucan creation: 


2:29 answers the expectation mentioned in 2:26 and 
the hints of Semitic and Jewish-Christian perspective 
also argue against it. In sum, Simeon is a picture of 
redemption’s joy in that he senses the significance of 
who Jesus is and rests in that knowledge.” 

The hymn as a whole repeats basic themes of all 
the hymns in the infancy narrative. God is acting for 
his people Israel. He is saving them according to his 
plan and promise. That salvation is found in Jesus. 
But the Nunc Dimittis also adds to these themes. 
Jesus is now directly associated for the first time with 
the “Servant” hope of Isa. 40-66. However, it is not 
the suffering elements of this figure that are brought 
to the fore, as in other NT uses of this theme; rather it 
is the note of victory, vindication, and hope (Bock 
1987: 85-87; Schneider 1977a: 72). In addition, the 
hymn adds the universal scope of Jesus’ work. The 
regal, Davidic, messianic Savior-Servant has come to 
redeem more than the nation of Israel; he has come 
for the world. 


v. The Parents’ Marvel (2:33) 


2:33 Luke records the parents’ response to Simeon’s 
words. The description of Jesus’ universal task 
produces amazement. Some suggest that the note of 


wonder indicates that Luke 2 was originally separate 
from the Luke 1 narrative, since it does not know of 
the virgin birth (Creed 1930: 42; Schneider 1977a: 
72; Luce 1933: 102). However, the wonder may be 
explained by two factors. First, the note of 
universality was a new point to make about Jesus’ 
ministry (Godet 1875: 1.140-41; Hendriksen 1978: 
169; Plummer 1896: 70). Second, the motif of 
amazement after revelation was typical (R. Brown 
1977: 440; Marshall 1978: 121; Luke 2:18). The 
parents’ response was natural since revelation about 
Jesus just kept coming. 


vi. Blessing for Parents and a Prophecy of 
Division (2:34—35) 


2:34 Simeon gives a blessing to the parents and then 
gives a special word to Mary. It is not entirely 
encouraging. His topic is Jesus, division, and Israel. 
Jesus’ ministry is summarized in two images. He is 
the one who is set for the falling and rising of many 
in Israel, and he is a sign. The first image is drawn 
from passages in Isaiah, where God is portrayed as 
setting up a stone of stumbling over which some fall 
(Isa. 8:14-15), a precious cornerstone that will not 
disappoint those who trust in it (Isa. 28:13-16, esp. 


v. 16). The use of these texts was common in the NT 
image of a figure of division or of a figure who 
causes rising and falling was used at Qumran (1QH 


Isa. 28 is possible either through recourse to the MT’s 
use of the verbal element 12W (säbar, to break) or 
through the LXX text’s use of NTW (piptö, to fall) 
and OLVTpLBw (syntribö, to break). Since Messiah 
was the personification of God’s deliverance and the 
agent of his justice, these texts were easily related to 
the Messiah. 

The nature of the “falling and rising” picture is 
disputed. Is there one group that falls only to rise 
again, a reference relating only to the believers’ 
suffering and vindication?” Or are there two groups, 
unbelievers who fall and believers who rise on the 
basis of their response of faith to Jesus?” Those who 
argue for one group make the point that in the OT the 


In addition, the picture of falling only to rise sets up a 
perfect contrast to the image of the sign of contention 
later in the verse. Thus, it is argued that the image is 


of the humble (Luke 1:52), who start out low but are 
exalted by God. 

Against this view is the context, which seems to 
suggest a note of deep pain in Mary in 2:35. If the 
note of this saying is evenly positive and negative for 
one group, then the focus on her pain seems 
inappropriate. In addition, the normal force of the 
stone image in the NT is one of division (Luke 
20:17-18; Rom. 9:33; 1 Pet. 2:6-8). Finally, a 
consistent NT note about Jesus’ ministry is that it 


Hendriksen 1978: 170). Thus, it seems better to see 
an allusion to two groups in falling and rising, with 
those who reject Jesus headed for a fall, while those 
who accept him in faith are headed for vindication. 
The qualification &v T@ Topana (en to Israel, in 
Israel) shows the nationalistic and Jewish perspective 
of the account. Jesus will divide the nation. 

The emphasis on opposition continues in the 
reference that Jesus will be a sign of contesting. 
AVTIAEYOUEVOV (antilegomenon, that is opposed) 
has a future sense, since Simeon is discussing how 
people will respond to Jesus (R. Brown 1977: 441; 


will resist Jesus. For them, Jesus will not be a hope of 
promise fulfilled, but a figure who is to be opposed.** 
The sign is characterized best as one of contention, 
not only rejection, because the point of the context is 
division (Rengstorf, TDNT 7:238-39). The incident 
in 4:28-29 illustrates this situation. Simeon knows 
that although Jesus is God’s hope, not everyone will 
respond positively to him. The raising of this aspect 
of Jesus’ fate is Luke’s first indication that all will 
not go smoothly for God’s Anointed. 


2:35 Simeon turns from the effect of Jesus on the 
nation to the effect that Jesus will have on Mary. 
There is some debate whether 2:35a is parenthetical. 
If the remark is taken as parenthetical, then the 
purpose clause of 2:35b, introduced by ÖTtWG (hopös, 
so that), refers back to 2:34. Given this syntax, the 
revealing of the hearts describes the goal of Jesus’ 
ministry to the nation (Plummer 1896: 70; Marshall 
1978: 123; most translations). Others see the remark 
to Mary as not being parenthetical and take it as 
representative of what the nation will face. In this 
view, the thoughts that are revealed include those of 
Mary, as Simeon notes the purpose for the sword 
passing through the nation.” 


It is best to see the remark as parenthetical. As 
Fitzmyer (1981: 439-40), R. Brown (1977: 441), and 
Bovon (1989: 148) note, the construction goes from a 
broad audience in 2:34, to a personal reference in 
2:35a, and then back to a broad audience in 2:35b. 
Thus, the personal remark (2:35a) is to Mary, while 
2:35b describes the effect of Jesus’ ministry on all. 

The personal focus of Simeon’s remark in 2:35a is 
made clear by the reference to 000 È aUTAC THV 
WULYNV (sou de autés ten psychén, your own [i.e., 
Mary’s] soul), where buyr] refers to the seat of 
emotion (Plummer 1896: 71; BAGD 893 §1by; BAA 
1781 31by). He tells Mary that the child shall cause a 
sword to pass through her own soul, a figure that is 
made more graphic because the term chosen for 
sword, Poupala (rhomphaia), designates a very 
large, broad, two-edged sword (Luce 1933: 103; 
Plummer 1896: 71; BAGD 737; BAA 1475; 
Michaelis, TDNT 4:525 n. 14, 6:995 8B1 and n. 17). 
The figure points to Jesus’ bringing extreme 
emotional pain to his mother. 

The figure’s exact force has attracted much 
attention. To what specifically does the image refer? 


Views abound (Fitzmyer 1981: 439-40; R. Brown 
1977: 462-65). 


1. An ancient interpretation, going back to 
Origen (Homilies on Luke 17) and still held by 
some recently, sees the sword as a metaphor for 
doubt. The view argues that Mary doubted 
during Jesus’ ministry and passion (Alford 1874: 
462-63; Schweizer 1984: 57; Creed 1930: 42). 
But Luke’s positive view of Mary (Luke 8:21; 
Acts 1:14) and the absence of biblical parallels 
for a sword as a metaphor of doubt argue against 
this view. 

2. Epiphanius (Panarion 78.11) argued that the 
sword is a figure for Mary’s own martyrdom. But 
there is no evidence that Mary was martyred. 

3. Mary was rejected and contradicted by people 
as Jesus was, though she was not killed 
(Schiirmann 1969: 129 mentions this view; some 
cite the woman of Rev. 12:4—6, 17 as support for 
it). The problem with the figure is that if Mary is 
seen as pierced, she is pierced by Jesus in 2:35a, 
not by his opponents, as this view would seem to 
require. Also, Jesus is not depicted as pierced by 
the sword in this passage. 


4. Mary is pierced by being slandered for bearing 
an illegitimate child. This idea requires the 
contribution of Matt. 1:18-19 or John 8:41 to 
work (E. Burrows 1940: 43). Nothing in the 
entirety of Luke’s Gospel expresses this idea. 

5. Mary lives to see Jerusalem’s fall and the 
defeat of her own people (Winandy 1965). Such 
an interpretation cannot explain how Jesus sends 
the piercing unless Jerusalem’s fall is seen as the 
act of Jesus, an idea that is not present in the 
Gospels. Jerusalem’s fall is God’s judgment on 
the nation (13:34-35; 19:41—44)., 

6. Ambrose (Expositio Evangelii Secundam 
Lucam 2.61 [Corpus Christianorum, Series 
Latina 14:4:57]) understands the sword to be a 
reference to the piercing work of God’s word; 
but this too is unlikely, because it is not clear 
when this happens in Luke—Acts. 

7. Some see a fulfillment of Gen. 3:15 (A. De 
Groot, cited by Schürmann 1969: 129 n. 229). 
The problem with this view is with the figure, 
since Mary does not fight others, but Jesus 
pierces her soul. 

8. Mary is a figure for “daughter Zion” and 
represents the nation so that the reference again 


is to the nation of Israel (Leaney 1958: 100; 
Laurentin 1967: 103-4; Black 1967: 154, citing 
Ezek. 14:17 and Sibylline Oracles 3.316 as 
parallel for the sword and nation image). But the 
personal pronoun in 2:35a makes the verse look 
like a personal reference. In addition any Lucan 
reference to Mary as daughter Zion is unlikely 
(see 1:34-35). 

9. The sword refers to the pain or sorrow that 
Jesus brings to his mother in undertaking his 
ministry with such dedication that it results in his 
tragic death.” The major problem is that Luke in 
his passion account does not explicitly mention 
Mary as present at the cross (23:49). If this is the 
prophetic idea, Luke fails to note its fulfillment. 
However, it could be argued that Luke included 
her among those present, so that there is no need 
to mention her or the fulfillment. 

10. The reference is to the pain that Jesus’ 
ministry causes Mary, as Jesus creates his own 
family of disciples and his own priorities 
(R. Brown 1977: 464; Fitzmyer 1981: 430). This 
view would be stronger if either the note of 
dissension and family questioning (Mark 3:31- 
35) or the reference to Jesus’ bringing the sword 


(Matt. 10:34-36) were present in Luke. The 
sword in this view is seen as a sword of 
discrimination that Jesus wields in his ministry, 
like the picture in Ezek. 14:17 (where the 
discrimination occurs in the nation) or in 
Sibylline Oracles 3.316. Supporting this view is 
Luke 2:41-52, a point that R. Brown (1977: 479) 
underplays because of his theory that this 
passage fulfills nothing found earlier in Luke. 
There we see Jesus causing his parents grief 
because he lingers in the temple. He must be in 
his Father’s house (2:49). This pericope, it would 
seem, is the fulfillment, or at least an initial 
fulfillment, of Simeon’s prophecy. As such, it 
represents another promise that is fulfilled in 
Luke 1-2, showing the unity between the 
prophecy and the following narrative. Jesus’ 
ministry will bring choices that will be hard for 
Mary to bear. An ultimate allusion to the cross is 
possible within this view, because the rejection 
by some in Israel is mentioned in this context; 
but it is not the exclusive point of reference. The 
passage emphasizes the division Jesus brings, not 
the nature of his suffering. This view seems to be 


the most satisfactory. (According to C. F. Evans 
1990: 219-20, either option 9 or 10 is possible.) 


After this brief personal remark, Simeon returns to 
the broad picture. The purpose (O7tWC) of Jesus’ 
having a ministry that divides is so that the thoughts 
of the hearts might be made manifest. In Luke, 
SLaAOYLOUOL (dialogismoi) is an indication of 
hostile thoughts (5:22; 6:8; 9:46-47; 20:14; Marshall 
1978: 123; Schrenk, TDNT 2:97; Bovon 1989: 148 
speaks of the presence of tragedy). Jesus’ ministry 
shows where hearts really are before God. Jesus will 
expose those who do not believe. He is a litmus test 
for the individual Jewish responses to the fulfillment 
of their promise. Do they believe it or not? The 
reference to the heart (Kapöla, kardia) points to the 
deepest seat of thought (see also 2:19 for the figure; 
Plummer 1896: 71; BAGD 403-4; BAA 819 81bß; 
Behm, TDNT 3:612 §D2b). The “manifestation” 
(AMOKAAVOOWOLY, apokalyphthösin) of these 
thoughts alludes to judicial exposure by Jesus. How 
humans respond to God’s promise is made evident by 
how they respond to Jesus, whose presence reveals 
their true colors (Marshall 1978: 123; Oepke, TDNT 
3:590). Simeon focuses on the exposure of those who 


will not respond to God, as the mention of hostile 
thoughts makes clear. Jesus comes; humans choose. 
Some oppose him and fall. Luke is honest about the 
tension and God’s response. 

When Simeon’s prophecy is viewed as a whole, 
one sees a prophet at peace because he knows that 
God’s salvation has come. Salvation’s light has come 
in Messiah; Simeon rejoices. But the picture is not 
entirely rosy. For the Promised One is variously 
perceived, and many in Israel will reject him. In the 
path the child takes, his mother will feel pain; but his 
ministry will expose who is hostile to God. The 
messianic Son will be a light to the world, but his 
shining will bring division as he shines forth. Many 
will be raised to the Light, but tragically others will 
fall in judgment, having missed the promise. 


c. Witness of the Woman: Anna (2:36-38) 
i, Anna’s Piety (2:36-37) 
2:36 Luke turns to the testimony of a pious woman. 
The biographical data detail her credentials as a 
woman of devotion to God (for a similar vita listing, 
see Phil. 3:5-6). The name Hannah (or Anna as most 


translations render it) is the Greek spelling (“Avva) 
for a Semitic name that means “grace,” but Luke 


makes nothing of her name (for other uses of the 
name, see 1 Sam. 1-2; Tob. 1:20; 2:1; Bovon 1989: 
149). What he does tell us is that she is a prophetess. 
In Acts 21:9, Luke will mention the daughters of 
Philip as prophetesses and Paul knows of 
prophetesses as well (1 Cor. 11:3-6; Acts 2:17-18). 
In Jewish tradition, seven women were mentioned as 
prophetesses: Sarah, Miriam, Deborah, Hannah, 
Abigail, Huldah, and Esther (b. Meg. 14a; Ellis 1974: 
84). Of these, Miriam (Exod. 15:20), Deborah (Judg. 
4:4), and Huldah (2 Kings 22:14), together with 
Noadiah (Neh. 6:14) and Isaiah’s wife (Isa. 8:3), are 
portrayed this way in the OT.** Anna is a vessel for 
revelation from God. 

Additional personal references indicate that Anna 
was Phanuel’s daughter from the tribe of Asher. 
These details add little to the story, though they do 
indicate that tradition anchored the event in its 
historical framework. Her father’s name is a variant 
of the Hebrew name Penuel or Peniel, which means 
“face to face with God” or “the face of God.” This is 
the name of the place where Jacob wrestled with 
God’s angel (Gen. 32:22-32 [32:23-33 MTJ. Once 
again, Luke makes nothing of this name. Asher was 


one of the ten northern tribes of Israel, yet this 
woman was a faithful Israelite. 

Anna was very old. The redundant Greek 
construction AUTH TtPoBeßnKUVTa Ev NHUEPALc 
mOAAAtc (hauté probebekuia en hémerais pollais) 
translates literally as “she was very old in her many 
days” and is a Hebraism (Gen. 18:11; 24:1; Josh. 
13:1; 23:1; Delling, TDNT 2:950 n. 42; BDE 8197; 
BDR 8197.5). She was married for seven years. If we 
assume marriage at the age of thirteen or fourteen, 
which was normal in the ancient Near East, she 
would have been widowed by her early twenties. As 
the next verse makes clear, she remained a widow the 
rest of her life. 


2:37 In the midst of describing her piety, Luke notes 
that Anna had been a widow for a long time. Exactly 
how long is debated. The Greek phrase &wg ETWV 
OySONKOVTA TEGOAPWV (heös etön ogdoékonta 
tessaron, until eighty-four years) is ambiguous. Does 
it mean her widowhood lasted eighty-four years, 
which would make her around 105 years old 
(Marshall 1978: 123-24; Schürmann 1969: 130; 
Leaney 1958: 101; Danker 1988: 71; Wiefel 1988: 
80-81)? Some argue for this view on the basis of 


parallelism with the age of Judith in the Jewish work 
of that name. However, Marshall notes that the 
numbers in Judith, though similar, are not laid out in 
a parallel way (Jdt. 16:22—24; 8:4-8), and Judith is 
105 at her death, while Anna is quite active. Another 
view takes the phrase to mean that Anna was a 
widow until the age of eighty-four.” If the latter view 
is taken, Anna was a widow for almost sixty-five 
years. It is hard to make a choice. The most direct 
impression is that her widowhood was eighty-four 
years long, since widowhood is the subject of the 
sentence (R. Brown 1977: 442; Stahlin, TDNT 
9:450-51; John 1975). For someone to live into her 
second century is not unprecedented. Regardless of 
the view taken here, Anna was a woman who chose a 
lifetime of service to God over remarriage, an action 
that was highly regarded in the first-century religious 
community (1 Tim. 5:5; Jdt. 8:4-8; Bovon 1989: 
149). 

Anna’s daily activity reflects piety. She is at the 
temple daily, fasting and offering prayers all day. 
Aatpevouvod (latreuousa) describes this labor as 
religious service and is often used in the OT of 


Esdr. 8:49). In the NT, all of life is service offered to 


God, sometimes in contrast to OT cultic service, 
which cannot cleanse a conscience from sin (Rom. 
person totally focused on serving God. The reference 
is not to be overpressed as if Anna lived on the 
temple grounds, since there would be no place for her 
to stay there. 

Just as the prophet Simeon testified to Jesus, so this 
woman, the highest example of female piety, will 
point to him. In Luke 2, all types of people testify to 
Jesus: the simple folk of the field, the devout men of 
the city, and pious women of the city. 


ii. Her Prophecy to All (2:38) 


2:38 Unlike Simeon who addresses the child’s 
parents, Anna approaches the parents and then turns 
to offer thanksgiving to God (EITLOTÄOO, epistasa, 
from the verb €MLOTNUL, ephistemi; BAGD 330 81a; 
BAA 668 81a; Luke 2:9). AvdBwuoAoyeiTo 
(anthömologeito, she was offering back praise) is a 
hapax legomenon that refers to the giving of praise 
(Ps. 79:13 [78:13 LXX];_Dan. 4:37 [4:34 MT]; Sir. 
17:27, 3 Macc. 6:33). The prefixed verb sees Anna’s 
praise as a response given in exchange for God’s act 
(Alford 1874: 463; Godet 1875: 1.143; Hendriksen 


1978: 177; Michel, TDNT 5:213; Marshall 1978: 
124). 

Along with her praise, Anna addressed the crowd 
concerning Israel’s redemption. The phrase 
AUTPWOLV TepovoaAnu (Iytrösin Ierousalém, 
redemption of Jerusalem) refers to the redemption of 
Israel, since the capital stands for the nation. 
Equivalent to the phrase consolation of Israel (2:25), 
it has OT background in that it refers to God’s 
decisive salvific act for his people (Isa. 40:9; 52:9; 
63:4).°° The focus is on the Redeemer and the time he 
brings (Büchsel, TDNT 4:351). In Luke, Anna’s 
expectation is like Joseph of Arimathea who is said 
“to await the kingdom of God” (23:51). It also 
parallels the description of the Emmaus travelers, 
who were disappointed at Jesus’ death because they 
were awaiting Israel’s redemption (24:21; Luce 1933: 
103; Danker 1988: 72; Schürmann 1969: 131). In 
addition, the content and mood of Anna’s remarks 
parallel ideas already expressed in the Magnificat and 
the Benedictus (1:46-55, 68-79; also Acts 1:6; 26:6- 
7; Tiede 1988: 78). For Luke, the ultimate 
expectations for Jesus’ ministry change little between 
the start and finish of the Gospel. 


Simeon and Anna show that before Messiah came, 
God’s people lived a good but unfulfilled life 
(Schweizer 1984: 60). In addition, they reflect the 
twofold testimony to the truth of an event (Deut. 
19:15; Schneider 1977a: 73). Jesus fulfills the 
expectations of pious saints and prophets. Anna’s 
message hints at a remnant concept, since she 
addresses her remarks only to those who await the 
consummation of God’s plan. For those ready to hear, 
fulfillment has come. 


d. Transition: Return to Galilee; Jesus’ 
Growth (2:39-40) 


2:39 Luke 2:39-40 provides a transition out of the 
infancy material proper, since in the next event Jesus 
is twelve years old. In discussing the return to 
Nazareth, Luke appears to be telescoping events in 
Jesus’ life (see the third additional note on 2:22). The 
actual order of events between Luke and Matthew is 
difficult to establish, since chronological facts are 
limited. Alford (1874: 464) notes that one cannot 
state for certain that a contradiction with Matthew is 
present. Hendriksen (1978: 178-79) suggests that 
Luke’s limiting of a Gentile emphasis to Acts 
explains why he omitted the Matthean material, but it 


is possible that Luke did not know Matthew or his 
tradition at this point. 

In returning to Galilee and to Nazareth, Mary goes 
back to her original home (1:26). This verse also 
notes that the parents treated the baby in a way that 
fulfilled the law, a continual emphasis of Luke 2. 


2:40 Luke notes Jesus’ physical (NDSavev, 
éuxanen, he grew) and spiritual (£EKpaTALOUTO, 
ekrataiouto, he became strong) growth. The spiritual 
focus of the remarks is shown by the qualifying 
participial phrase, TANPOUUEVOV cOMia 
(pleroumenon sophia, being filled with wisdom), 
which shows that Jesus grew in his perception of 
God’s will. Luke’s description emphasizes Jesus’ 
humanity. The verse parallels what was said of John 
the Baptist (1:80), but what is said about Jesus is 
more extensive. John is said simply to grow in his 
human spirit, but Jesus grows in the wisdom of God. 
Since Jesus is filled with wisdom (Wis. 7:7), he is 
portrayed as deepening in his perception of God’s 
will and his fear of God. Jesus as the wisdom of God 
will be a minor point of emphasis in Luke (11:49; on 
the Spirit supplying wisdom, see 21:15). Jesus is 
specially favored as well. The reference to God’s 


favor is like the reference to God’s favor being on 
Mary in 1:28, 30. Jesus is the object of God’s special 
attention. The extent of this growth, especially in 
respect to wisdom, will be demonstrated by Jesus’ 
wise perception in 2:41-52 (Fitzmyer 1981: 432). 
The language has both OT (Judg. 13:24; 1 Sam. 2:21, 
150 n. 79). Jesus grows into his ministry. The brief 
remarks about Jesus’ childhood stand in stark 
contrast to what is said in the apocryphal gospels, 
which relate many childhood stories about Jesus, 
including many that portray him as causing 
miraculous events from his earliest days. 


Summary 


Luke 2:22-40 is the first of two passages that 
break the parallelism between John the Baptist 
and Jesus. Here Luke presents the testimony of a 
prophet and a pious old woman. By narrating 
additional events about Jesus, Luke indicates his 
superiority. The double testimony comes as 
obedient parents dedicate their firstborn to the 
Lord. When the testimony of the man and the 
woman is placed alongside the testimony of the 


shepherds, one can see a triad of witnesses. They 
come from the country and from the city; they 
represent both male and female; they picture the 
common person of the field along with the pious 
saints of great devotion. Many appreciate Jesus. 

Simeon can leave this life in peace, because in 
Jesus he has seen the coming of God’s salvation. 
As God had promised, Simeon did not die before 
seeing Messiah. God’s word comes to pass, a note 
that gives assurance to the readers. In the 
fulfillment, there is present a revelation from God. 
The Light of God has come in Messiah. He is a 
revelation to Gentiles, revealing that God’s plan 
includes them. This is the first clear hint in the 
Gospel that salvation includes every nationality. 
Jesus also is Israel’s glory in that all the nation’s 
hopes come to fruition in him. Simeon’s imagery 
describes Isaiah’s Servant, but it is not the 
Suffering Servant of so many NT texts. Rather, 
Jesus is proclaimed as the Victorious Servant in 
whom the exaltation of God is realized. Of course, 
these are not two distinct descriptions of two 
different figures, but Simeon concentrates on 
victory. 


However, an initial ominous note also exists in 
Simeon’s remarks to Mary. Jesus will cause 
division, as well as bring victory. Mary will suffer 
great pain, as she sees what the choices associated 
with Jesus’ ministry will bring. The road to 
Messiah’s victory will require a journey down a 
road of pain. 

Anna’s presence fits two key Lucan emphases. 
First, it represents a continued focus on women 
who respond to Jesus. Second, with Mary and 
Elizabeth (1:39--56), she rejoices in Jesus. So, the 
note of thanksgiving that comes from Anna adds 
to the notes of joy and gratitude that have 
characterized the infancy material. She testifies to 
the fulfillment of the nation’s hope for 
consolation. The concern for Israel expressed 
throughout these two chapters manifests itself 
once again. 

The section closes with a few transitional notes 
as Luke leaves his presentation of Jesus’ birth and 
infancy. The family returns to Nazareth, having 
performed duties prescribed by the law. Jesus 
grows physically and spiritually, setting the stage 
for the final event of this introductory section. An 
event in the temple twelve years later (2:41-52) 


shows just how far Jesus’ self-understanding goes. 
Jesus is a Messiah-Servant, who knows himself to 
be the Son of God. 


Additional Notes 


2:22. On the text-critical problem of AUTO)V vs. AUTÄG, see the 
exegesis. 


2:22. Luke uses two spellings for Jerusalem in his two volumes: 
TepoodAu UQ (Hierosolyma), the Greek spelling, as here, is 
used twenty-six times, while the more Semitic spelling, 
TepovoaAnu derousalem,), is used sixty-four times 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 425 counts sixty-five uses of the Semitic form, the 
difference involving textual decisions). Josephus uses both spellings 
as well, so no point can be made about the source of this material 
from this term (Antiquities 7.3.2 867; Against Apion 1.22 8179). The 
Greek spelling is found four times in Luke and the rest are in Acts; 
the Semitic spelling is found twenty-seven times in Luke and thirty- 


seven times in Acts. 


2:22. A few commentators tackle the issue of reconciling the timing 
of the Lucan purification visit to Jerusalem with the Matthean Magi 
episode (many commentators ignore the question or reject the 
historicity of one of the accounts). Plummer (1896: 64, 73-74) 


argues that the Magi incident must come after this visit, on a later 
journey of the family to Bethlehem, reasoning that the family would 
never have risked a journey to Jerusalem after the Magi’s visit to 
Herod and also positing that the family, after the temple visit, 
Originally planned to live in Bethlehem, thinking it was right to raise 
Jesus there. Only after the Magi visit, which was after the temple 
visit, did they flee. Such a view is possible, but the impression of the 
Lucan text is that Bethlehem was not Jesus’ home after the temple 
visit. This Lucan implication probably argues against the solution of 
Thomas and Gundry as well (1978: 30-31, who differ from Plummer 
only in arguing for a residence in Bethlehem for the family). They 
argue that the family lived briefly in Bethlehem after the temple visit, 
then saw the Magi there, and planned to return there to live after the 
flight to Egypt (Matt. 2:21-22) only to be warned away. However, 
another possibility is suggested by Matthew’s implication of some 
delay between the Magi’s visit and Herod’s action against Jesus in 
that it took the ruler time to realize that he had been tricked. There is 
no indication when Joseph received his dream, other than that it was 
after the visit. It is quite possible that the Magi’s visit came before the 
trip to Jerusalem and then afterward, perhaps immediately afterward, 
the family escaped to Egypt, having been warned by the dream. 
Luke seems to have used material that Matthew did not know, 
while Matthew has material that is unique to his Gospel. Either Luke 
does not know Matthew’s Gospel, and thus the events of that 
Gospel, or Luke chose not to narrate the Matthean events for 


reasons we cannot ascertain. Of course, those who reject the 
essential historicity of these accounts make no effort to bring the 
Gospels together, rejecting either Matthew’s picture or Luke’s or 
both. In addition, some on literary grounds avoid drawing any 
implications from these accounts for Synoptic studies.°/ 

Though the reconciliation of these two accounts cannot be 
established with certainty, two plausible scenarios exist. However, 
the point of the section is not found in these related historical issues. 

There is one other implication here. The differences in the 
description of the early days of Jesus’ ministry suggest that Luke did 
not know of Matthew’s infancy material. If he did, it is hard to 
understand why he made no mention of many of the issues Matthew 
raised. This omission and others like it (e.g., the Sermon on the 
Mount) are reasons why many think that Luke did not use Matthew. If 
this is correct, it is hard to argue that Matthew is the earliest Gospel. 
This leads many to posit that Mark is the first Gospel, while Luke and 
Matthew shared a common source(s) of sayings, known as Q.?8 


2:27. Some make a conclusion about sources from the plural 
reference to parents in Luke 2 by arguing that this chapter does not 
know of Jesus’ virgin birth as presented in Luke 1 (Leaney 1958: 
100; Bovon 1989: 115). They argue that Luke has clumsily put 
together two distinct accounts. This is hyper-criticism at its worst, 
since the language used here is the language of daily life and reality. 
Joseph functioned as Jesus’ father! As Marshall (1978: 119) points 


out, only a long and distracting note could make a point about virgin 
birth here, a point that is not necessary to this story, especially in 
light of the presence of Luke 1 (also Godet 1875: 1.138; Plummer 
1896: 67; Hendriksen 1978: 167; R. Brown 1977: 453 n. 25). 


2:32. Some argue that Luke mistranslated a Hebrew original into 
Greek, because there is no Hebrew noun for “revelation” (so Sahlin 
1945a: 254). However, Farris (1985: 150) shows that the Hebrew 
that Sahlin suggests may be behind the Greek can be translated in a 
way that yields the meaning of the Greek. Of course, such 
argumentation assumes that Hebrew and not Aramaic is being 
spoken and that only single-term equivalents must be posited for 
terms present in the translation. The Hebrew term 17] (gälä, to 
uncover or reveal) shows that the concept of revelation is not beyond 
Semitic expression (Num. 22:31; 1 Sam. 9:15; Ps. 119:18; Jer. 11:20; 
20:12; Dan. 2:22; 1QH 1.21). There is no mistranslation here. 


2:33. A grammatical peculiarity is present in the verbal element Nv, 
which is singular, though it is linked to a plural participle in a 
periphrastic construction. This is unusual, since normally the number 
of the verb and participle would match. But the effect of the mixed 
number may be to tie together the subject more intimately and to 
suggest a unified response by the parents (A. B. Bruce 1897: 476). 
Constructions with mixed number occur occasionally in the NT (Matt. 


as the closest parallel). 


2:33. A textual problem centers on the subject: is O TATÀ p 
avTOU or WON original? The external evidence is rather 
evenly divided. Most argue that scribes would be aware that Joseph 
is not Jesus’ real father and so a change to Twono is easy to 
explain. On the other hand, if won was original, why would one 
alter the reading to Ö TATÀ p QAÙTOŬ? Since a change to 
won is easier to explain, the reference to O TAT p 

QAÙTOŬ is seen as more likely to be original (Fitzmyer 1981: 429; 
Metzger 1975: 134). 


2:38. A small text-critical problem concerns the last word: 
AUTPWOLV EV TEPOLOAANL is supported by A, D, L, ©, 
Y, Byz, Lect, and AUTPWOLV Topana by 1216, some Itala. 
AUTPWOLV Topana is clearly a later reading, in that it reflects 
harmonization with 2:25 and has little external attestation. The first 
reading has better attestation, but is not likely on internal grounds. A 
third option, the text printed in UBS-NA, AUTPWOLV 
TEPOUGAANU (supported by X, B, w, &, most Itala), is Semitic 
in flavor and is more likely to be original, since the inclusion of the 
preposition EV makes the variant reading more acceptable in terms 
of Greek style (Fitzmyer 1981: 432 supplies the linguistic data; see 
especially Lev. 25:29, 48 and Mur 25 1 [Discoveries in the Judaean 
Desert 2:135 #25], a Wadi Murabbaat text from the Dead 
Sea collection). 


2:38. Marshall (1978: 124) rejects as speculation arguments that the 
Benedictus was positioned here in the original tradition. If this were 
So, it is not clear why Luke would then have taken the prophecy of a 
woman associated with Jesus’ dedication and put it in the lips of the 
Baptist’s father before Jesus was born. Such an unlikely movement 
would be required for this critical approach to stand. If the setting 
were Jesus’ birth, there are also the problems of direct address to 
John in 1:76 and the hymn’s distinguishing this prophet from the 


rising star to come. 


2:38. Luce (1933: 104) suggests that Anna is not historical. But 
Godet (1875: 1.144 notes that the creation of this account is unlikely, 
since if it had been created one could have expected a hymn in 
parallelism to Simeon. Plummer 1896: 73) notes that 

F. Schleiermacher also made this point. 


2:40. A textual variant reflected in some English translations (e.g., 
KJV) is supported by some manuscripts (A, ©, Y, 053, family 1, 
family 13, Byz, some Itala, Syriac) that read TIVEV UQTL, thus 
saying that Jesus grew strong “in spirit.” This looks like a 
harmonizing addition to make 1:80 and 2:40 parallel. Godet 1875: 
1.145, who often accepts Byzantine readings, rejects this one as a 
gloss. The UBS-NA text is supported by X, B, D, L, N, W, 1241, and 


some Syriac—a strong collection of external evidence. 


C. Jesus’ Revelation of His Self- 
Understanding (2:41-52) 


Luke 2:41-52 is the concluding note of Luke’s 
prelude. It is not an infancy account, since Jesus is 
on the edge of adulthood as far as the ancients are 
concerned. Rather, the story is both a high point 
and transition into the body of Luke’s Gospel. If 
the Gospel were a play, there would be a “fade to 
black” before this account and a pause to reflect 
the passing of twelve years. Now Jesus will speak 
for himself. The account is a high point in Luke 
1-2, because Jesus speaks for the first time, 
revealing how he sees his own task. 

The point of the passage is Jesus’ unique 
attachment to the Father (Schürmann 1969: 133; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 437). In addition, this relationship 
has priority over all other relationships so it will 
require certain painful obligations (Tannehill 
1986: 53). This account continues the serious note 
of Simeon’s remarks in 2:34-35. In fact, it could 
be seen as the first fulfillment of it, since Jesus 
causes his mother pain. Jesus knows what he is 
about and that he must do the task his Father has 


given him. The necessity of his carrying out the 
task shows his resolve and his recognition that 
God is sovereign (2:49). In this sense, Jesus is an 
example to those who follow him. They too must 
be faithful to the call of their Father. 

In addition, there is the initial picture of Jesus as 
very wise and knowing (Schneider 1977a: 74, 76). 
This is the first of many scenes where Jesus is 
with the teachers of the faith. Nothing is shared 
about the contents of the discussion. Rather, there 
is only the amazement at the quality of Jesus’ 
participation. 


Sources and Historicity 


Luke 2:41-52 is generally regarded as having a tradition history 
separate from the previous units in Luke 1-2.2 Some reasons for this 
conclusion are more valid than others. Most raise two details: (1) 
There is no mention of the virgin birth and (2) the shock of the 
parents at Jesus’ self-revelation is indicative that the account was 
not written in connection with other parts of Luke 1-2. The second 
reason is slightly more valid than the first, but both are suspect. The 
insistence that the virgin birth be mentioned every time Jesus’ 
parents appear is tedious. Joseph was the everyday, practical father 


to the child. So this reason is not compelling. And the shock of 
Jesus’ parents is not entirely surprising from the narrative’s 
viewpoint. Jesus has said nothing to this point. There have been 
twelve long years of silence since the events of 2:1-40. Jesus’ first 
set of remarks is shocking, because of his strong sense of identity 
with God in 2:49. There may also be shock that the remarks come 
after he has caused his parents such pain. Thus, it is unlikely that 
these objections to unity are decisive. 

More revealing, however, are stylistic features. The style of this 
pericope is more like the body of the Gospel than the infancy 
narratives. There is almost no recollection of the OT here. Moreover, 
there seems to be less trace of Semitisms in the account.2 These 
differences suggest that a distinct tradition is present, though they do 
not argue for Lucan creation, since the perspective is still very 
Jewish and there are still some traces of earlier roots.2 Luke may 
have brought the various materials together, but this account does 
seem to come out of Palestinian circles (Marshall 1978: 126). Jesus’ 
family or friends could be the ultimate source. 

There is some debate about whether Luke is responsible for some 
individual verses. Most see 2:52 as a Lucan summary built in parallel 
to 2:40 and 1:80. This is very likely, especially if these separate 
traditions were originally detached. 

It is suggested that 2:47 is a Lucan creation, as the note of 
astonishment appears to be added, but such notes are common in 
various traditions (1:65-66; 2:18, 33). The shift of subject from “they” 


(2:46) to “all” (2:47) and then back to “they” (2:48) is also raised as 
evidence of either an editor’s or Luke’s hand (see Schürmann 1969: 
135, who argues it is not Luke’s). Remarks like 2:47 do normally 
come at the very end of pericopes, but one cannot rule out a 
variation in form here (as also in 2:33). And the subject shift is not 
that abrupt when the issue is how others are perceiving Jesus. (This 
is little different from the reaction of the synagogue figure to Jesus’ 
healing in 13:14 in the midst of 13:10-17.) In fact, to continue to 
speak of “they” would exclude amazement on the part of anyone but 
the family. However, the point is that even the teachers sitting with 
Jesus were amazed. How else could this be said? 

Luke 2:44 is also usually posited as a Lucan creation because 
such a “lost child” situation is considered unlikely. But it is credible 
that a trustworthy child was assumed to be with other family. 


The account’s form has received various 
descriptions, some of which reflect judgments 
about historicity. Bultmann (1963: 244, 300) 
places it in his section on legend, by which he 
means a form that is not a miracle, but that is told 
for religious and edifying purposes rather than 
historical ones. Such accounts also have 
supernatural touches to them.“ Bultmann’s term 
and description are unfortunate. Other names are 
better, since there is no reason to reject historicity.° 


What is the form of the account? Berger (1984: 
253, 349) speaks of a childhood-prodigy story and 
of a revelatory dialogue. Such accounts of 
significant figures were common in the ancient 
world. Another good description of the account ’s 
form is “pronouncement story,” since Jesus’ 
saying is key to the pericope.” 

The outline of Luke 2:41—52 is as follows: 


1. Introduction (2:41-42) 
a. The faithful parents’ custom (2:41) 
b. The journey in Jesus’ twelfth year (2:42) 
2. Problem: search for the missing Jesus (2:43- 
45) 
3. Encounter: instruction but no understanding 
(2:46-50) 
a. Amazement of those who hear Jesus 
(2:46-47) 
b. Parental complaint (2:48) 
c. The point: Jesus must be in his Father’s 
house (2:49) 
d. The lesson not understood (2:50) 
4. Resolution: return home for a time (2:51) 
5. Transition: Jesus’ growth (2:52) 


Many themes have already been noted. Jesus’ 
relationship to his Father and his wisdom are the 
keys to the passage. Jesus knows the reason why 
he has come, part of which revolves around 
teaching. The account continues the note of 
wonder that has been a part of Luke 1-2. There is 
also a note of perplexity and pain in this text. 
People will struggle to understand Jesus’ task and 
person. What is clear is that Jesus does not 
struggle to know either God or his own mission. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


A and his parents would go down each year to Jerusalem at the 


time of the feast of the Passover. “And when he was twelve years 
old, they went up according to the custom of the feast. “*When the 
days of the feast had ended, upon the parents’ return, Jesus, the 
child, remained in Jerusalem and the parents did not know it. **But 
thinking he was in the caravan, they went a day’s journey and sought 
him among relatives and friends, and “when they did not find him, 
they returned to Jerusalem and were searching for him. 

46 and it came to pass after three days of separation, they found 


him in the temple seated in the midst of the teachers, listening to 


them and questioning them, but *’all those who heard him were 
amazed at his understanding and his answers. 

48 and when they [his parents] saw him they were amazed and his 
mother said to him, “Child, why did you do this to us? Behold, your 
father and | sought you with great pain.” 

49 And he said to them, “Why do you seek me? Do you not know 


that it is necessary for me to be in the things of my Father?” 
50 


51 


And they did not understand the words he spoke to them. 

And he returned with them and came into Nazareth and was 

submissive to them. And his mother kept all things in her heart. 
52 And Jesus grew in wisdom and stature and grace before God 


and men. 
1. Introduction (2:41-42) 
a. The Faithful Parents’ Custom (2:41) 


2:41 Luke 2:41-52 completes the Lucan 
introduction to Jesus. The section ends, as it begins 
(1:5), in the temple. The account really makes a 
transition into Jesus’ ministry and gives testimony to 
the early insight that Jesus had about his relationship 
to God. However, despite the move into a later period 
of Jesus’ life, structurally the repetition of the growth 
theme in 2:52 shows that Luke intends the story to 
conclude the initial section. The growth note about 


Jesus in 2:40 and a parallel note about John in 1:80 
together indicate that the passages are part of the 
same section. Thus, this account is a preministry 
account of Jesus’ life that serves as a prologue and 
foretaste of what will come in the rest of the Gospel. 
Just as the infancy section begins and ends in the 
temple, so also the events of the entire Gospel begin 
and end in the temple (1:5; 24:53). Luke often relates 
Jesus and his ministry to Judaism’s center of religious 
worship. Jesus never sought to turn his back on 
Judaism. 

The piety of Jesus’ parents comes to the fore again 
in this account, just as it did in the temple 
presentation of Jesus (2:21-40). The OT commanded 
Jewish men to come to Jerusalem for three festivals: 
Passover, Pentecost, and Tabernacles (Exod. 23:14— 
nation’s scattering, the custom of first-century 
Judaism was that the pious who lived some distance 
away from the city journeyed to the temple only once 
a year.“ The annual character of the family’s journey 
to celebrate the Passover is indicated by KAT’ ETOC 
(kat’ etos, each year). Jesus’ parents were faithful 
adherents to the traditional faith.” 


The Passover, the major feast celebrated at the 
beginning of the Jewish year, begins on the fifteenth 
of Nisan, which in our calendar falls in March or 
April (Fitzmyer 1981: 439-40). It recounts the 
miraculous deliverance of the nation from Egypt, 
which led to the exodus (Exod. 12:1—36). It was 
sometimes called the Feast of Unleavened Bread, 
since that celebration followed it immediately and the 
two feasts were celebrated together (Luke 22:1, 7; 
Matt. 26:2; Mark 14:1). Men were required to go, 
but the journey was not a requirement for women 
(m. Hag. 1.1). Thus, for a woman to go was a sign of 
great piety (Klostermann 1929: 46; Hendriksen 1978: 
183; SB 2:141—42; Preisker, TDNT 2:373). This note 
of piety is reinforced in 2:42. 

If the travelers went around Samaria, the journey 
was about an eighty-mile trip from Nazareth. The 
journey often included roads that were exploited by 
highway robbers, so the pilgrims often traveled in 
large caravans for protection. Some commentators 
mention that women and children often traveled in 
front, with the men in the back.“ There is, however, 
no cited evidence for this practice from the period 
itself. The journey would be a three- or four-day 
affair, as the caravan would make around twenty 


miles a day.” This verse sets the background to the 
account. Such an annual visit was a custom for the 
family. Some speculation exists whether this was 
Jesus’ first trip with the family, but the text provides 
no answer. All that concerns Luke is that Jesus went 
this time. 


b. The Journey in Jesus’ Twelfth Year (2:42) 


2:42 The journey occurred in Jesus’ twelfth year, 
which was before the normal age (i.e., thirteen) for 
Jewish boys to be responsible before God (m._Nid. 
5.6; m. Meg. 4.6; Schürmann 1969: 134 n. 257; 
Hendriksen 1978: 183; R. Brown 1977: 472-73). 
Instruction toward this goal would be intensive for 
twelve-year-olds (m. -Abot 5.21; b. Ketub. 50a; SB 
2:144—47). M. Nid. 5.6 is particularly enlightening, 
for it says that twelve-years-olds can be taught 
concerning vows, but they are not responsible for 
them until age thirteen. The custom of Bar Mitzvah, 
common today for Jewish boys, began at a period 
after the time of Jesus (Fitzmyer 1981: 440). 

This verse introduces the next passage by giving 
the setting of the events. The participle 
avaBatwovtwv (anabainontön, going up) is 
grammatically subordinate to the verb UMEUELVEV 


(hypemeinen, he remained) in 2:43 and serves as a 
genitive absolute with temporal force: “When they 
were going up” (Marshall 1978: 126-27). The 
parents’ taking the twelve-year-old Jesus on the 
Passover journey is, once again, a picture of faithful 
Jewish parents instructing their child in the faith on a 
very important holy day. 


2. Problem: Search for the Missing Jesus 
(2:43-45) 


2:43 Luke introduces a family problem. Although 
some pilgrims only celebrated Passover and then 
returned after two days, the phrase TEAELWOAVTWV 
TAC NUEPAG (teleiösantön tas hemeras, when the 
days were completed) seems to suggest that Jesus’ 
parents stayed for the whole seven-day period of the 
celebration (A. B. Bruce 1897: 478; Hendriksen 
1978: 183; Alford 1874: 465). The length of the stay 
also reveals the family’s devotion to Jewish custom 
and the worship of God. 

The nature of the returning caravan might well 
have been parallel to the journey into Jerusalem. If 
so, Joseph and Mary may have traveled separately, 
or, more likely, they may have assumed that Jesus 
was with relatives (2:44). Whatever the exact 


situation, the account is clear that the parents did not 
worry about Jesus (Plummer 1896: 75). Only at the 
end of the first day of travel, when all would have 
come together for the night, did the parents realize 
that there was a problem (2:43—44). 

Luke merely mentions that Jesus “remained 
behind” (Urt£ueivev, hypemeinen) in Jerusalem. The 
verse’s structure shows that this idea is the key one, 
alongside the parents’ being unaware (OUK 
€yvwoayv, ouk egnösan) of his absence. Speculation 
that Jesus’ parents were careless or that the incident 
is unbelievable is not profitable," and there is no 
reason to engage in either side of this debate. Jesus 
remained behind and the text makes no effort to 
blame the parents for the incident. Neither does the 
text contain any elements that would suggest Luke 
sees anything but a historical account here (Marshall 
1978: 126). The parents returned and Jesus remained 
behind without their knowledge. 

One detail is interesting. The term used to describe 
Jesus is TTALG (pais, child). Danker (1988: 74) argues 
that an allusion, a double entendre, is present because 
of Luke’s use of this term in Luke—Acts to refer to 
the “Servant of God” (static BeoVÜ, pais theou). 
However, three literary reasons argue against a 


reference to the Servant here: (1) the title staliic has 
not yet been used with reference to Jesus; (2) in this 
passage 7taic stands in contrast to Ol yovetc (hoi 
goneis, the parents), thereby reminding the reader 
that the event comes relatively early in Jesus’ life; 
and (3) the contrast between naŭe and matdtov 
(paidion, little child, baby) in 2:17, 27, 40, a 
diminutive form of TTALG, stresses the growth that 
Jesus has undergone since the previous event in Luke 
2. Thus, Luke’s use of mac simply indicates that 
when Jesus’ parents returned to Nazareth the child 
Jesus did not accompany them. 


2:44 The parents had a problem: they had 
mistakenly assumed that Jesus was somewhere in the 
caravan. LUVOSia (synodia, in the company [i.e., in 
the caravan]) is present only here in the NI (BAGD 
791; BAA 1577). As was mentioned in the exegesis 
of 2:41, some suggest that men and women traveled 
approach is that the evidence cited for this custom is 
modern. Only if nomadic customs like those 
practiced today were followed then would this 
explanation fit. Since villages traveled together, a 
more likely explanation is that the parents assumed 


that Jesus was safe with family and friends. That such 
a possibility fits the setting is noted by SB 2:148-49 
in citing how such vast caravans worked (see also 
Safrai 1974: 191-204; Safrai 1976d: 898-904). A 
the parents sought Jesus among relatives and friends 
but could not locate him. 


2:45 Luke notes how the parents reacted to Jesus’ 
absence: they headed back to the temple city to look 
for Jesus. The participles and the verb present an 
interesting picture. Both the participle geÜpoOVvTeg 
(heurontes, [not] finding) and the verb DmE€oTpEWAV 
(hypestrepsan, they returned) are aorist. They did not 
find him in the caravan and made a decision to go 
back to Jerusalem, their failure to locate him being 
expressed in summary tenses. In contrast, 
AvaCntovvtec (anazetountes, searching) is a 
present participle. When they got to Jerusalem, they 
began the process of searching for him—language 
reflecting the passing of time as they anxiously 
hunted for the missing child. 


3. Encounter: Instruction but No 
Understanding (2:46-50) 


a. Amazement of Those Who Hear Jesus (2:46— 
47) 


2:46 After three days the parents find Jesus in the 
temple. There is disagreement about this 
chronological reference. Alford (1874: 465) holds 
that the “three days” began with the search in 
Jerusalem rather than with the discovery that Jesus 
was missing. But most regard the phrase as referring 
to the first day out by caravan, the second day back 
from the caravan, and the third day in Jerusalem 
(Hendriksen 1978: 184; Creed 1930: 45; Marshall 
1978: 127; R. Brown 1977: 474). Danker suggests 
that the reference to the third day is an allusion to 
resurrection, but Fitzmyer rightly rejects the 
connection, noting that the phrase used in reference 
to the resurrection is different. R. Brown (1977: 
487) concludes that the wording Luke uses here is 
strictly chronological in meaning, for the other uses 
of this phrase have only a temporal sense (Acts 25:1; 
28:17). Thus, Jesus was found three days after the 
caravan started home. 

Mary and Joseph find Jesus in the temple, sitting at 
the feet of the teachers. Teachers in the ancient world 
normally sat with their students (C. Schneider, TDNT 
3:443 82d, 83b). The custom in Judaism was that 


pupils entered into question-and-answer dialogue 
with their mentors (SB 2:150—51; b. Sanh. 88b). It is 
not clear where Jesus is within the temple. Is he in 
the “house of instruction” or in the “outer court”? 
The text does not say." 

This is the only account in Luke where Jesus takes 
instruction from Jewish teachers. He is the listener; 
he does not instruct, as some popular renditions of 
the event suggest, except to enter into discussion with 
the teachers. As 2:47 shows, everyone is impressed 
with his understanding. In fact, apocryphal accounts 
of this incident make Jesus’ teaching the point of the 
event. The Infancy Story of Thomas 19.2 has Jesus’ 
comments silencing the teachers (Creed 1930: 45; 
Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.449). The Arabic Infancy 
Gospel 50-52 has Jesus instructing the teachers on 
subjects like medicine and astronomy (Plummer 
1896: 76). Such accounts differ from the simplicity 
of Luke’s material. 

The term 6t6a0KGAWV (didaskalön, teachers) is 
unusual for Luke in that this is the only place he uses 
it of Jewish teachers; his preferred terms for Jewish 
teachers are VOULKOG (nomikos, lawyer) and 
YPAULATEUVC (grammateus, scribe) (R. Brown 1977: 
474). The unusual usage probably suggests a source. 


For the most part Luke reserves 6t6G0KQA0¢ for 
Jesus, though John the Baptist is its referent in 3:12 
(Rengstorf, TDNT 2:152-53). Its use here is strictly 
neutral, not negative. Jesus is portrayed as a boy with 
a thirst to understand and discuss spiritual questions. 
The tranquillity of this dialogue will be shattered 
later by the disputes that Jesus will have with the 
religious authorities. As Danker (1988: 75) says, 
“One day his questions will pierce to the very core of 
the religious establishment, and he will give answers 
to his own questions” (e.g., 11:19-20; 13:2-5; 20:41- 
44 with 22:69). For now, Jesus is a boy at the 
instructors’ feet. However, as the rest of this section 
will show, Jesus is already aware that he is more than 
a mere student of an ancient and venerable faith. 


2:47 Jesus’ wisdom astonishes the crowd. Luke 
frequently uses EZLOTAVTO (existanto, were amazed) 
to describe the wonder that emerges from an action 
associated with God’s presence (Luke 8:56; Acts 2:7, 
12; 8:13; 9:21; Ellis 1974: 86; Fitzmyer 1981: 442). 
But this meaning does not suggest an awareness of 
Jesus’ divinity, since the pericope itself shows that 
even Jesus’ parents do not understand him yet in 
these terms. Rather, he is a person gifted by God. 


What produces the astonishment is the dialogue that 
Jesus has with the teachers.” The insight of his 
answers is what draws their attention. LUVEOEL 
(synesei) speaks of understanding that is able to 
penetrate to the heart of an issue, and the term can be 
rendered “insight” (Isa. 11:2; 1 Chron. 22:12; 

R. Brown 1977: 475). Other figures of the era were 
portrayed in this way, but often the portrayal was 
autobiographical and, as a result, self-serving (so 
Josephus, Life 2 338-9; Plutarch, Life of Alexander 5 
(666-67); Danker 1988: 75-76). Jesus is not 
portrayed as God’s wisdom, as he will be later 
(11:49-51), but he is seen as endowed with wisdom. 
Thus, the verse illustrates Jesus’ growth in wisdom 
(2:40; Schiirmann 1969: 135; R. Brown 1977: 475). 
As Sir. 11:1 says, those who have wisdom are 
regarded with respect, taking their seat among the 
great, even if they are poor. The audience’s 
amazement shows respect for the quality of Jesus’ 
insight. 


b. Parental Complaint (2:48) 


2:48 Their discovery of Jesus leads the parents to a 
mild complaint, though they are amazed to see Jesus 
talking with the temple teachers. The term chosen 


here is different from that used in the previous verse. 
EzertAaynoav (exeplagésan) refers to a reaction of 
being overwhelmed by events (BAGD 244; BAA 
indicates both amazement and relief, since the verse 
goes on to mention that Mary and Joseph were 
anxious about finding Jesus. 

As in the other accounts in the infancy section, 
Mary is the key parental figure. The exchange is 
rather direct, and her words leave no doubt that Jesus 
had really troubled his parents. She mentions that 
they searched for him with anxiety. OSUVWUEVOL 
(odynömenoi, anxiously) describes deep mental pain 
or trauma. Only Luke uses this term in the NT 
(Hauck, TDNT 5:115; Luke 16:24-25; Acts 20:38). 
Mary, speaking for both parents, wants to know why 
he has done such a seemingly insensitive thing. 
Jesus’ reply in the next verse addresses both of them 
as well. The form of Mary’s question may have OT 
23:11; Judg. 15:11). This is the language of 
complaint. The question prepares for a key teaching 
about Jesus’ identity. Even his parents must come to 
understand his mission. 


c. The Point: Jesus Must Be in His Father’s House 
(2:49) 


2:49 Jesus’ reply represents his first statement in the 
Gospel. It reveals Jesus’ sense of priority and 
includes a reference to the necessity of his task. The 
key Lucan term gŭ (dei, it is necessary) — used 
strategically in the Gospel where elements of Jesus’ 
mission are set forth’*—is included in the statement. 
This is the only use of eï that suggests Jesus’ 
relationship to the Father. His parents need to 
understand his mission. 

The thrust of the reply has been debated. The issue 
turns on filling in a missing element in the passage. 
The key phrase Ev TOtc TOD TTATPOG uov (en tois 
tou patros mou) is literally translated “in the ... of 
my Father.” What is to be supplied in the ellipse is at 
issue (Fitzmyer 1981: 443-44; R. Brown 1977: 475- 
ZI): 


1. The least held view is that Jesus says that he 
must be among those of his Father’s house, that 
is, among the Jewish teachers of the law. This 
view is attributed to some church fathers, though 
R. Brown questions this association.” Jesus 
makes reference to an “eschatological family” in 


Luke (8:19-21; 11:27-28). But the fatal blow 
against this view is that it is highly unlikely that 
Jesus would refer so positively to teachers of the 
law (or that the church would retain such a 
tradition). There is too much conflict with these 
figures later in Luke’s account for them to be so 
exalted here (11:37—54; 20-23). 

2. Another view, reflected in some translations, 
is a reading that translates, “I must be about my 
Father’s business” (KJV; NKJV; Erasmus; see 
discussion in R. Brown 1977: 476). This view 
can amass many parallel texts: Mark 8:33; 1 Cor. 
7:32-34; 1 Tim. 4:15. The idea then becomes 
that God’s ministry is paramount to Jesus and 
that his parents must understand this. But this 
reading is contextually less than satisfying. The 
issue up to this point was the pain in searching 
for Jesus. Why should Jesus raise the broad issue 
of the Father’s business when Mary simply 
wanted to know why he stayed behind at the 
temple? To put it another way, Jesus could do the 
Father’s business in lots of places other than the 
temple, as his ministry will prove (Creed 1930: 
46). Thus, this reading is not clearly supported 
from the context. Also, Luke 2:49 uses a 


construction (év and the neuter plural definite 
article) that is not used in the parallel texts cited 
for the view: Mark 8:33 and 1 Cor. 7:32—34 do 
not use Ev and 1 Tim. 4:15 uses Ev and the 
neuter plural demonstrative pronoun. This view 
is unlikely to be correct. 

3. The most widely held view today is that the 
phrase translates, “I must be in my Father’s 
house.” Jesus must be involved with instruction 
in divine things, since the temple as presented by 
Luke is above all a place where instruction 
occurs (Luke 20-21). An additional point here is 
that Jesus’ parents should have known where to 
look. The construction of Ev, the neuter plural 
definite article, and a genitive fits this view best. 
This is an idiom for being in one’s house (Gen. 
41:51; Esth. 7:9; Job 18:19; Josephus, Against 
Apion 1.18 8118; Antiquities 16.10.1 3302; 

P. Oxy. vol. 3 #523 line 3). Thus, Jesus declares 
the necessity of being in God’s house, where 
God’s presence is held to reside and where 
instruction about God is given. 


The way in which Jesus asks his question is really 
designed to make a statement. The “do you not 


know” introduction is designed to produce an 
affirmative reply. The parents need to see that Jesus 
must be about the work of discussing what God 
desires. To limit the reply’s force to “you should have 
known where I was,” as Creed (1930: 46) does, is to 
remove the rationale for keeping the story in the 
tradition. Surely the point of S€t and the mention of 
God’s house is to emphasize that Jesus must discuss 
what humankind’s task before God is. 

But the reply has another additional element of 
teaching. When Jesus refers to the temple as his 
Father ’s house, a note of intimacy is raised that is 
significant. This idea of sonship has been variously 
explained: 


1. Some suggest that the idea of God as Father is 
the language of the pious and faithful (Winter 
1954: 146-47 cites Frg. Tg. on Exod. 15:2). 
Jesus is alluding to his relationship to God as a 
faithful follower. Schiirmann (1969: 137 n. 280) 
notes the key texts outside the Fragmentary 
Targum that may suggest such an idea (Sir. 23:1, 
4; 4:10; Wis. 2:16, 18; Ps. 71:15-17). The 
problem with this association is that the targum’s 
date, even though disputed, comes too late to be 


of value for a first-century meaning, while most 
of the other references imply only a Father 
concept. The Sirach parallels, however, are 
strong and may suggest an aspect of connection; 
but given Jesus’ emphasis on his task, his being a 
faithful follower cannot be the major point. 

2. Others limit the reference to a messianic sense 
since the “Son of God” in the OT is a regal idea 
nowhere else does the king address God as his 
Father as Jesus does here.” 

3. It seems best to see an intimate allusion to the 
filial relationship that Jesus has to God (10:21- 
22; Godet 1875: 1.149; Hendriksen 1978: 185; 
Marshall 1978: 129). “My Father” suggests the 
mystery that is a part of Jesus’ person (Schneider 
1977a: 75). Jesus has a strong sense of identity 
with the Father and is committed to the mission 
God sent him to do. The reference here is 
personal versus messianic, for it is not clear why 
Messiah would be needed in the temple. Like the 
Gospel of John’s portrayal, Jesus recognizes 
himself as sent by the Father to reveal his will. 
How this view of Jesus fits into the trinitarian 
language and discussion of the postapostolic 


church, however, is not Luke’s explicit concern. 
The relationship is merely presented; it is not 
developed or explained. Thus, what Schürmann 
(1969: 137) calls the “high point” of the infancy 
section is that Jesus introduces himself to the 
reader for the first time. Jesus declares that he is 
called to instruct humans because he has a close, 
personal relationship to the Father and has a 
mission to carry out from him. The implication 
for the reader is clear, “Let anyone who has ears 
listen to what is taught by the Son!” As for Jesus’ 
parents, they too must come to understand this 
mission (note Nolland’s remarks [1989: 132] that 
Jesus’ reply was not so much a reproach about 
having the right priorities as it was a declaration 
of mission). Of course, Jesus’ parents were not 
alone in trying to come to grips with who Jesus 
was. The disciples also came along very slowly 
in perceiving that following God’s will took 
priority for Jesus (Luke 9:59-62; 14:26; Mark 
10:29-30). 


d. The Lesson Not Understood (2:50) 


2:50 The parents do not understand Jesus?’ remarks. 
Their ignorance relates to the exact nature of Jesus’ 


mission as well as to his identity. If they had 
understood his mission better, then his presence in 
the temple would not have been so surprising (Ellis 
1974: 86). Again the parents’ ignorance will be 
matched by that of the disciples, showing that 
understanding God’s calling is not a natural thing into 
which one falls (9:45; 10:21-24; 18:34; Danker 

1988: 78). 

This ignorance, especially Mary’s, has caused 
problems for some commentators, who find it hard to 
believe that Mary, in light of all she experienced, 
could have failed to understand Jesus’ mission. Some 
try to explain the passage by referring the ignorance 
to someone other than Mary (see R. Brown 1977: 477 
for the options). Three such efforts exist. (1) Some 
relate the ignorance only to Joseph, but the reference 
to “they” (aUTOL, autoi) is against this limited 
connection. This view is centuries old (Brown cites a 
sixteenth-century work by Cardinal Cajetan). (2) 
Others relate the ignorance to bystanders, but the 
dialogue before the verse involves the parents, as 
does the reference to Mary following the remark (M. 
Power 1912). (3) Still others allude to an 
unmentioned saying of Jesus being the source of the 
ignorance, but such an appeal is special pleading and 


cannot honor the literary flow of the passage.” None 
of these views is satisfactory. Rather the parents’ 
ignorance demonstrates that it was hard to fathom the 
new ground Jesus was breaking. 

The parents’ ignorance has also produced a more 
skeptical response. Luce (1933: 106) and R. Brown 
(1977: 482-84) both regard it as unlikely that the full 
account of this event is historical. Luce believes the 
ignorance to stand in contradiction to the 
annunciation narrative, while Brown argues that it 
reflects a postresurrection understanding about Jesus 
projected back into the infancy setting. For Brown 
the ignorance motif is designed to explain why no 
one recognized Jesus as the Son of God earlier in his 
earthly ministry and life, a view that goes back at 
least to W. Wrede’s 1901 work on the messianic 
secret in Mark. One is hard pressed, however, to see 
the need to explain away a person struggling to 
accept the identity of a man who had a unique 
relationship to God and to understand as well all the 
aspects of his mission. Is it any wonder that those 
around Jesus were slow to realize fully who he was? 
If such a man were to come today, would not the 
uniqueness of the claim give us pause, especially if 
the view existed that such a man would be a great 


regal figure? The problem of people wrestling to 
comprehend who Jesus actually was and what he 
might be doing in a place like the temple was a real 
one in the face of Jewish national hope. What 
association would that person have with necessary 
activity in the temple? The struggle to understand and 
accept Jesus for who he was in the comprehensive 
scope of his mission was a problem not only for 
Jesus’ parents. It was a problem that continued into 
Luke’s own day. For Luke, the uncertainty was 
resolved by a study of Jesus’ life and ministry (1:1- 
4). The parents may well picture the struggle of 
Luke’s readers. 


4. Resolution: Return Home for a Time (2:51) 


2:51 The incident at the temple was an isolated 
affair, after which Jesus returned home with his 
parents to Nazareth. There he lived, one may assume, 
a normal life. That the account speaks of Jesus’ 
submitting himself to his parents shows the 
narrative’s respect toward Jesus. Children were to be 
submissive and yet Jesus’ submission is worthy of 
note, because of who he is. Jesus’ piety in this self- 
submission is the point. In fact, the submission 


appears to have lasted at least seventeen years, and in 
the intervening time Joseph died. 

After the mention of the return, Luke adds a note 
about Mary’s response to this event and others like it: 
she keeps all these things in her heart. The plural 
phrase TAVTA TA PruaTa (panta ta rhemata, all 
things) shows that more than the temple scene is 
referred to here. The idea recalls 2:19 and, although 
worded differently, makes the same point. The 
reference to keeping (ÖLETNPEL, dietérei) has to do 
with careful recall, keeping a close eye to something 
(Gen. 37:11 [Jacob of Joseph’s dream]; Acts 15:29; 
BAGD 189; BAA 381). This mention of Mary’s 
recollection indicates that she took note of the events 
about Jesus and did not take unkindly to his retort, 
but rather reflected on it. Thus, Mary’s reputation, 
which may have been hurt by the exposure of her 
ignorance, receives some restoration. In fact, the 
pondering that Mary does may well be a call to the 
reader to do the same, in that she pictures what the 
faithful should do when they encounter truths about 
Jesus (Schneider 1977a: 76; Schürmann 1969: 138). 

The remark creates speculation about the source for 
the infancy material. Plummer (1896: 78) and Godet 
(1875: 1.163) take the remark to be a Lucan clue that 


Mary is the source for much of this material. 
Klostermann (1929: 48) feels that such a conclusion 
is pressing the language of the verse. It is difficult to 
resolve the dispute. Although it is possible that the 
material goes back to Mary, such a conclusion cannot 
be established definitively, since Luke does not name 
a source. However, it is likely that at some point she 
did contribute to this material, since she would be a 
major source for such information about Jesus. Even 
if this material emerged from Jewish Christianity, as 
some scholars argue and as has been argued at points 
in this commentary, there would, given such a 
setting, likely have been contact with Jesus’ mother 
or a member of the family. The comment in this verse 
suggests this connection. 


5. Transition: Jesus’ Growth (2:52) 


2:52 A second note about Jesus’ growth concludes 
the introductory section (cf. 2:40). It may well be a 
Lucan summary. That Jesus receives two such notices 
while John the Baptist receives only one suggests 
Jesus’ superiority. The wording is like 1 Sam. 2:21, 
26. The mention of both God and humans is a way of 
saying all perceived this growth. Whereas John grew 
in spirit (Luke 1:80), Jesus grew in wisdom, stature, 


and favor (Hendriksen 1978: 186). This difference is 
yet another indication of superiority. The reference to 
wisdom has to do with a growth in Jesus’ insight (see 
the exegesis of 2:47 on ouvéoet). HAtkia (hélikia, 
stature) probably addresses growth in physical stature 
(19:3; Marshall 1978: 130; J. Schneider, TDNT 
2:941-43). Such a note of physical growth for a 
major figure is not unusual (see Josephus, Antiquities 
2.9.6 8230, of Moses). The reference to grace 
(YApLTL, chariti) has to do with moral growth and 
favorable perception (Prov. 3:3). Luke pictures Jesus’ 
growth very naturally. His terms for Jesus change 
from one pericope to the next: Bp&@og (brephos, 
baby; 2:16), ttaL8LoV (paidion, little child; 2:40), 
TALC (pais, child; 2:43), and finally just his name 
(2:52; Plummer 1896: 78). 


Summary 


Luke 2:41-52 reveals Jesus’ self-testimony and 
calls the reader to consider who Jesus is. At a 
young age, he remained behind in the temple and 
entered into exchange with the teachers of the 
faith. Both his questions and his answers brought 
attention to him for their insight. Of course, what 


was troublesome was that Jesus had entered into 
this encounter without his parents being aware 
that he had remained behind in Jerusalem. His 
absence caused them anguish, and when they 
found him, Mary did not hesitate to make the 
point. This in turn led to Jesus’ crucial remark 
about the necessity of his involvement with 
religious discussion like that at the temple. His 
sonship demanded it. Such self-understanding the 
parents could not comprehend, nor did they 
perceive as yet Jesus’ total sense of priorities 
toward the things of the Father. Yet the event is 
but a foretaste of Jesus’ later ministry. The 
remarks are significant as Jesus’ first words in the 
Gospel. The struggle that the parents had is 
similar to the disciples’ struggle. Others also will 
wrestle to understand who he is. All will have to 
wrestle with Jesus’ identity and decide exactly 
who Jesus is. Jesus returns to normal life for a 
time and submits to his parents until later. But 
Mary ponders the remarks of her child as he 
grows UP. 

The reader of Luke’s Gospel is left to ponder the 
same things. One reads on with interest to see 
what Jesus’ ministry itself will reveal about him. 


With such a preview of Jesus as Messiah-Servant- 
Son, one can only look forward with expectation 
to the teaching and wisdom that Jesus will display. 
The time of fulfillment comes. 

When considered as a whole, these two chapters 
show that whatever God promised came to pass. 
The passage provides not only expectation, but 
assurance concerning the things to which Luke 
testifies. In Jesus, God is at work. 


II. Preparation for Ministry: Anointed 
by God (3:1-4:13) 


Luke’s second major section introduces Jesus’ ministry 
through the ministry of John the Baptist. This section 
has two major units: John’s ministry as the “one who 
goes before” (3:1-20), followed by the introduction of 
the “Mightier One who is to come” (3:21—4:13). 

John’s ministry (3:1-20) has three major themes. John 
comes, as the OT promised, to announce the way of the 
Lord and to baptize for the forgiveness of sins (3:1-6). 
John preaches a message that warns about judgment if 
one does not respond in concrete repentance (3:7-14). 
John promises that one is coming who will bring the 
promised Holy Spirit (3:15-18). This unit closes with a 
short note about how John was imprisoned (3:19-20). 

Jesus arrives to be baptized by John (3:21-22), an 
event that contains the first “voice from heaven” remark 
about Jesus (9:35 is the other). The voice describes 
Jesus in terms that recall OT promise: he is the beloved, 
regal Son-Servant. Luke then introduces a genealogy 
that goes back to Adam, the son of God (3:23-38). 
Jesus comes for all people as the second (but successful) 
Adam. Then Jesus goes into the wilderness to suffer 
through Satan’s temptations (4:1-13). This first cosmic 


confrontation is not really about temptation but victory. 
Unlike Adam, Jesus does not succumb to the devil, but 
resists him. Satan’s challenge of Jesus’ faithfulness as 
Son fails. Jesus is qualified to minister God’s salvation. 
He obeys God and resists self and Satan. 

This section introduces John’s and Jesus’ ministries. 
As with the infancy material, Jesus’ superiority is the 
point. After this unit John the Baptist disappears from 
the stage, except for a brief appearance in 7:18-35. The 
main figure comes center stage and dominates the 
account." 


Localities in Luke 3:1-4:13 


Abilene 3:1 
desert 3:2, 4; 4:1 
Galilee 3:1 
Iturea 3:1 
Jerusalem 4:9 


Jordan River 3:3; 4:1 


Judea 


Machaerus 


Perea 


Qumran 


Trachonitis 


3:1 


[3:20; Josephus, Antiquities 
18.5.2 §119] 


[3:3] 


[3:2-3] 


3:1 


ITUREA ABILENE 


TRACHONITIS 


GALILEE 


PEREA 


desert 


Jordan River 


A. John the Baptist: One Who Goes 
Before (3:1-20) 


Luke 3:1-20 contains much uniquely Lucan material. 
Only Luke details the content of John the Baptist’s 
teaching (Luke 3:10-14). Only Luke cites Isa. 40:4—5 
(Luke 3:4-6). The lengthened citation (Matthew and 
Mark cite only Isa. 40:3) means that Jesus’ coming 
offers the opportunity of salvation for all. Only Luke 
mentions the imprisonment of John so early in the 
account (Luke 3:19—20). But there are also traditional 
materials that have clear parallels elsewhere. The 
warning about judgment to the Jewish leaders has a 
clear parallel (Luke 3:7-9; Matt. 3:7-10). The 
promise of the Mightier One to come has conceptual 
parallels (Luke 3:15-17; Matt. 3:11-12; Mark 1:7-8). 
Both old and fresh material describe John’s ministry 
of preparation. 


1. Ministry of John the Baptist (3:1- 
6) 


This pericope has a twofold purpose: to place 


Jesus’ ministry in the midst of world history (3:1— 
2a) and to set the ministry of John the Baptist in 
the midst of OT_hope (3:4-6). The word of God 
comes to John in the wilderness as his ministry 
By_beginning in the wilderness, the account picks 
up where the infancy section left off with John 
(1:80). 

The teaching about John the Baptist extending 
to 3:20 represents what Schürmann (1969: 148) 
calls the “pre-kerygma” of John. John’s message 
prepares the people for the coming of salvation 
with a call to repent. 

The position of John the Baptist in Luke’s 
Gospel is a much discussed issue. Some consider 
John the last of the prophets, the last of the age of 
promise. So Conzelmann (1960: 18-27) argues by 
noting that the Baptist account is self-contained in 
Luke. He notes that Luke moves the account of 
John’s imprisonment up, so that Jesus is the 
exclusive focus of the period of fulfillment (so 
also Ernst 1977: 146; Schürmann 1969: 149, 183— 
84; and Fitzmyer 1981: 450-51, but with some 
qualification). Luke 16:16, with its “clear” break 
between John the Baptist and Jesus, is 


Conzelmann’s major support text. Others consider 
John a bridge figure in whom the transition from 
promise to fulfillment is made." The key to the 
debate is the infancy section. If one includes its 
teaching as a part of Luke’s perspective—and 
there is no reason to exclude it—then John is 
closely linked to the time of fulfillment, so that the 
best description of him is as a bridge. In addition, 
7:18-35, where John reappears, also serves to give 
a close linkage between John and Jesus. Whether 
the exegesis of 16:16 sustains a “clear” break 
between John and Jesus is debatable (Marshall 
1970: 146; see the exegesis of 16:16). 

A problem in this discussion is a failure to 
distinguish between figures of fulfillment and the 
time of fulfillment. With John’s ministry, the time 
of fulfillment comes. The “precursor” is 
indivisibly linked to Jesus, even as the use of 
Isaiah in this pericope shows. But for Luke, Jesus 
is the only figure who brought the eschaton. 
John’s ministry fulfills the promise only in 
pointing to Jesus and his ministry. 


Sources and Historicity 


The sources of this pericope can be determined by a quick 
comparison with Mark 1.2 Whatever the source of Mark’s material, 
Luke clearly had additional material or has given John’s ministry his 
own additional reflections. (1) He lengthens the OT citation to include 
Isa. 40:4—5, so that the universal manifestation of salvation is clear 


in its historical setting, working from the greatest rulers down. He 


starts with Tiberius Caesar, goes to the Roman governor Pilate, then 
to the Jewish tetrarchs, ending with religious high priests. (3) Unlike 
the Marcan tradition, Luke does not engage in a description of John’s 
ascetic lifestyle, though the later description of John in 7:33 shows 
that Luke knows about it. He also notes with Mark that John 
performed his baptism in the Jordan River. Mark and Matthew also 
share the points about lifestyle and place of ministry. Thus, though 
much of what Luke writes agrees with Mark and Matthew, he adds 
additional features to the portrait (Aland 1985: 813). In later 
pericopes, Luke is closer to Matthew than to Mark. Luke 3:7—9 and 
3:15-17 have Matthean parallels. Thus, Luke’s material has 
traditional roots. 

With regard to historicity, John’s ascetic lifestyle and baptism are 
generally accepted. When challenges come, they revolve around the 
Gospels’ portrait of him as forerunner, especially since as late as the 
period covered in Acts 19:1-7 there were some people who had only 
John’s baptism. The issues surrounding John 1 and Luke 1 also 


raise questions. But all that the Acts 19 passage shows is that some 
who had heard John did not yet know of Jesus. They are not “John’s 
disciples” carrying his flame despite the presence of Jesus, which is 
how some describe them. The issues surrounding John 1 and Luke 
1 were treated in the additional note on 1:25. One can accept the 
account's trustworthiness (see the additional note on 3:3). 


As the next few pericopes show, Luke is 
interested not only in John as the precursor and 
baptizer, but also in giving John’s message (see 
esp. 3:10-14). In doing so, Luke presents John as 
a prophet more fully than do the other Synoptic 
writers. All the writers agree that John was a man 
whose ministry anticipated Jesus, but Luke 
explains how John prepared for Jesus. In addition, 
Luke’s placement of these events on the stage of 
world history communicates that they were of 
international significance; they did not occur in a 
comer (Acts 26:26; Schürmann 1969: 150; Danker 
1988: 81). 

The text combines various forms. It has a 
historical note in 3:1-2a. There is a brief historical 
description in 3:2b—3. Then in 3:4—6 there is a 
comparison with the OT, which announced what 
God’s coming salvation is like. This OT text 


explains what the events mean (Berger 1984: 114, 
the narrative’s framing of John the Baptist’s l 
ministry. 

The outline of Luke 3:1—6 is as follows: 


a. Historical setting of John’s ministry (3:1-2a) 

b. John’s preaching a baptism of repentance 
(3:2b-3) 

c. Isaiah’s promise of a preparer for salvation 
(3:4-6) 


Four points dominate the pericope. First, God’s 
promise comes in the context of history. Second, 
the word of God is once again active. Third, the 
preparation for salvation requires personal 
repentance of one’s sins. Fourth, John’s coming 
was anticipated in the Scriptures; it is a clearing of 
the way for God. The story of the good news 
really begins in earnest when John prepares a 
people for God’s salvation (1:17, 76-77). 


Exegesis and Exposition 


land in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar, when 
Pontius Pilate was governor of Judea, and Herod was tetrarch of 
Galilee, and Philip his brother was tetrarch of the region of Iturea and 
Trachonitis, and Lysanius was tetrarch of Abilene, ?during the high 
priesthood of Annas and Caiaphas, the word of God came to John, 
the son of Zechariah, in the wilderness. *And he came into all the 
region of the Jordan preaching a baptism of repentance for the 
forgiveness of sins, “even as it is written in the book of the recorded 
words of Isaiah the prophet, “A voice is crying in the wilderness, 
‘Prepare the way for the Lord, make straight his paths. °All valleys 
shall be filled and all mountains and hills shall be lowered, and the 
crooked places shall be straight and the rocky places shall be 


smooth, Sand all men shall see God's salvation.” 


a. Historical Setting of John’s Ministry 
(3:1-2a) 


3:1 Luke gives the setting of John’s ministry. In fact, 
seven rulers are mentioned, working from the most 
comprehensive ruler down to the regional spiritual 
leaders. This type of synchronic approach to dating 
fits ancient style (Thucydides 2.2; Polybius 1.3), as 
well as being a part of OT dating, where the 
prophet’s call is placed alongside the rulers who 
governed during his ministry (Jer. 1:1-3; Isa. 1:1; 


Amos 1:1; Schürmann 1969: 151 n. 31; Nolland 
1989: 138; C. F. Evans 1990: 231). 

Tiberius ruled this region from a distance, so that 
the effect of his reign was present only through the 
governors and others under him. Tiberius inherited 
his governmental system from Augustus, his 
stepfather, in A.D. 14. Tiberius had been an effective 
general, but withdrew and pursued academic studies 
in Rhodes when it appeared that Augustus was 
grooming the son of his daughter Julia as the next 
emperor. When that son died in battle, Tiberius quite 
logically became the heir. The empire was divided 
into imperial provinces directly under the emperor’s 
care (e.g., Syria and Galatia) and senatorial provinces 
under the care of the Senate (e.g., Asia, Macedonia, 
and Achaea).* Rulers in these regions were either 
legates (military men in charge of the army) or 
prefects (also called procurators, administrative 
financial officers in charge of collecting taxes and 
keeping the peace). Prefects were usually of lesser 
stature than legates.* Pontius Pilate was a prefect. 

Sometimes rule was shared with regional figures 
who had developed a good relationship with the 
emperor. Such had been the case for Antipater (the 
grandfather of Herod Antipas), who ruled Idumea 


from 63 B.C. to 43 B.C. and was accorded a function 
like that of a prefect in 55. Antipater had received 
authority to rule from Julius Caesar for helping the 
emperor suppress rebellion in Syria. Thus, in Judea 
of Jesus’ time, Herod Antipas ruled Galilee and Perea 
as tetrarch from 4 B.C. to A.D. 39. He was a third- 
generation ruler of a family with deep ties to Rome. 
His father, Herod the Great (“king” from 37 B.C. to 4 
B.C.), ruled a vast region that encompassed much of 
what had been ancient Israel. Herod the Great rebuilt 
much of the city of Jerusalem and started the 
restoration of the great temple. Education and 
economic vitality came to the region, intermixed with 
bouts of internal unrest. But with his death in A B.C., 
his kingdom was split among his three sons: 
Archelaus, the eldest, received Judea and Samaria 
until his banishment in A.D. 6 (he died in A.D. 18). 
Herod Antipas inherited Galilee and Perea, and their 
benevolent half-brother Philip received the northern 
Transjordan area. Technically, they were all tetrarchs 
or, in effect, regional rulers. With Archelaus’s 
banishment, the governing of the region became the 
domain of a succession of Roman prefects, but wise 
policy required that the prefect cooperate with his 
Herodian neighbors and be sensitive to his 


predominantly Jewish subjects. John’s ministry 
stepped into this complex political situation (Schürer 
1973-87: 1.336-98; Reicke 1968: 84-137). 

The major ancient source for this period is 
Josephus, who discusses each of the key figures: 
Pontius Pilate, Herod Antipas, and Philip.° Philo also 
discusses Pilate (Embassy to Gaius 38 8299). In 
addition, an inscription referring directly to Pilate as 
prefect is evidence that he was popularly regarded as 
holding this position.® 

Luke’s mention of Lysanius of Abilene has often 
been regarded as historical error. Wellhausen (1904: 
4) believes that Luke blundered by citing the 
Lysanius mentioned by Josephus in Antiquities 
14.13.3 8330 and 15.4.1 892. This ruler is too early 
to be mentioned here since he died in 36 B.C. But the 
accusation of error ignores evidence of other 
inscriptions (Bö;ckh 1828-77: #4521, #4523) that 
attest to a later Lysanius who lived in the time of 
Tiberius. In fact, the inscriptions may suggest that 
several dynasts of this period bore this name (Creed 
1930: 307—9; Godet 1875: 1.168-69; Plummer 1896: 
84; Schürer 1973-87: 1.567-69). Fitzmyer (1981: 
457-58) notes that one cannot categorically identify 
the figure in the inscriptions with the figure 


mentioned by Luke, but what the evidence does show 
is that there is clearly more than one Lysanius in this 
region in this period. Thus, even external evidence 
suggests that Luke’s mention is accurate (Marshall 
1978: 134). The inscriptions seem to be confirmed by 
vague Josephean references to a Lysanius in a time 
period before Herod Agrippa I, Herod Antipas’s 
nephew and successor who ruled from A.D. 40 to 44 
(Antiquities 19.5.1 8275; 20.7.1 8138). As to the 
dates of Lysanius, the references are so few and 
obscure that they cannot be determined. 


3:2a The final figures mentioned in Luke’s 
synchronic dating are Annas and Caiaphas, who are 
not political figures but the key Jewish religious 
authorities. The reference has an interesting 
peculiarity, as Luke refers to the period of the 
APXLEPEWG (archiereös, high priest) Annas and 
Caiaphas. That is, Luke uses a singular term to refer 
to two men. But there were not two high priests in 
this period. Annas had been high priest from 6 to 15.7 
After a few short tenures by other high priests, 
Caiaphas, Annas’s son-in-law, came to power and 
remained there until 36. Thus, Caiaphas was the 
formal high priest during this time. 


What is Luke suggesting by his use of the singular 
APXLEPEWG? He is communicating that actual power 
was really shared and that the religious authority of 
the region was really a two-man affair, with Annas 
exercising great power behind the scenes (Ellis 1974: 
88; Marshall 1978: 134). The picture of John 18:13- 
27 confirms this description and shows the accuracy 
of Luke’s reference (on Caiaphas, see Acts 4:6; John 
11:49; Bovon 1989: 168-69). It may well be also that 
Annas, though not officially in office, retained the 
title for life, much as American presidents or 
governors do. Thus, one could speak of the time of 
the high priests Annas and Caiaphas without 
speaking of their official time of holding office. 
Josephus also exhibits plural references with regard 
to the high priests (on Annas, see Antiquities 20.9.1 
88197-200; on the “college” of high priests, see 
Antiquities 20.10.4-5 §8244—51). Thus, Luke 
accurately gives insight into the real power structure 
of religious Judaism in Jerusalem. 

The data show the complexity of the political and 
religious setting into which John’s ministry came. 
There were many parties and concerns with which 
one had to deal. One lived in the contexts of Roman 
rule, the allies of Rome, and religious Judaism. Israel 


was under subjection, but there was cooperation. The 
detail shows Luke’s universal perspective. In this 
setting the word of God came through a prophet. The 
data place us in the time of A.D. 29, as God began to 
move in history and manifest his salvation (Luke 
3:6). These events occurred in the public square 
(Acts 26:26). 


b. John’s Preaching a Baptism of Repentance 
(3:2b-3) 


3:2b The extended effort to date John’s arrival 
shows this event’s importance. The Baptist’s call to 
prophetic ministry is more than the call of any OT 
what is present for Luke is the beginning of the epoch 
of fulfillment, for if the speeches of Acts are 
considered, one can see how closely Luke links John 
to Jesus (Acts 1:22; 10:37; 13:24-25; Plummer 1896: 

84-85). John and Jesus should not be totally 
separated in the description of Luke’s salvation- 
historical presentation.” 

External ancient sources testify to the existence of 
John the Baptist. Josephus makes explicit mention of 
him (Antiquities 18.5.2 §8116—19). As Fitzmyer 
(1981: 451) notes, there is no contradiction between 


the portrait of Josephus and the portrait of the 
Gospels. Josephus stresses the political fears that 
John aroused in Herod, while the Gospels focus on 
his moral preaching, even against the political 
leadership.” 

Around A.D. 29, the word of God came to John. 
The significant reference to Pina BeoÜ (rhema 
theou) describes the coming of clear revelation and 
direction from God (Godet 1875: 1.171; Oepke, 
TDNT 3:585). God promised that John would be a 
prophet of the Most High (1:76). He had grown up in 
the desert (1:80). Now in language reminiscent of the 


intervenes again in history and calls John to give his 
message to humans. 

The choice of pua rather than AOyog (logos) for 
“word” of God has been taken in two ways. Some 
argue that Pia suggests a particular message of 
God rather than the entire scope of his message, as 
Adyoc would do (Plummer 1896: 85; Liefeld 1984: 
858). In addition, the term is particularly Lucan in 
that nineteen of its twenty-six Synoptic uses are in 
Luke (and Luke—Acts together have thirty-three of 


sixty-eight NT uses). On the other hand, Schürmann 
(1969: 152 nn. 36-37) relates pua to the specific 
call to begin ministry, as the verbal parallelism to Jer. 
1:1—4 suggests. This latter sense gives a specificity to 
pua that is quite plausible here. God calls John to 
begin the ministry that was predicted for him. God’s 
word again comes to pass. 

The description of John as Zechariah’s son recalls 
the story of Luke 1, where the ministry was 
predicted. Some suggest that the repetition of the 
father’s name here shows that originally this pericope 
began Luke’s Gospel, since there would be no need 
to mention the name if the infancy account had been 
written already (Schürmann 1969: 153). But this 
suggestion ignores one stylistically crucial feature of 
introducing a prophet’s ministry. It was the custom in 
the OT to mention a prophet’s father’s name when 
introducing his ministry (Hos. 1:1; Joel 1:1; Zech. 
1:1; Ernst 1977: 138-—39)."* Thus, the name’s 
inclusion reinforces the prophetic theme and, 
accordingly, inclusion need not suggest that Luke’s 
Gospel originally started here. Marshall (1978: 135) 
notes that the form in which the reference to 
Zechariah is made may have Semitic origins since the 
use of ULOV (huion, son) is superfluous in Greek 


style. If this is correct, then the tradition that Luke is 
dealing with could be an old one. 

God’s call comes in the desert, which is where 
John has been for some time (1:80). The use of 
EPNUW (eremö, desert) raises the question of John’s 
locale. Some pit the Gospel writers against one 
another or suggest that the remark is strictly a 
theological creation to achieve a parallel to Isa. 40 
(Bultmann 1963: 246). Others argue that Luke limits 
John to the Jordan wilderness region, so that John 
does not minister where Jesus does. Regarded by 
exclusively to the era of Israel and promise 
(Conzelmann 1960: 18-27). But such exclusively 
theological approaches to the term are not profitable 
(Creed 1930: 50). 

The Gospels are united on where John baptized and 
therefore where he must have ministered. Mark 1:5, 
Matt. 3:6, and Luke 3:3 suggest a ministry by the 
Jordan River. Matt. 3:1 also notes a ministry in the 
“wilderness of Judea,” a region characterized as 
wilderness by Josephus (so Jewish War 3.10.7 8515 
describes the area south of Lake Gennesaret [Sea of 
Galilee]). Luke’s language that the word “came” 
(EyEVETO, egeneto) to John may suggest that the call 


was initially received in the wilderness and followed 
by the mission to a broad locale, the Jordan. Thus, 
John’s ministry involves the area just west of the 
northern Dead Sea (near Qumran) and extending 
north into the Jordan Valley proper. 

But is there a theological sense to wilderness as 
well? The separation and ascetic motifs argued for by 
Conzelmann (1960: 20) are not to be accepted, since 
Jesus, a nonascetic (7:31-35), also clearly ministers 
in the wilderness, including this area (Luke 4:42; 
5:16; 9:12; Wink 1968: 49; Fitzmyer 1981: 459). Any 
effort to see the wilderness as a figure for demonic 
attack (4:1-13; 8:29) is also to be rejected, since 
positive ministry occurs there too (3:2; 4:42; 9:12). It 
is possible to see the wilderness as a place of special 
reflection and reception of revelation: Israel received 
the law there, John receives his call there, and Jesus 
often retreats there (3:2; 4:42; 5:16; Schürmann 
1969: 153 n. 40). But a unique theological emphasis 
on EPNUOG is not present, since many similar types 
of events occur in other locales. The wildemess is but 
one place where God works his salvation. 


3:3 Luke’s summary of John’s ministry contains 
two key features: its itinerant character and its 


message of repentance as tied to baptism. The locale 
of John’s ministry was discussed in the exegesis of 
3:2b, but here Luke details the scope of John’s 
ministry, which encompassed “the entire region of 
the Jordan” (năcav TNV TTEPLXWPOV TOD 
Topdavov, pasan ten perichöron tou Iordanou). 
Some argue that Luke separates the wilderness from 
the Jordan region, but this conclusion is not 
necessary. The “coming” (NABev, élthen) into all the 
region does not so much suggest entry into a new 
area as the scope of a wide-ranging ministry.'* Given 
the Gospel of John’s comments, the ministry 
involved both sides of the Jordan River, since Perea 
was also included in the ministry (John 1:28; 3:23; 
10:40; Marshall 1978: 135). 

The Lucan portrayal of John stresses John’s 
message more than it does his baptism. Luke 3:7-18 
details the message. Here is a prophet who brings 
God’s message to his people. But even in 3:3, the 
baptism that John brings is also associated with a 
message—“repentance” (UETAVOLAG, metanoias) 
This is not only a characteristic of John’s ministry, 
but also a key term for Luke. The product of 
repentance, as far as John is concerned, is elaborated 
in the comments found in 3:10-14. It is reflected in a 


concern for one’s fellow humans, which makes an 
effort to meet needs. It is motivated by a preparation 
for God’s coming and the possibility of God’s wrath 
(3:7-9). Repentance produces a life lived with a 
sense of responsibility before a sovereign God. It is 
an internal attitude that aims at a product. The term 
itself, given the Semitic setting of John’s ministry, is 


related to the Hebrew term iW (Sib, to turn). This 
idea in a religious context speaks of a reorientation of 
one’s perspective from sin to God (1 Kings 8:47; 
13:33; 2 Kings 23:25; Ps. 78:34; Isa. 6:10; Ezek. 
3:19; Amos 4:6, 8). Though UETAVOLA does not 
occur in these OT passages in the LXX, the term 
repentance probably summarizes best the Semitic 
prophets’ calls to the nation about what is necessary 
to deal with sin. John’s call is parallel. The term will 
be a part of Jesus’ Great Commission in Luke 24:47, 
showing that the reorientation to which John calls his 
audience is part of the apostolic ministry. The 
emphasis existed throughout Jesus’ ministry (the 
noun in 5:32; 15:7; the verb in 10:13; 11:32; 13:3, 5; 
15:7, 10; 16:30; 17:3, 4).'* The Lucan passages tied 
to Jesus’ ministry have a prophetic ring to them, 
since events of Jesus’ ministry often compare to the 
prophets’ work in Israel. John challenged his Jewish 


audience to change their thinking. Such reorienting of 
their relationship to God meant they were to live 
differently. 

Comparisons with other washings of the first 
century are among the proposals regarding the nature 
of John’s baptism: 


1. As suggested in the additional note on 3:2, 
John’s baptism is sometimes compared with the 
Essene practice at Qumran (Fitzmyer 1981: 459- 
60; Gnilka 1961-62; Nolland 1989: 141-42). 
Fitzmyer argues that it is not clear that John’s 
baptism was a once-and-for-all exercise, and so 
the comparison to multiple baptisms at Qumran 
is possible. However, the nature of John’s 
baptism, which we shall consider shortly, 
suggests that it was a one-time rite. 

2. Another suggested comparison is proselyte 
baptism, which was an initiatory ceremony for 
Gentiles who decided to become Jews (Jeremias 
1949; Jeremias 1929b). This comparison also has 
major problems. First, it is not clear that such a 
baptism was practiced in the first century 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 460), although the Ethiopian 
eunuch’s response to Philip in Acts 8 might 
suggest an awareness of such a practice. More 


importantly, John’s appeal is made to children of 
the covenant, to Israelites, not to outsiders. What 
seems to be in view here is not so much an 
initiatory rite as a reaffirmation of one’s 
commitment to God, a reaffirmation that also 
reflects one’s true relationship to God (or else the 
warning of Luke 3:7-9 does not make sense). 
However, another point is important. Failure to 
heed John is serious and results in judgment. To 
reject God’s prophet is to show one’s real 
position, a position outside covenant blessing 
regardless of one’s heritage. In this sense, the 
baptism does have an “entry” flavor to it. John’s 
call is aimed at the true remnant, while those 
who refuse him expose where they really are. 

3. Schürmann’s proposal (1969: 156-57) seems 
the most satisfactory. John’s baptism is unique to 
him and is grounded in his prophetic office. It is 
a call to commitment and includes a recognition 
that God is coming. It is neither the washing of a 
separated covenant community (Qumran) nor an 
initiatory rite (proselytes). Unlike traditional 
Judaism, itis nota religious act related to 
bringing sacrifices. Rather, it is an affirmation, a 
washing that looks with hope for God’s coming 


and lives in light of one’s relationship to him. 
This attitude is much like the NT emphasis on a 
life of faith. 


The final characteristic mentioned about this 
baptism is its goal. It is directed toward, €tc (eis, for), 
the forgiveness of sins. This statement could be read 
to suggest that some type of total forgiveness and 
efficacy is found in John’s baptism that makes the 
experience one of “becoming saved.” However, this 
understanding reads back more into the event than 
the time of the event and the presentation of Luke 
will allow. John is a preparatory figure (1:17, 76-77; 
Schürmann 1969: 154-57). He prepares a people for 
God. Most importantly, John says that his baptism is 
nothing compared to the baptism that the Mightier 
One brings (3:16). So John’s baptism is a prophetic 
eschatological washing; that is, it is a baptism of 
promise that looks to the greater baptism of the Spirit 
(Schürmann 1969: 158--60). It points forward to the 
cleansing that comes to those who respond to 
Messiah’s offer with faith. This association of Spirit 
and cleansing was mentioned in the OT (Ezek. 
36:25-27; Zech. 13:1). The washing in the Jordan 
adds symbolism, picturing either repentance (Isa. 
1:16-17; Jer. 4:14) or divine cleansing (Ps. 51:7-9 


If there be any doubt that Luke understands John in 
this prophetic and eschatological fashion, a glance at 
Acts 19:1-10 ends any such uncertainty. Disciples 
who know only of John are to accept immediately the 
baptism tied to Jesus. Acts 19:4 makes it clear that 
John’s baptism is not complete in itself, but points to 
faith in Jesus (also Acts 13:24). Thus, John’s baptism 
represented for its precross Israelite audience a 
commitment to anew approach to God resulting in a 
life of fruitfulness for God and expectation of the 
eschaton. Such life expressed compassion to all and 
looked for the definitive Spirit baptism. This baptism 
to come is “the promise of the Father,” the baptism 
that comes to all who turn to Jesus (Luke 24:44—49 
with Acts 2:1-39). This fundamental promise and 
indicator of the arrival of God’s eschatological 
kingdom was a constant hope offered in the 
preaching of John, Jesus, and the church. In short, 
John’s baptism was a step on the way to the Promised 
One’s forgiveness. The repentance in view here will 
not only make one alter the way one lives, but also 
will cause one to see “the Mightier One to come” as 
the promise of God. To submit to this baptism is to 


confess one’s commitment to this perspective. This is 
the essence of John’s baptism of repentance for the 
forgiveness of sins. 


c. Isaiah’s Promise of a Preparer for Salvation 
(3:4-6) 


3:4 Luke 3:4-6 describes the divine significance of 
John’s ministry. Luke sees here the fulfillment of Isa. 
40:3-5. The formula wg y€ypantat (hös gegraptai, 
as it is written) introduces the fulfillment that Luke 
sees present here (Acts 13:33; Schürmann 1969: 154 
n. 49). The formula is a standard way for Jewish 
writers to cite venerated texts (2 Chron. 35:12; 1QS 
5.17; 8.14; 4Q174 [= 4QFlor] 1.15; Fitzmyer 1981: 
460). Luke sees in John the fulfillment of the 
“teaching” (AOywv, logon) of Isaiah. In mentioning 
of Matt. 3:1—4 in describing John the Baptist first and 
then mentioning the OT. Mark, on the other hand, 
mentions the Isaianic fulfillment first and also notes 
Mal. 3:1 before describing John. Luke saves the 
Malachi text for Luke 7:27, which describes an 
Elijah-like figure who will precede the coming of 
God’s deliverance. Danker (1988: 87) argues that 
Luke is purposefully removing any apocalyptic 


expectations for his audience. But this is overstated 
in light of Luke’s use of Malachi in 7:27 and the use 
of returning Elijah imagery in 1:17. The Synoptics 
see John as a fulfillment figure pointing to salvation’s 
arrival. Luke is most explicit since only he includes 
Isa. 40:3—5. 

Luke’s usage of the text is debated. Some claim 
that Luke and the early church before him used the 
LXX version to indicate that the Baptist’s desert 
ministry was a fulfillment of this passage (Stendahl 
1954: 48). At issue here are four points: (1) the 
syntax of the phrase Ev tT EPNUW (en tē er&mö, in 
the wilderness), (2) the figure of “clearing the way of 
the Lord,” (3) the mention of salvation, and (4) the 
event of the Isaiah context (see the additional note 
and Bock 1987: 95-97). 

Several points are worth noting about the syntax of 
the phrase Ev TA puw. First, the phrase is 
important to Luke, since it recalls the wording of 
3:2b (by gezerah shewah). Next, the dispute whether 
Isaiah said, “A voice crying in the wilderness” (so 
LXX),_or, “A voice is crying, ‘Prepare a way in the 
wilderness’ ” (so MT), is an old one, but Jewish 
materials can be found supporting each rendering. 


while rabbinic texts can be cited that support the 
LXX, showing that the Greek translation reflects an 
ancient Semitic dispute. Thus the LXX may 
preserve the original sense; but to insist on this is not 
Finally and most importantly, that John’s desert 
ministry fulfilled Isaiah is possible with either 
rendering, since if a call were made to prepare in the 
desert, the response would include a desert locale. A 
ministry in the desert is not ruled out by the MT’s 
wording, Thus, the LXX is not necessary to establish 
the text’s fulfillment. Stendahl (1954: 48) is wrong to 
insist on the LXX’s necessity for the development of 
this teaching, though it is fair to say the point is 
clearer in the LXX. Nonetheless, the tradition of 
John’s association with Isa. 40 can predate the 
church’s expansion into Greek-speaking regions. 

In regard to point 2, the figures concerning the 
clearing of the way are standard ancient Near Eastern 
metaphors about clearing the way for the entry of a 
king or a god (Westermann 1969: 38; Godet 1875: 
1.173). The clearing prepares for the glorious entry of 
the sovereign figure. It is usually taken in Isaiah to 
refer to God’s going before his exiles and allowing 
them to return to the land following the Babylonian 


captivity (Luce 1933: 109; Ernst 1977: 140; 
Westermann 1969: 38; Isa. 35:8; 62:10; 57:14). To 
take the figure exclusively in this physical, pictorial 
sense has problems. If the people are led by God (Isa. 
40:11), how can they clear a path in front of him? 
And how is the physical leveling described in the 
passage humanly possible for people? Von Rad’s 
proposal (1962-65: 2.243) that the passage addresses 
angels seems to ignore that the message given here is 
to the nation (Isa. 40:2--9). The text seems to be a call 
for creation to prepare for God’s coming. But if so, 
how do people get prepared? It would seem better to 
take the figure as more than a metaphor for preparing 
a road for a sovereign’s entry. In other words, the 
actual picture has a more significant spiritual 
referent. 

Seeing the passage as the introduction to the whole 
of Isa. 40-66 may help. The figures in the verse are 
better taken as a call for a morally prepared people, 
as Isa. 49:8-11, 52:11-12, 62:6-10, and especially 
57:14-17 show. Preparation is a call to prepare 
morally for God’s coming (North 1964: 74-75, who 
looks back as well to Isa. 35:8—10). In other words, 
the highway that clears the way for God’s coming is a 
purified heart. 


In regard to the third point, Luke’s reference to 
salvation is the rendering of a term (Isaiah’s “glory”) 
by a contextual equivalent. This technique was 
common in Judaism and need not be seen as a 
violation of the passage’s sense. In fact, if one reads 
on in the MT, one can see that Isaiah’s topic in this 
section is salvation (Isa. 40:10-11). Thus, to refer 
earlier in the text to God’s salvation is not a violation 
of the passage’s sense, especially since Isa. 40:1—11 
argues that God’s glory is demonstrated to all 
because he brings salvation. Thus, a reference here to 
salvation is entirely appropriate. 

The fourth and last question is the key one. What 
event is in view for Isaiah? First, it ought to be noted 
that in first-century Judaism this text was seen by 
various groups of Jews as referring to ultimate 
salvation.’* A salvific understanding of this text is 
found at Qumran, where the text is seen to be a call 
to study the law before the Lord comes (1QS 9.19- 
20; 8.14-15). A reference to the end is also seen in 
Bar. 5:7 and T. Moses 10.3—4. Rabbinic materials 
continue this trend (Pesikta Rabbati 29/30A, 29/30B, 
30, 33 [= Braude 1968: 570-97, 625-61]; and Lev. 
Rab. 1.14 on 1:1). The question is whether this 
understanding emerged from Isaiah. 


Clearly much of Isa. 40-66 deals with the setting 
of the Babylonian exile, as the specific reference to 
Cyrus as God’s anointed makes clear (Isa. 45:1—2). 
However, the description of events in this section 
pictures a new exodus (Isa. 42:13; 48:21; 52:12; esp. 
43:16-19). This section of Isaiah declares that God is 
repeating the fundamental pattern of his salvation, an 
exodus like that which formed the nation. Such 
action suggests the faithfulness of God (Isa. 40:6-8). 
The salvation depicted here is comprehensive, so 
complete that anyone reading in Isaiah and thinking 
of God’s faithfulness would be led to see a reference 
to God’s ultimate work of salvation. What Isaiah 
describes is not just a reference to release from the 
Babylonian captivity, but to what it pictures—a 
Salvation so complete that one is driven to think of 
God’s decisive act of salvation as well (Hendriksen 
1978: 202; Geldenhuys 1951: 137). When one reads 
Isa. 40:3--5 in the light of the entire section, a broad- 
ranging prophecy emerges from the wording. 

The problem of explaining the Isaiah passage may 
emerge from asking too narrow a question: What 
event (singular) is in view here? The text seems to 
speak of various periods (and thus events) at the same 
time. Isaiah discusses how God repeatedly saves his 


people in a pattern like the exodus. God did it in the 
Babylonian period, but the language of these texts 
looks for a more complete vindication that Luke now 
proclaims is about to be fulfilled. Therefore, when 
Luke sees in John’s ministry the fulfillment of Isaiah, 
he sees fulfillment of a section that ultimately hoped 
for God’s final salvation. Clearly, Luke is faithful to 
the long-term hope of the OT. 

Now the Lucan usage of this text becomes clear. 
The fulfillment figure who cries out in the wilderness 
is John the Baptist. The preparation of the Lord’s 
way and the making of straight paths for him mean 
clearing the way for God’s coming. The heart that 
turns in repentance is to express itself in concrete acts 
and await God’s deliverance. The reuse of Isaiah’s 
verb TTOLEW (poieö, to make) in Luke 3:8, 9, 10, 11, 
12, 14 makes it clear that this ethical sense of 
repentance is primarily in view. This kind of stitching 
together of OT text to NT exposition is common (2 
shewah). It helps to explain why Luke lengthened the 
quotation. To “make” a highway for the Lord is to be 
morally ready for his coming (Luke 1:17). John’s 
ministry centers in a call to repentance. In other 


words, Luke is not just interested in the universal 
emphasis in 3:6; the whole quotation is important. 
Luke’s text differs from the LXX_in_one respect, 
which he shares with Mark 1:2 and Matt. 3:3. Rather 
than speaking of going before “our God,” as the MT 
and the LXX do, the evangelists speak of going 
before “him.” Virtually every recent commentator 
takes this change to be christologically motivated, so 
that the idea is that John goes before Jesus (Danker 
1988: 84 is the only exception). However, such a 
conclusion, though possible, does not seem likely, at 
least for Luke. As was pointed out earlier, AUTOÜ 
(autou, him) in Luke 1:17 is God. In the Luke 3 
context, the nearness of God’s judgment follows this 
citation (3:7--8). In the Baptist’s view, this is 
something that God does. Even more to the point is 
that all flesh see God’s salvation in 3:6. When one 
puts 3:6 with 3:15-16, Luke is saying that God’s 
salvation is seen in the Spirit baptism that Christ 
brings. This idea parallels the infancy section; 
namely, that in Christ the salvation of God comes 
(2:26, 30). Luke’s presentation of salvation is 
consistent. John, the herald of God, calls for moral 
preparation in the wilderness before God brings his 
salvation in Messiah. God again is at work, bringing 


his promise to pass. What people see— and are to see 
—in Jesus are the hand and coming of God himself. 


3:5 Isaiah’s picture of preparing for God’s salvation 
is a supernatural preparing of a highway. The 
leveling of the geographic obstacles is a way of 
portraying God’s coming as powerful and without 
obstruction. Just as God parted the sea in the exodus, 
so he will remove all of creation’s obstacles for his 
people as he delivers them. There are several key 
passages in Isaiah that use one or another of these 
images. The highway as a means of access to God 
and his city is found in Isa. 57:14 and 62:10. Isaiah 
57:14-17 is especially important, since the image of 
clearing the way for God’s people is present 
alongside a picture of his people as humble and 
lowly. Thus, the way is cleared for a humble and 
righteous people; the imagery has ethical dimensions. 
Other passages give background. Isaiah 2 presents 
the fundamental picture of the Lord’s mountain 
raised up for all to see. All nations are to come to the 
mountain to learn the ways of God. There will be a 
period of peace and harmony, which pictures the total 
salvation that God brings. But in the latter portion of 
the chapter, the haughty and proud are brought low, 


as the Lord shakes the earth (Isa. 2:6-22). Thus, the 
geographic leveling not only clears a path for God’s 
entry, it pictures the severity of God’s coming as 
well. It shows the prospect of judgment for the proud. 
The expression brought low in Isa. 2:9, 11, 12, 17 is 
the same term used in Isa. 40:4 for the laying low of 
the mountains. 

The clearest passage on geographical 
reorganization is Isa. 42:14-17. God clears a path to 
lead the blind, as he will not forsake his people. But 
those who pursue idols will be put to shame. Isaiah 
42:16 repeats an image of Isa. 40:4 in making the 
rough places smooth (see also Isa. 63:11-14, for 
God’s clearing a path in the exodus). 

These texts in Isaiah explain the image. God is 
preparing to clear a highway for his people, as he 
comes in power to redeem them. Total victory is in 
view. Those who will share in the victory are the 
humble and the blind, those who recognize the need 
for and who depend upon God. But such leveling of 
obstacles also will crush the proud and destroy those 
committed to idolatry. Physical and ethical images 
merge. The images call the hearer of John’s message 
to realize that God is coming in judgment and that 
only the humble who rely on him will be spared. 


Other images of Luke 3 support this call “to be 
ready or else.” The message in 3:7—9 points to the 
nearness of God’s judgment and issues a call to 
prepare for it. But alongside the warning are 
promises about the forgiveness of sins (3:3) and 
about the Spirit’s coming for anyone who realizes 
that John points to another (3:10-17). 

Interestingly some terms in this citation or their 
synonyms turn up in other Lucan passages with a 
distinctly ethical force. Ev8Uc (euthys, straight; Luke 
3:4, 5) is used in Acts to evaluate key figures who are 
rebuked for not making their paths straight or “right” 
(Acts 8:21 [Simon Magus]; 13:10 [Sergius Paulus]). 
Tasteivöw (tapeinod, to bring low; Luke 3:5) also 
has an ethical flavor later in Luke 14:11 and 18:14, a 
usage that looks like some of the passages from 
Isaiah (2:9, 11, 17; 13:11; 26:46). Finally, OKOALOG 
(skolios, crooked; Luke 3:5) in Acts 2:40 describes 
the character of the current generation that faces the 
prospect of God’s judgment. Other NT writers also 
use the term this way: Phil. 2:15; 1 Pet. 2:18. The 
point is not that all these images are present in Luke 
3, but that this leveling imagery has ethical 


realities. 


One more observation is key. In 3:4b there is a 
call to others to prepare the road, while in 3:5 the 
stress is on what will happen as a result of God’s 
activity. Luke 3:5 pictures God’s powerful coming to 
his people, a coming for which humans are to prepare 
themselves ethically. This arrival, as understood by 
first-century Jews, would have brought expectations 
of the great day of the Lord (Isa. 2:6-22). The Isa. 40 
picture of geographic leveling suggests the day’s 
coming, but the sequence of related events was to 
work itself out in a surprising way, as Luke will 
develop in his two volumes. Luke will show that 
some aspects that anticipate the day come now, while 
others come later. 


3:6 Luke concludes the citation with a focus on all 
people. This conclusion is crucial for him and is a 
major reason for citing a longer portion of Isa. 40. 
The reference to OWTNPLOV (sdtérion, salvation) 
reflects the LXX_and replaces the MT’s reference to 
Speculation exists about the change. Marshall (1978: 
137) suggests that Luke possibly did not see God’s 
glory revealed in Jesus’ earthly ministry, but this 
explanation seems very unlikely in light of 19:37, 


where praise is offered for God’s powerful work in 
that ministry. It is better to see salvation as the 
consciously chosen, less abstract equivalent for 
manifesting the glory of God. Ihe LXX’s rendering, 
which Luke follows, may have been motivated by a 
desire to show how God’s glory is manifested; that is, 
God’s glory is seen in his salvation. It also may have 
resulted from the LXX’s tendency to make God more 
distant and transcendent. The choice of the 
alternative rendering, however, accurately reflects 
Isaiah. God’s display of salvation before all is 
something Luke has already suggested (2:30-31). It 
is a fundamental concern of his book. 

Putting the entire Isaiah quotation together, one 
sees that John calls the humble to prepare for God’s 
powerful coming. After John’s ministry comes a 
manifestation of power, the salvation of God. As 2:30 
shows, God’s salvation resides in Jesus. This 
salvation is available to all (2:31-32). While the 
people are called to prepare (ETOLUGOATE, 
hetoimasate) in 3:4 for God’s salvation, in 2:31 God 
prepares (NTOlUAOQG, hétoimasas) salvation for 
them in a special person (Acts 28:28; Foerster, TDNT 
7:1023). 


Is Luke directly responsible for the lengthening of 
the Isaiah citation? Most see Luke’s interest in the 
universality of salvation as sufficient reason for 
arguing that he is the source of the expansion (Ernst 
1977: 140; Fitzmyer 1981: 461; Marshall 1978: 137). 
Schürmann (1969: 161) is the only recent voice of 
dissent, suggesting an omission by the other 
evangelists. He notes that nowhere else do we see 
Luke expanding Synoptic material using the OT. He 
also argues that Matthew does not see John as a 
salvation messenger, but merely as a preacher of 
repentance. The question is complex since the 
citation that Luke uses does not seem to be from his 
own hand, as the additional note on 3:4 shows. 
However, Schürmann’s attempt to explain why 
Matthew would omit the longer text is not 
convincing, since John in Matthew does preach the 
nearness of God’s kingdom (Matt. 3:2). Schürmann 
does not explain why Mark also has a short 
quotation. 

The question is this: Did the full Isa. 40 citation 
come as part of a tradition associated with John the 
Baptist? There is no way to answer the question. It is 
possible that Luke came in contact with traditional 
materials that Matthew or Mark lacked. It is possible 


he made the association himself. What is clear is that 
only Luke develops the Isa. 40 citation so fully. 
John’s ministry is a call to repent, as God’s powerful 
and promised salvation draws near. 


Summary 


Luke 3:1-6 shows that in about A.D. 29, God sent 
a prophet to the northern Dead Sea and the Jordan 
River. John the Baptist preached a unique baptism, 
a washing of preparation for the coming of God’s 
salvation. Such preparation involved a change of 
thinking that in turn changed the way one lived 
before God. The baptism’s goal looked forward to 
the forgiveness of sins that God would offer in his 
salvation. This forgiveness is tied to the greater, 
yet-to-come baptism brought by one stronger than 
John (3:15-17). The language by John here is 
vague, but the event, set as it is after Luke 1-2, 
makes it clear that the one to come will be Jesus. 
John’s ministry reflects the repetition of a basic 
salvation pattern of God, a second exodus, which 
Isaiah describes. It fulfills the promise of a voice 
calling the people to prepare for God’s powerful 
coming in salvation. Those who wish to see God’s 
hand must be prepared to listen for him. Part of 


that readiness means knowing one’s real spiritual 
status before God and having a sense of humility 
that drives one to seek God’s forgiveness. Those 
who submitted to John’s baptism were not proud 
but realistically humble. They sensed that God’s 
coming demands preparation from the heart. Luke 
wishes the reader to note this exemplary attitude. 
For God comes to the humble who will 
acknowledge who they really are before him. In 
fact, God exalts the humble who rest in his 
promise (1:52-54). 


Additional Notes 


3:2. In the additional note on 1:80, | concluded that John was not an 
Essene. Another related issue is the historical significance of this 
Jordan location. If John ministered and lived in this region, did he 
have contact with what was probably an Essene separatist sect at 
Qumran? The possible connection is suggested by this movement’s 
also seeing its ministry in terms of Isa. 40 and by its washings of 
purification tied to repentance.1® Such contact is possible, but it is 
less than likely that the sect influenced John. For one thing the 
character of the washings at Qumran seems to be different from 
John’s baptism, in that Qumran had more than one washing. In 


addition, such washings were required to maintain a good standing 
before God, as well as for establishing membership in the 
community." In contrast, John seems to be pointing to a singular 
baptism for a specific event, the coming of God (LaSor 1972: 149- 
51). The use of Isaiah at Qumran focused on commitment to the 
study of the law and separation from the world, while John’s 
message is directly ethical and assumes loving involvement with 
people (10S 9.19-21 vs. Luke 3:10-14). In addition, it is to be noted 
that John’s ascetic lifestyle, which Luke does not mention here but is 
noted in Mark 1:6, differs from that of Qumran (LaSor 1972: 146). It 
is possible that John had contact with the Qumran community, but it 


is unlikely that he was a disciple of the sect or that he lived with them 
at any time, if his beliefs here indicate his background. What Qumran 
does show is that when John preached, he approached the Jewish 
people in terms they could understand. Not only did he call them as 
a prophet would, but he also made use of rites and concepts that 
were similar to those used in the contemporary culture. It is to be 
noted that John’s use of these concepts took on unique emphases 
that were distinct from contemporary alternatives, emphases that 
involved humility before God and sensitivity to others (3:10-14). Yet 


his message was well contextualized. 


3:3. John’s role as baptizer and prophet has recently received 
detailed attention. Webb’s 1991 study, a careful consideration of the 
historical John the Baptist, places John in the context of second- 
temple practice.22 Webb (pp. 214-16) argues that John’s baptism 


had six functions. (1) It expressed a “person’s conversionary 
repentance,” a turning to God from a sinful lifestyle. This new 
relationship with God was to produce a new, righteous lifestyle. (2) 
God’s response to this choice to be baptized was to give forgiveness 
of sins. (3) The past life was understood as a “moral contagion” that 
made the person “unclean,” so the washing of baptism was required 
for cleansing. (4) The baptism foreshadowed the expected figure’s 
greater baptism. (5) It separated the repentant from the unrepentant. 
(6) It represented a protest against temple abuse and so questioned 
the validity of some temple activity. In Webb’s view (pp. 261-306), 
John saw the expected figure as the agent of Yahweh who 
represented Yahweh's coming. This figure would bring judgment and 
restoration. That this expectation explicitly included for John a 
“messianic” element is less certain for Webb, given the six possible 
categories a Jew might have thought of for such eschatological 
activity.24 However, Webb avers that this is the interpretation of the 
NT and that “it may well be that this interpretation has historical 
validity after all” (p. 383). With regard to John’s prophetic function, 


Webb (pp. 307—48) sees John functioning like a “leadership popular 
prophet.” Prophets in this category led large peasant movements, 
faced opposition that led eventually to martyrdom, preached 
deliverance, surrounded themselves in symbolism to depict this 
deliverance, drew pictures from the history of the nation, and 
delivered some form of oracle that was perceived as coming from 
God. 


3:4. The Isa. 40 citation is closest to the LXX reflected in manuscript 
Alexandrinus (Holtz 1968: 37-39). There are four points where this 
version is followed against the MT. Two are key: (1) the connection 
of EV TH eon UW to the voice and not to the call of preparation 
and (2) the insertion of a reference to salvation. However, the MT is 
followed at one point over the LXX.?2 Also, Luke alters the LXX 


God” is rendered “his paths” and (2) the phrase about the glory of 
God is omitted. The significance of the LXX/MT differences and of 
the Lucan alterations was treated in the exegesis of 3:4. The 
differences indicate that Luke uses a Somewhat independent text. 
The trace of a Semitic connection makes it unlikely that the text is a 
Lucan formulation. Rather, the text is probably drawn from a 


traditional source. 


2. Preaching of John the Baptist 
(3:7-14) 


After introducing John the Baptist in 3:1-6, Luke 
now gives the reader a glimpse of his ministry. In 
the next two sections, Luke highlights two 
elements of that ministry: in 3:7-14 John preaches 
about the approach of God’s judgment and about 


the need for repentance, and in 3:15-18 Luke 
presents John’s preaching about the Coming One 
and the greater baptism that comes with him. 
These two sections show how John’s ministry 
fulfilled what Isaiah promised about a preparatory 
prophet (Isa. 40:3-5 in Luke 3:4-6). 

Luke 3:7-14 may be divided into two sections. 
Luke 3:7-9 gives John’s prophetic preaching on 
God’s coming wrath. Here John uses day-of-the- 
Lord imagery. The nearness of judgment causes 
John to call for true repentance, while warning 
that racial heritage alone is not good enough to 
escape God’s wrath. Luke 3:10-14 gives the 
crowd’s response, along with John’s elaboration 
on what repentance means. In addition, this 
section ties into the previous one through the 
repeated use of norćo (poied, to do or make) in 
3:8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14. It probably also ties back to 
3:4b, where making the paths for the Lord has an 
ethical thrust. John’s goal is “a prepared people” 
(1:17). Preparation means humble submission 
before God. 


Sources and Historicity 


The two sections of this pericope reflect two distinct sources. Luke 
3:7-9 agrees almost verbatim with Matt. 3:7-10.: So Luke either 
uses Matthew or a source shared with Matthew. It is unlikely that 
independent or oral testimony is present, since independent 
testimony would not have been so exact. In many scholarly 
treatments, the source that Luke and Matthew are said to have in 
common is called Q.2 Whatever one may think of Qasa unified 
written document or even as a historical entity, it is clear that in 3:7- 
9, Matthew and Luke are working with a similar tradition. A 
consideration of how this commentary handles Matthew and Q as 
sources for Luke may be found in excursus 4. 

The material in 3:10-14 is unique to Luke. The tradition’s origin is 
uncertain, though to regard it as late, as Bultmann does, because of 
the mention of soldiers in 3:14 is incorrect.2 Neither is Schulz’s 
reason of the anti-Jewish polemic persuasive, since John’s conflict 
with Israel’s leadership is clearly historical.4 John’s presence in 
Josephus shows that he made an impact on Israel (Antiquities 18.5.2 
88116-19). Luke clearly had access to old material in both 3:7-9 and 
3:10-14.2 Luke 3:10-14 shows how John explained his baptismal 
rite. John does not discuss the mode of baptism but only the 
Spiritual, ethical response that one is to have as a result of being 
baptized. The point shows where John’s interest lies. Unlike Matthew 
and Mark, Luke does not have John cry out about the nearness of 
the kingdom. Rather, he leaves kingdom preaching to Jesus (Liefeld 


1984: 855). However, the account coheres with the Synoptics and is 
authentic. 

One final feature to note about this section, especially 3:7-10, is 
the presence of wilderness imagery: stones, barren trees, snakes 
(Plummer 1896: 89). John uses the setting of his surroundings as he 
speaks about spiritual realities. 


In thinking of the form of the material, various 
descriptions are helpful. Luke 3:7-9 is a prophetic 
warning, like those in the OT (Berger 1984: 195). 
Luke 3:10-14 is an exhortation about the product 
of repentance. Both sayings together could be 
called pronouncement accounts, since 
authoritative sayings dominate (Berger 1984: 
81).° Bovon (1989: 171) prefers the description 
“chain of sayings” for 3:7-9 since there is no 
dialogue or challenge to set up the saying.” Wiefel 
(1988: 89) speaks of a call to turn and an ethical 
exhortation. 

The outline of Luke 3:7-14 is as follows: 


a. Warning of God’s judgment and a call to 
repentance (3:7—9) 
i. The rebuke that is a warning about 
judgment (3:7) 


ii. The call to make fruit worthy of 
repentance (3:8a) 

iii. The warning not to rely on ancestry (3:8b) 

iv. The second reminder of judgment (3:9) 

b. The appropriate fruit of repentance (3:10- 

14) 

i. Fruit of repentance described for the 
crowd (3:10-11) 

ii. Fruit of repentance described for tax 
collectors (3:12-13) 

ili. Fruit of repentance described for soldiers 
(3:14) 


Luke 3:7-14 argues that the times tied to John 
(and Jesus) are inseparably linked to God’s 
eventual judgment and that Jewish heritage does 
not exempt one from responding properly to God. 
Salvation and preparation for God’s coming 
involve a ready heart responding to God on his 
terms. Religious heritage and ancestry are 
irrelevant before God in comparison to proper 
response. As a result the children of Abraham 
(i.e., those who know God) are not limited to a 
certain race, because God is able to create his 
children, even “out of stone.” God’s children are 
not born at physical birth, but are transformed 


from the heart. Finally, the fruit of appropriate 
repentance shows itself in how one treats others. 
The concrete character of the exhortation leads to 
many practical themes about walking with God. 
John’s call for repentance is preparatory for the 
greater baptism and message of God to come in 
Jesus (3:15-18). Though their ministries function 
in continuity to one another, John’s ministry is not 
in itself normative today, since it was a precross 
ministry that could not address salvation in terms 
of resurrection realities or expectations. 
Nevertheless, the attitude demanded by John is 
illustrative of key concepts that Luke will develop, 
and thus his ministry foreshadows work that Jesus 
and his followers will do (3:10-18; 24:44-49). 


Exegesis and Exposition 


"Now he was saying to the crowd, which had come out to be 


baptized by him, “Sons of snakes, who told you to flee from the 
coming wrath? ®Therefore make fruit worthy of repentance; and do 
not begin to say within yourselves, ‘We have a father, Abraham,’ for | 
say to you that God is able to raise up children for Abraham from 
these stones. 2And already the ax is laid and aimed at the root of the 


tree; therefore every tree not making good fruit is cut down and cast 
into the fire.” 

10 and the crowd was asking him, “What shall we do?” “And he 
said to them, “The one who has two undergarments, let him give to 
the one who does not have any; and the one who has food, do 
likewise.” 

12 And the tax collectors also came to be baptized by him and said 
to him, “Teacher, what shall we do?” 1%And he said to them, “Exact 
nothing more than has been appointed to you.” 

14 And the soldiers also were asking him, “What also shall we 
do?” And he said to them, “Do not rob anyone by violence or by 


fraudulent extortion, and be content with your wages.” 


a. Warning of God’s Judgment and a Call 
to Repentance (3:7-9) 


i. The Rebuke that is a Warning About Judgment 
(3:7) 


3:7 John turns and addresses the crowd, which 
sought his baptism. The imperfect €Agyev (elegen, 
he was saying) has been taken in a couple of ways. 
Plummer (1896: 88) argues that the durative tense 
suggests a summary of what John said on several 
occasions (also Godet 1875: 1.175). This sense is 
possible, but not likely. Luke uses the imperfect 


EAEYEV so often that a vivid usage is more likely 
(6:20; 9:23; 10:2; 12:54; Marshall 1978: 138). The 
imperfect tense, if vivid, presents the action to the 
reader as in progress. The point Plummer wishes to 
make, however, is legitimate, even if it is not 
specifically made by the tense. Luke clearly intends 
to represent what is typical of John’s preaching. Luke 
3:18, which probably is a Lucan summary note, says 
as much. It shows that John’s teaching involves more 
teaching than the examples of 3:7—14. 

John’s audience is simply called “the crowd” 
(OYAOLC, ochlois). This may represent a summary of 
what the other Gospels note at other points in their 
presentation of John’s ministry. Matthew 3:5 and 
Mark 1:5 note that people from throughout Judea and 
Jerusalem came out to him. In addition, Matt. 3:7 
mentions that John specifically addressed the 
Sadducees and Pharisees. Some regard Luke as 
expanding the audience, a point that is possible, since 
OyAOC is a popular word for Luke and the change fits 
the broad audience mentioned at other points in the 
other Gospels (see esp. 3:10—14).° Fitzmyer (1981: 
467) argues that a broad audience fits the Lucan 
emphasis that the message is for all. Marshall (1978: 
139), however, observes that Matthew tends to single 


out the Pharisees and Sadducees for criticism (Matt. 
16:1, 6, 11-12; also Schürmann 1969: 163). So it is 
hard to be certain who beyond them may be in view. 

The situation itself is clear enough when one looks 
at Matthew’s wording. Matthew 3:7 says that John 
looked to the Pharisees and Sadducees as he spoke. 
One has the impression that John spoke to the crowd 
but focused on the Pharisees and Sadducees as he 
made his remarks. Or perhaps the remarks came 
correctly to be regarded as appropriate for the 
leadership, given their lack of response. What John 
said was said to all, as Luke notes, while Matthew 
points out that the religious leaders needed to heed 
the warning. 

John’s words are harsh, shocking the listeners like 
a prophetic woe. They are called the “sons of snakes” 
(of Pharisees: Matt. 12:34; of scribes and Pharisees: 
Matt. 23:33). The snake’s poisonous and destructive 
nature is the point of comparison.” This exact figure 
is absent in the OT, Josephus, and the rabbis.'” 
Nevertheless, the OT does have figures that refer to 
God’s enemies as vipers (Isa. 59:5 [of Israel]; Jer. 
46:22 [Egypt]; Isa. 14:29 [Philistines]). The figure 
appears at Qumran in 1QH 3.12—17, where it refers 
to the sons of Belial (Ellis 1974: 89; Schiirmann 


1969: 164 n. 15). If this later conceptual association 
is the point for John, then rather than calling his 
Jewish audience the chosen people, he is calling them 
children of the devil. They need to change or face the 
wrath of God (John 8:44). John addresses his 
audience as opposed to God if they do not prepare for 
his coming. Given such a condition, a remedy is 
needed. 

Before John turns to the remedy, he makes a final 
comment. Retaining the figure of snakes, he 
mentions fleeing the coming wrath. When brush fires 
surface in the desert, snakes often come out of the 
ground to flee. John asks a provocative question as he 
inquires about who told them to flee the coming 
wrath: Are they ready to run from their holes in 
recognition that destructive fire draws near? The 
reference to wrath (Opyfig, orges) is an allusion to 
the day of the Lord when judgment comes (Isa. 13:9; 
30:27; Amos 5:18-20; Zeph. 2:2; Mal. 3:2; 4:1, 5 
[3:19, 24 MT]; Creed 1930: 51; Nolland 1989: 148). 
In the NT one’s position in relation to Jesus is the key 
to avoiding the wrath of judgment (Acts 17:29-31; 1 
Thess. 1:9-10; Rom. 5:9). John sees the judgment 
coming, because with salvation’s hope the day of 
judgment also comes. This is normal OT thinking. 


Discussion exists over John’s question, “Who told 
you to flee the coming wrath?” Is this a legitimate 
inquiry as to how they have come to sense that the 
day draws near?'" Or is it a rhetorical and ironic 
question that doubts the sincerity of those who are 
coming (Marshall 1978: 139; Stahlin, TDNT 5:444— 
45)? The following positive response suggests the 
former, while the greeting that calls them snakes 
favors the latter. There seems to be another way to 
read the question. One can see in it a real rebuke that 
is not designed ironically, but seeks to grab their 
attention and raise the question, “Do you really 
understand what my baptism is about?” The question 
is a call to see that John’s message about wrath 
requires repentance, regardless of one’s station in 
life. Such a response is necessary in order to escape 
God’s judgment. The stakes in John’s ministry are 
high. In fact, they are the highest stakes of all. Those 
who understand who really calls them through John 
will escape. Those who do not understand face God’s 
wrath. The question presents a choice and warns the 
audience that God’s judgment is linked to their 
decision. 


ii. The Call to Make Fruit Worthy of 
Repentance (3:8a) 


3:8a Luke elaborates on the need for reflection. In 
assessing the significance of John’s ministry, the one 
coming to be baptized needs to consider the 
significance of the baptism. The issue is not a 
washing by water, but the response that baptism 
depicts. The aorist imperative TTOLNOATE (poiésate, 
make) denotes a specific call to produce fruit that is 
the appropriate product of repentance (Plummer 
1896: 89). Real repentance manifests itself in 
concrete action.'* John is after more than 
participation in a religious rite. The use of the plural 
KAPTLOUG (karpous, fruits) suggests a repetitiveness 
to the action, while the singular KApTtOV (karpon, 
fruit) in Matt. 3:8 looks at the product as a collective 
unit (Plummer 1896: 89). The Baptist says there is an 
appropriate product of repentance. Submitting to 
baptism from John is a commitment before God to 
change one’s life, while awaiting the approach of 
God’s salvation. 


iii. The Warning Not to Rely on Ancestry 
(3:8b) 


3:8b In pressing for a concrete response, John offers 
a warning against a great potential error—to rest in 
one’s heritage rather than respond to God. The 


temptation to rest in Abrahamic heritage is something 
that ought not enter their minds. This warning is 
expressed with the imperative un Gpc¢noGe Agyeıv 
(me arxesthe legein, do not begin to say). Such a 
thought should not cross their mind or their lips. The 
expression speak to oneself may reflect an original 
Semitism, as well as represent a common Lucan 
expression. Abrahamic heritage was a source of 
pride in Judaism (2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 6:56-58 
[conceptually]; Josephus, Antiquities 3.5.3 8887-88; 
Ps. Sol. 9.9; 18.3; Jub. 22.10-24; SB 1:116-21). Such 
heritage was thought to bring protection from God 
since judgment comes on the nations, not on the 
people of Abraham.'* John’s warning is that—at an 
individual level—Abrahamic heritage guarantees 
nothing before God. The best religious pedigree by 
itself is not an adequate source of protection before 
him. Each individual must assess himself or herself 
aright. By itself the richest of biological connections 
is worthless spiritually if the spiritual environment 
and exhortation are ignored. 

The issue of becoming God’s child is not a matter 
of inheritance, but of God’s power and work. The 
explanation of the Abraham remark is introduced 
with the solemn phrase “for I say to you” (A€yW yap 


Lulv, lego gar hymin). The picture of God producing 
life out of an inanimate object attributes adoption into 
God’s family to the work of God and not to the 
natural rights of having a certain genealogy. The 
stones picture dead, inanimate creation, which God 
brings miraculously to life. A similar vivifying of 
inanimate objects will reoccur in Jesus’ picturesque 
remarks upon entering Jerusalem in 19:40. The 
allusion here has conceptual similarities to Isa. 51:1— 
2, where Abraham is referred to as the rock from 
which those who seek God are cut.’ Of course, the 
centrality of Abraham emerges from the promise of 


natural level, and yet there is a connection to 
Abraham in terms of faith that has eternal 
significance (Luke 16:24; John 8:33-39; Acts 7:2; 
Rom. 4:1; Gal. 3:29). In John’s view, all must repent 
and come to God. Becoming a child of God is a 
matter of responding to God on his terms, terms that 
involve repentance. Comments about God’s ability to 
produce children from rocks may suggest the 
possibility that God can raise up anyone of any race 
to respond and be his child. Luke may well be 
including Gentiles here. 


Two notes should be made about the stone figure. 
First, in the picture John uses, the stones do not 
become children of God. Rather, God creatively 
produces children from them, a description that 
places adoption into God’s family in the hands of the 
creator God. Second, the contrast between children 
and stones may conceal what would have been a 


wordplay in Aramaic between &7J2 (bny;, children) 


and X’IIX (.bny;, stones), a second Semitism in this 
material that suggests its authenticity.'* The only 
possible obstacle to this suggestion of wordplay is 
that there are two Aramaic terms for stone.” If a 
wordplay is behind the text, the wording betrays even 
more the wilderness setting and argues for an old 
tradition. 


iv. The Second Reminder of Judgment (3:9) 


3:9 John follows with an eschatological warning of 
great significance, since he focuses on the nearness 
of the approaching judgment (Fitzmyer 1981: 469). 
"Hôn (ede, already) serves along with the present 
tense KEILTAL (keitai, is lying) to stress the nearness of 
God’s decisive judgment. Hendriksen (1978: 206 

n. 172) notes correctly that Nön is in the emphatic 
position, since it comes first in the sentence, an 


emphasis heightened by its isolation from the verb it 
modifies. (Of its sixty-one NT uses, HON begins a 
sentence ten times [counting the second occurrence 
in 1 Cor. 4:8]; of its twenty-five uses in the 
Synoptics, it has this position only in the parallel 
[Matt. 3:10] and Luke 7:6.) The implication is that 
John’s audience may not think God’s decisive 
judgment is near. However, it is nearer than they 
think, since the ax is ready to fall (Plummer 1896: 
90). 

The ax primed to fall is a very explicit figure for 
the clearing away of those who are not fruitful. The 
passive verb KELTAL may well suggest that God is the 
agent who will wield the ax (Marshall 1978: 141). 
The picture is of the ax aimed at the root." If the ax 
falls, it will chop away at the roots, and the tree will 
be destroyed (Danker 1988: 87; Bovon 1989: 173; 
Deut. 19:5). 

The removal of the fruitless vine pictures 
destruction, and it parallels OT use. Hosea 10:1-2 
and Jer. 2:21—22 use the image to depict the nation’s 
destruction in judgment, while Isa. 10:33—34 uses the 
figure to depict the removal of the Assyrians, and 
Amos 2:9 uses it of the Amorites (Fitzmyer 1981: 
469; Creed 1930: 52; Ellis 1974: 89). The image of 


the fruitless or uprooted tree also occurs in the 
intertestamental period (Sir. 6:3; 23:25; Wis. 4:3-5 
[of illegitimate children]; Marshall 1978: 141). The 
image of the ax that destroys also has OT roots (Ps. 
As Luke 7:29-35 will explain, John the Baptist’s 
ministry, like Jesus’ ministry, forces choices and 
creates a division among people. 

Black (1967: 144-45) notes that PL yelv (phygein, 
flee) in 3:7 and piCav (rhizan, root) in 3:9 make a 
nice wordplay in Aramaic: PX (rg, flee) and IPX 
(qr, root). The possibility of a Semitic wordplay 
adds to the evidence already noted for the ancient 
character of this tradition (see the exegesis of 3:8b). 

The ax will make distinctions similar to those 
mentioned in 7:29-30, since it is aimed only at 
fruitless trees. The conclusion concerning the image 
of a tree and its produce is introduced by 00V (oun, 
therefore). More than one tree is in view, since John 
speaks of every (TAV, pan) tree. John stresses that 
only the unfruitful, the unrepentant, need to be 
concemed about the ax’s falling (3:8). They are the 
ones who will be cut down.” Jesus uses this same 
imagery (Luke 6:43-49; 13:7, 9; John 15:1-6). The 
later Lucan parallels link the produce to a proper 


response to Jesus, showing a continuity between John 
and Jesus on the theme of repentance. 

The fruitless trees are not only cut down, they are 
cast into fire. The image of the fire of judgment also 
has OT roots. Both Jer. 11:16 and Ezek. 15:6-7 used 
the image to speak of the consuming destruction that 
crushed the nation and produced the exile (as a 
general image of judgment upon all: Isa. 66:15-16, 
24; upon various nations: Amos 1-2 [seven times]; 
see also Nah. 1:6; Zeph. 1:18; 3:8). In the NT as 


the ax falls in a judgment that is near, there is no 
hope (Lang, TDNT 6:941-42). Thus, the summary of 
John’s message on repentance finishes where it 
started—with a graphic warning about God’s coming 
wrath in judgment for those who fail to discern the 
times correctly. As Schürmann (1969: 166 n. 32) 
notes against H. Conzelmann, it is wrong to speak of 
Luke’s John as preaching just about Messiah and not 
about judgment. For Luke, John’s ministry refers to 
both Messiah and judgment. In fact, it is judgment 
that makes preparation for Messiah so imperative. 
Hendriksen (1978: 206-7) raises a practical 
question about this unit. How is one to evaluate 


John’s message in light of the delay of the final 
judgment? He posits several elements to an 
appropriate answer: prophetic foreshortening; a 
foreshadowing of the fall of Jerusalem, which did in 
fact come soon; and the importance of repenting.” 
But when John’s teaching is put together with Jesus’ 
use of this imagery in Luke 6, 7, 13, a slightly 
different answer seems to emerge. The point is that 
John called for personal decisions that would 
determine one’s fate. How one decided about the 
source of John’s preaching and about John’s view of 
being rightly related to God through repentance was a 
personal eschatological decision of the greatest 
importance. With the ministries of John and Jesus 
came the critical time of decision. 

The ultimate die is cast with regard to God by how 
one relates to the message about forgiveness of sins 
in the context of repentance. Jesus’ coming will force 
people to look at themselves and make decisions that 
determine their eternal fate. One can be aided in 
understanding Jesus by understanding how John 
prepared the way for him. The judgment of God 
draws near in that however one decides on the 
message of John and Jesus will represent how one 
responds to God’s message and thus how God will 


deal with that individual. Just as in John’s Gospel the 
cross can be viewed as the source of the decisive 
defeat of Satan, even though the ultimate defeat is yet 
to come, so the Baptist’s coming (and that of Jesus) 
can be regarded as judgment drawing near, even 
though the actual judgment they discuss is yet to 
come. For the decision that one makes about John’s 
ministry and about his greater successor Jesus will 
determine precisely whether God’s judgment will 
fall. 

This is not to say that John is the decisive 
eschatological figure for Luke; indeed, Jesus’ 
superiority to the Baptist is portrayed in Luke 1-2 
and 3:15-18. But John prepares for Messiah in noting 
the decisive nature of the times. John warns the 
crowd to see their need for repentance and to live 
fruitfully. John opens the door for Messiah, who will 
bring the forgiveness that the responsive know they 
need. 


b. The Appropriate Fruit of Repentance (3:10- 
14) 


i. Fruit of Repentance Described for the Crowd 
(3:10-11) 


3:10 John’s message does not fall on deaf ears. The 
response of three distinct groups in 3:10-14 
constitutes a section unique to Luke’s Gospel.” 

The crowd is the first to press John for elaboration. 
If the crowd is to make fruit worthy of repentance, 
what are they to do? In asking the question, the 
crowd understands that John is not calling them to 
participate in an efficacious rite, but he is calling on 
them to respond with action. The washing pictures 
what happens in the heart. They are asking him in 
effect, “What is the product that reflects true 
repentance?” TIoLNOWUEV (poiesömen, shall we do?) 
here plays off TOLNOATE (poiésate, make) in 3:8. 
The crowd wishes to know what repentance entails. 


3:11 John’s reply about the product of repentance is 
exceedingly practical. He does not call the crowd to 
his ascetic lifestyle, nor does he call for a 
commitment to a series of ritual religious acts, nor 
does he point to the sacrifices associated with the 
Jewish faith. Rather, he points to meeting the needs 
of others. 

Giving an undergarment to the one in need fits the 


1988: 87; Schürmann 1969: 168 n. 47; Creed 1930: 
52). The literature of contemporary Judaism also 
retains this theme (Sir. 4:1, 4, 8; 7:32; 10:23; 11:12; 
34:21; 35:2 [conceptually, by reference to alms]; Tob. 
1:17; 4:16). Repentant individuals are not to worry 
about social separation or sacrifice; they are to care 
for the needs of their neighbors. Such exhortations to 
caring are also present in Jesus’ ministry (Luke 
16:19-31) and in the teaching of the early church 
(James 1:26-27; Eph. 4:28). The fundamental ethic 
involves an unselfish approach to life, which sees a 
person in basic need and gives a spare possession to 
meet it (Danker 1988: 88). 

The exact picture is of taking an extra item from 
one’s garments to clothe the unclothed. Xttwv 
(chiton, undergarment) was basically a short 
undershirt worn underneath the longer outer garment 
or actual tunic ((uATLOV, himation).”* Numerous 
passages reflect the distinction (Luke 6:29; Matt. 
5:40; Josephus, Antiquities 17.5.7 8136; SB 1:343). 
Both were usually worn, but that was not necessary 


the crowd should seek to clothe anyone whom they 
notice lacks an undergarment (i.e., lacks clothes). 


This call to share is voluntary, but it also is a 
reflection of a morally appropriate concern for one’s 
neighbor (Ellis 1974: 90). Refusing the call reveals 
what is in the heart. There is a prophetic ethical 
demand in John’s reply. The one who understands the 
proper product of repentance will attempt to meet 
such needs. Is it any wonder that both John and Jesus 
were popular with the masses, who could appreciate 
the importance of meeting such needs? 

What applies to clothing also applies to food. John 
does not elaborate here, but simply exhorts “do 
likewise” (ÖUOLWG TOLELTW, homoiös poieitö) with 
the need for food. Paul notes that with food and 
clothing one can have material contentment (1 Tim. 
6:8). John says that sharing basic needs with one’s 
neighbor is the proper fruit that grows out of 
repentance. 


ii. Fruit of Repentance Described for Tax 
Collectors (3:12-13) 


3:12 Luke next reports the specific request of two 
groups that were among the least popular in Jewish 
society: toll collectors (3:12-13) and soldiers (3:14). 
Only the toll collectors are said by Luke to have 
come forward to be baptized. Either this is stylistic 


variation, or Luke is highlighting that this group was 
responsive, as other Lucan references to them seem 
to suggest (5:27-30; 7:29, 34; 15:1; 18:9-14; 19:1— 
10). 

To understand a little about the reply that John 
gives to the toll collectors, one must examine the 
background of the office.” Taxes in the Roman 
Empire were a complex affair. There were different 
ranks of collectors, and there were different taxes to 
collect. The system of collection was known as tax 
(or toll) farming. City rulers leased the right to collect 
taxes to an individual or group, who had bid for this 
right and had paid for it in advance. Thus, the 
collector would not only have to collect the tax that 
Rome had stipulated, but he also would have to add 
a surcharge to meet his expenses, an additional 
charge over which he had total control.” In most of 
the empire this job of collection went to wealthy 
Romans who were designated “publicans.” They in 
turn would hire others to do the actual collection, the 
“tax collectors” proper (TEAWVNG, telönes; BAGD 
812 and BAA 1619 are clear on the distinction 
between these groups). And at times these tax 
collectors would hire subordinates, becoming “head 
tax collectors.” 


Because of the political situation, in 44 B.C. Julius 
Caesar reduced taxes in Palestine, so that publicans 
ceased to operate there (Donahue 1971: 44; Josephus 
Antiquities 14.10.5-6 §8200—209). Collecting direct 
taxes for Rome became the responsibility of the 
prefect, who hired a SnUOGWWVNC (demosiönes, state 
or public tax official; lit., farmer of the revenue)—a 
term that does not appear in the NI—to collect 
taxes.” Direct taxes included the poll tax (a general 
citizen’s tax) and the land tax (a tax on one’s harvest) 
(Michel, TDNT 8:97-98). In addition to these direct 
taxes, there also was a set of indirect taxes on all 
items purchased or leased in a region, including a 
type of sales tax, which involved the hiring of 
TEAGVAL, the term Luke uses here.” Dues were 
collected at major cities such as Jerusalem, Jericho, 
and Caesarea.” As one can see, this system of 
multiple collectors, each of whom could add his own 
surcharge, could create great abuse. In fact, a 
Palmyrene inscription from a slightly later period 
records an attempt to control abuses (Dittenberger 
1903-5: #629). 

Judaism reacted with extreme distaste to those who 
took up this vocation. One of the reasons was that 
people whose business required them to travel might 


be taxed at each locale throughout a region, and they 
regarded these surcharges as robbery (Michel, TDNT 
8:101-2). Of all the taxes, the indirect taxes were the 
least liked.” Lucian, a second-century non-Christian 
writer, in describing people who “only stir up great 
confusion,” referred to “adulterers, pimps, tax 
collectors, yes-men, and informers.”” Even non-Jews 
disliked them. Jews excommunicated toll collectors 
because they were regarded as robbers (Donahue 
1971: 49-53). Only a few of these men were 
commended for how they carried out their tasks.** 
group of such tax collectors were sensitive to John’s 
message and asked him what they should do. 

In addressing John, the toll collectors used the 
word 6t6ao0Kade (didaskale, teacher), a term that 
was often used of a rabbi to denote deep respect 
(Ellis 1974: 90). In fact, in Luke nondisciples often 
address Jesus with this title (9:38; 10:25; 11:45; 
12:13; 18:18). John apparently touched a nerve. The 
description is apt, since in 3:1-18 we see John 
offering prophecy, preaching apocalyptic, and giving 
exhortation and wisdom (Bovon 1989: 174). The tax 
collectors were basically asking, “What needs to 
change?” 


3:13 John’s reply is straightforward: the toll 
collectors are not to give up their profession. Rather, 
they are to conduct themselves honorably and fairly. 
John is not a political revolutionary, for he does not 
attack the right to collect taxes. What John argues is 
that taxes should be collected without extortion, 
surcharges, kickbacks, payoffs, or bribes. The tax 
collectors are to do their job and not take advantage 
of their authority. They must exact only what has 
been appointed (StaTETAYUEVOV, diatetagmenon) to 
them to collect. In short, they are to be honest 
stewards. IIPA0oeTe (prassete) is a commercial 
term that means “to transact business” (BAGD 698 
81b; BAA 1399-1400; Luke 19:23). The fruit of 
repentance in a toll collector would be fair business 
practices, in contrast to corrupt toll collectors. The 
call is one of fairness to one’s neighbor. It parallels 
the call made to the crowd. The penitent one lives 
differently, manifesting an appropriate response in his 
or her vocation. 


ii. Fruit of Repentance Described for Soldiers 
(3:14) 


3:14 The third group, the soldiers, ask how they 
should respond. It is generally agreed that these 


soldiers were Jewish rather than Roman (Fitzmyer 
1981: 471; Bovon 1989: 174 n. 39; Marshall 1978: 
143; Schneider 1977a: 86-87; Plummer 1896: 92). 
They could have come from one of three groups: 
Antipas’s army in Perea, which included foreign 
troops as well (on the international nature of this 
army, see Josephus, Antiquities 17.8.3 33198-99); the 
Judean “police”; or soldiers who assisted and 
protected the toll collectors. The last possibility may 
be indicated by Kal ńueřç (kai hémeis) at the end of 
the question: What shall “we also” do? (i.e., we 
alongside the toll collectors). It may also be 
supported by John’s reply focusing exclusively on 
money. These two factors indicate a possible 
connection between the groups of 3:12-14, though 
one cannot be certain (so Leaney 1958: 107; 
Geldenhuys 1951: 139; Hendriksen 1978: 208). The 
possibility for abuse of authority by law enforcement 
personnel was very real (Heidland, TDNT 5:592). 
The soldiers, sensing a need to change as a result of 
John’s warning in 3:7-9, ask what they should do. 
The reply comes in three parts: two prohibitions 
and an exhortation. First, they are not to intimidate 
anyone so as to extort money violently. ALlaoelonTe 
(diaseisete) means “to shake violently” and is 


equivalent to our slang expression to shake someone 
down (BAGD 188; BAA 377-78; MM 153; 3 Macc. 
7:21; Marshall 1978: 143-44). John commands the 
soldiers not to use strong-arm tactics to gain financial 
advantage. The term is used only here in the NT but 
was commonly used this way in Koine Greek 

(P. Tebt. vol. 1 #43 lines 26, 36 [118 B.C.]; P. Oxy. 
vol. 2 #284 line 5 and #285 line 13 [both A.D. 50). 
In P. Tebt. 43 StaGEtW appears with Luke’s next 
verb, OUKOPAVTEW. Extortion is the basic idea and 
is strictly prohibited by John. John’s answer about the 
product of repentance reflects itself in practical ethics 
and an absence of abuse of power. 

The meaning of the second prohibition, 
OUKOMAVTNONTE (sykophantéséte), is debated. It 
seems originally to have meant “to shake figs,” that 
is, to expose figs by shaking the tree (Fitzmyer 1981: 
470-71; BAGD 776; BAA 1549; MM 596). Two 
means simply to be an informer against someone else 
(Alford 1874: 471; A. B. Bruce 1897: 483) or, more 
strongly, it means to falsely accuse or to gain 
monetary advantage, that is, to extort by fraud (Luce 
1933: 111; Plummer 1896: 93; Creed 1930: 53). The 
term is used in the NT only here and in 19:8. Since 


the context surrounding the verb is monetary, the 
second idea of extortion by fraud or false 
representation seems to be the likely meaning 
(Marshall 1978: 144; Fitzmyer 1981: 471; Nestle 
1903; Hunzinger, TDNT 7:759). Again, this sense 
conforms to everyday uses found in the ancient 
papyri.** Thus, the soldier is not to abuse his position 
so as to take monetary advantage of those under his 
authority. He is not to seize additional money by 
force to supplement his basic wage. Being a soldier 
itself is not considered to be unlawful, but the soldier 
should not take advantage of the citizenry. 

The exhortation is to be content with one’s wage. 
Olbwvıov (opsönion) is almost exclusively a 
military term for the provisions given to a soldier.” 
The military wage of the day was a basic provision of 
food and minimal subsistence—a level of support 
that might tempt one to take advantage of position 
and to supplement income through excessive use of 
civil authority. If one was content, then one would be 
less tempted by this possibility. John’s counsel is 
similar to that of Josephus in discussing soldiers (Life 
47 8244; Fitzmyer 1981: 471). 

John’s response to the three groups says to be 
compassionate, loving, and fair to fellow human 


beings and not to take advantage of another or leave 
another in destitution for one’s own gain. Rather, one 
is to be content with what one has. Look to meet 
needs, rather than to aggravate them. 


Summary 


Luke 3:7-14 represents a sample of John’s call to 
repentance. It emphasizes the nearness of God’s 
coming wrath. In one sense, it is the negative side 
of saying the kingdom draws near (Matt. 3:2). 
With the opportunity of promise comes also the 
risk of judgment for rejecting the promise. 
Matthew notes the positive experience, while 
Luke notes the danger. The declaration makes it 
clear that crucial times are approaching; key 
decisions need to be made. The best way to 
prepare is to answer John’s call to repentance. One 
should live in light of an awareness of God’s 
coming and his judgment. 

John’s message involves a unique setting not to 
be confused with the postcross perspective of the 
NT Letters. John preached to the Jewish people 
and prepared them for the promise, by helping 
them to understand sin and their relation to it 


(1:17, 76-77). Religious heritage, even Abrahamic 
heritage, is no guarantee against that day when the 
ax will fall against those who are not fruitful. The 
recognition of one’s need for repentance is crucial. 
In 3:15-17, the Baptist speaks of a greater baptism 
that Jesus brings, a baptism that is later called 
(24:49) the promise of the Father from above. 
This is the bestowal of the Spirit, which embodies 
God’s response to those who come to him through 
Jesus (Acts 2:17-39). The Spirit is God’s gift of 
enablement for those who turn to him. In addition, 
the recognition of one’s need for repentance 
paves the way for response to the Lord Jesus later 
(Acts 19:4). John’s ministry and baptism 
ultimately point to Jesus and find their 
culmination in him. 

But in practical terms, what is true repentance? 
Three groups ask John this question, and in each 
case the response is not given in terms of ascetic 
lifestyle nor in terms of a particular feeling of 
remorse nor in partaking of religious rites nor in 
some form of mere mental acknowledgment. 
Rather, true repentance responds to God and treats 
fellow humans justly. If a repentant person sees 
someone who is hungry or in need of clothing, the 


call is to feed and clothe that person. A repentant 
person who collects taxes must do so without 
excessive surcharges. A repentant person whoisa 
soldier must not intimidate or extort money, but be 
content with one’s own wage. It is interesting that 
two specific replies in 3:12-14 deal with money, 
an area where it is easy to be most protective of 
one’s own resources and interests. John’s 
repentance expresses itself neither in separation 
from the world nor in selfish pursuit of it. Rather, 
repentance exhorts people to be fair with others 
and meet basic needs with fundamental aid. This 
is what God desires of those who know he is 
present and coming: a concern for him is 
expressed through concern for others. 


Additional Notes 


3:8. Some suggest this material may have been used for baptismal 
instruction in the early church (Schürmann 1969: 179). However, it 
seems that Luke’s concern is historical, not catechetical, since 
Jewish heritage would hardly be an issue for Luke’s audience. There 
is instructional value, however, in the material, since it shows that 


what repentance involves is something more concrete than mere 


intellectual assent. Repentance is pictured as producing a personal 
appropriation and commitment, which expresses itself in concrete 
acts (5:32). Another crucial element that speaks against a baptismal 
association is the absence of an effort to relate repentance to Jesus 
or to Messiah, something that is quite evident in Acts as one moves 
toward Christian baptism (Acts 2:38-40; 19:1-4). John’s baptism 
may have analogies to Christian baptism, but it is only a pointer to a 
greater period of God’s dealing with people. It is a precursor of a 
greater baptism, as Luke himself will make clear in agreement with 
Christian tradition (Luke 3:15-18; Matt. 3:11-12; Mark 1:7-8). The 
setting of these remarks is not baptism in the early church or 
Christian preaching; it is John the Baptist. 


3:10. The source of 3:10-14 is much discussed. In the early part of 
this century, some argued that the section must be a late creation of 
Luke, since the passage contained what was judged to be “low moral 
content” in comparison to Jesus’ teaching (6:29; so Wellhausen 
1904: 5). Some question the possibility of soldiers listening to John 
in a Semitic context (Bultmann 1963: 145), a view that has not gone 
unchallenged. Ernst (1977: 143) argues that the material was found 
in Luke’s special source and that the question-answer format along 
with the social concern fits Luke’s perspective. In addition, the 
question, “What shall we do?” follows typical Lucan style. Luke often 
presents a crowd asking for guidance in response to a speaker (Acts 


2:37; 16:30; 22:10). However, Ernst gives no indication why he refers 
this material to a special Lucan source rather than to Luke himself. 
A better solution is that of Schürmann (1969: 169; for lexical 
details, see n. 54) and Marshall (1978: 141-42). They argue that 
Luke included material from a traditional source that Matthew chose 
to omit. The evidence that the material comes from a source about 
John the Baptist is that in no other place does the uniquely Lucan 
material show a concern for John the Baptist alone. Marshall goes 
on to note that the reply’s morality is not low as Wellhausen claims, 
but is revolutionary (also Danker 1988: 89-90). Marshall notes that 
Bultmann’s statement about the impossibility of soldiers being 
present before John is sheer speculation. Schürmann (1969: 169 
n. 53) adds that the reply of 3:11 has clear OT roots as well as some 
non-Lucan expressions.*4 Thus, Luke is using traditional material 
about John the Baptist. The question of whether Matthew had this 
material seems less certain. The point is that Luke presents unique 
material, and there is no reason to question the connection of the 
material to John. 


3:10. The grammatical dispute concerning the use of the imperfect 
tense em PWTWV influences the meaning of the verb. Plummer 
(1896: 90) and Godet (1875: 1.178) suggest that it indicates 
repeated questions on repeated occasions. Creed (1930: 52) 
suggests that it simply and vividly presents the past action as still in 
progress. The latter is to be preferred, since a later verse uses the 
aorist tense (3:12). What Luke describes is a single representative 


scene from John’s ministry (3:18). Schweizer (1984: 73) makes the 
correct observation that 3:10-11 gives the general exhortation while 
3:12-14 mentions specifics that apply to two groups. 


3. Promise of John the Baptist 
(3:15-18) 


Luke completes the presentation of John’s 
ministry with two brief sections. Where 3:1--6 
introduced John in the context of history and OT 
fulfillment and 3:7-14 gave an illustration of his 
preaching about repentance, 3:15-18 gives his 
preaching about the Christ and 3:19-20 contains a 
brief note about his imprisonment. The first 
section (3:15-18) shows that John is subordinate 
to Jesus and points out that the real promise and 
hope come with the one who is mightier than 
John. Luke presents this emphasis more 
elaborately than do the other Synoptics. Where 
Matt. 3:11-12 and Mark 1:7-8 give John’s 
teaching about “one to come” without any 
introduction, Luke 3:15 presents the teaching in a 
context of popular speculation about whether John 


was the Christ. So a stronger note enters into 
John’s eschatological teaching. 


Sources and Historicity 


The connection between the traditions in the various Gospels is a 
complex issue. Luke combines various sources here. Luke 3:15 is 
unique to Luke, but it has terminology that is not Lucan, which leads 
Schürmann to consider the introduction as traditional in origin.* Luke 
3:16 parallels material in Mark 1:7 and Matt. 3:11. The reference to 
the Stronger One stands verbally closer to Mark, while the material 
on baptizing with water is sequentially parallel to Matthew, though it 
is in all three Gospels. All mention the future baptism of the Spirit. 
Luke’s presentation is more condensed. Luke 3:17 is very close in 
wording to Matt. 3:12, agreeing almost exactly except that Luke has 
an infinitive (OUVAYAYELV) where Matthew has a verb 
(OUVAEE L). In addition Matthew has an extra Kal, and there is 
one reversal of word order. Luke 3:18 is unique to Luke and serves 
as a clear summary to the discussion about John’s active ministry. 
Luke is responsible for this summary. Judgments about historicity 
parallel the discussion of 3:1-6 (see the exegesis of 3:16). 


The form of this account is prophetic 
pronouncement (Berger 1984: 260). It is laid out 


in an “I but he” comparison, which shows how 

John compares to Jesus. The form contrasts Jesus 

and John, while the nature of the different 

baptisms shows that Jesus is superior to John. 
The outline of Luke 3:15-18 is as follows: 


a. John’s promise of a greater one to come 
(3:15-17) 
i. Popular messianic speculation about John 
(3:15) 
ii. Promise of a greater baptism (3:16-17) 
b. Summary: John preached good news (3:18) 


Numerous themes dominate this short passage, 
John’s relationship to Jesus through John’s own 
prophetic testimony being the most important one. 
John’s baptism is a prelude to Spirit baptism, 
which is the greater baptism of the Mightier One 
to come. In addition, no one, not even a prophet, 
compares to Jesus. In fact, all are unworthy in 
comparison. There is a somber note as well as 
promise. With the coming of the Stronger One 
who brings promise, there is also judgment. So the 
goal of the warning is to lead each one to decide 
where he or she stands in relation to the hope. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


15 And the people were expectant and all were questioning in their 


hearts whether John might be the Christ. 16John replied to all, “I shall 
baptize you with water; but there comes one who is stronger than |, 
the thong of whose sandals | am not worthy to untie; he shall baptize 
you with the Holy Spirit and fire. 17He has the winnowing fork in his 
hand to clear the threshing floor, to gather the wheat into the 
storehouse but the chaff to burn with unquenchable fire.” 

18 Now also with many other exhortations he preached good news 


to the people. 


a. John’s Promise of a Greater One to 
Come (3:15-17) 


i. Popular Messianic Speculation About John 
(3:15) 


3:15 Among the Synoptics, only Luke at this point 
mentions that John’s preaching created a stir of 
popular speculation. John’s mention of God’s coming 
wrath as a time of vindicating judgment would 
naturally suggest that Messiah and deliverance might 
be near (3:7—9). Such eschatological speculation was 
natural for a Jewish audience sensitive to OT hope. 
Thus Luke mentions that the people were expectant. 


IIpooĝokáw (prosdokaö, expecting) is used 
frequently by Luke (Luke 1:21; 7:19, 20; 8:40; 12:46; 
Acts 3:5; 27:33; 28:6; Plummer 1896: 93; Marshall 
1978: 145; BAGD 712 83; BAA 1427). It_ usually 
denotes a high level of expectation about an event 
that draws near. The parallel in Luke 7:19-20 shows 
that it can speak of end-time expectation, in which a 
sense of nearness is key (Matt. 11:3; 2 Pet. 3:12-14). 
Such was the hope that John created in the people. 
Speculation went beyond the nature of the times to 
John himself; this speculation is expressed by the 
phrase SLAAOYLCOUEVWV TTAVTWV EV TAIG 
Kapölaus AUTWV (dialogizomenön pantön en tais 
kardiais autön, all were questioning in their hearts; 
Mark 2:6-8; Luke 5:22; 12:17; Matt. 16:7-8; 21:25; 
Schrenk, TDNT 2:96 §B1). The reference to the heart 
probably should not be interpreted as an indication 
that only internal private speculation was involved. 
The other passages about the popular view of John 
make it clear that thoughts about John’s role were a 
matter of public discussion (7:19-35 [where Jesus is 
dealing with such speculation]; 9:7-9). Surely if the 
people discussed the issue of the nature of the times, 
the possibility of a messianic connection was also 
considered. Thus, Kapölatg refers to the deep 


personal level at which the question was raised. All 
were reflecting fully on the matter. 

Some wish to make a theological point of the use 
of Aaov (laou, people). In a few contexts in Luke— 
Acts the term clearly means the special people of 
God (Luke 1:77; Acts 15:14), though in many 
contexts it is a way to refer to Israel (Luke 1:68; 
2:32; Acts 4:10, 25, 27). But the usage in Luke 3:18, 
21 seems to envision John’s general audience, and so 
a specialized meaning of the term is unlikely here. It 
is only a stylistic variation for OyAOL (ochloi, crowd) 
in 3:10, as in 23:13. 

The question the people raised concerned John as 
Messiah. The combination uNTTOTE AUTOS ein O 
XPLOTOG (mépote autos eié ho christos, perhaps he 
might be the Christ) has been seen as a statement of 
denial by Luke, since the interrogative particle 
UNTTOTE contains the particle un, a particle that 
expects a negative answer (Danker 1988: 91). Thus, 
Luke raises the question about John, but states it in 
Greek in such a way that the answer is not left in 
doubt. John is not the Christ. However, most interpret 
UNTTOTE as referring purely to uncertainty, because of 
the optative ein (Creed 1930: 53; BAGD 519 §3ba; 


Robertson 1923: 938-39). The uncertainty is laid out 
in a way that suggests unlikelihood, but that the 
possibility is even raised shows how seriously some 
took John. John will reject this association (3:16-17). 
However, the raising of the messianic issue points out 
to the reader that these are special times and that 
Jesus is the Messiah (Acts 13:24—25; John 3:25-30). 


ii. Promise of a Greater Baptism (3:16-17) 


3:16 The question about whether John is the Christ 
leads into the Baptist’s response. The response of 
3:16-17 will declare a threefold superiority for Jesus: 
he is stronger than John; he brings a better baptism 
than John; and he is the Judge (Schneider 1977a: 88). 
The order of Luke’s remarks is like Matt. 3:11, where 
the sequence is baptism in water, the Stronger One, 
and baptism in the Spirit. Mark 1:7-8 mentions the 
Stronger One first and then contrasts baptism of 
water with baptism of the Spirit. Luke, however, is 
aware of the direct contrast, as Acts 1:5 and 11:16 
show (Creed 1930: 53). Thus, the statement of Jesus’ 
Superiority and the contrast of the two baptisms of 
John and Jesus is something all the Synoptics share. 
Jesus’ ministry is in a different class than John’s. 


John’s teaching prepares for rather than parallels 
Jesus’ teaching. 

John baptizes with water (ÜÖATIL, hydati, is an 
instrumental dative; Plummer 1896: 94). "Yatı is 
thrown forward in the construction, making it slightly 
emphatic.* The mention of water baptism serves to 
set up the initial contrast, which expresses Jesus’ 
superiority. Luke gives no details about mode, since 
it is not his concern.? 

A Stronger One is coming. TOXLPOTEPOG 
(ischyroteros) has been seen as a title by some, but a 
technical meaning is not intended here; only a 
description is present. The association of strength 
with a redeemer is an OT idea: Deut. 10:17; 2 Sam. 
22:33 (= Ps. 18:32 [18:33 MTJ); Isa. 11:2; Jer. 50:34 


Philo, Special Laws 1.56 8307), but Isa. 11:2 is a 
reference to the root of Jesse, while 2 Sam. refers to 
God’s giving David strength. Acts 10:38 makes the 
point that Jesus’ strength emerges from his anointing 
by the Spirit. Thus, the figure of the Strong One for 
Luke is tied to an anointing with power, a picture that 
looks not so much at divinity as it does at Jesus’ regal 
office.* 


Next, John’s humility and identity in comparison to 
Jesus come out clearly. John is not worthy to untie a 
sandal from Jesus’ feet. Most people in the first 
century went barefoot or wore sandals (Oepke, TDNT 
5:310-11). One duty of a slave was to untie the 
sandals from the master’s feet (SB 1:121; Ellis 1974: 
90). In Judaism this was such a degrading act that a 
Hebrew slave was not to undertake it (Schneider 
1977a: 88; Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, tractate Nezikin 
1 on Exod. 21:2 [= Lauterbach 1933-35: 3.5 = 
Neusner 1988a: 112]). Thus, John is saying that he is 
so inferior to the Coming One that he is not worthy to 
perform even the most menial task for his master.° 

A key factor in the difference between John and 
Jesus is the baptism that each brings. Standing in 
contrast to John’s baptism with water is Jesus’ 
baptism of the Spirit and fire. Scholarly discussion 
about the two-part description of Jesus’ baptism is 
dominated by two issues: what John said in the 
original tradition and the meaning of “fire.” 

On the issue of what John said, there are two 
approaches. Some regard the reference to fire (TTÜp, 
pyr) as a Lucan explanation of the significance of 
Spirit baptism, since Mark 1:8 does not mention fire 
(Ellis 1974: 90, citing a connection to Acts 2). Others 


regard the reference to the Spirit as an addition that 
must have been a part of the tradition since it occurs 
in all three Gospels.* Those arguing that John 
predicted only a judgment and did not foresee the 
Spirit’s coming use three pieces of evidence to 
support this view: it is argued that Acts 19:1-10 
shows that the disciples who knew John did not know 
of a coming Spirit baptism; it is claimed that Luke 
3:17 looks only to a judgment; and it is asserted that 
the association of Messiah with the Spirit is not likely 
for Judaism in John’s time. 

Both approaches can be challenged. Against the 
view that Luke added a reference to fire are two 
points. (a) The appearance of TtÜp in Matt. 3:11 
shows that Luke did not add the phrase for the sake 
of Acts. (b) More importantly, the use of the image of 
fire in Acts 2:3 is exactly that, the use of a picture. 
Acts 2:3 does not say that the baptism associated 
with the Spirit’s distribution is of fire, but that it 
spread through the crowd like a fire. Thus, the Acts 
image of fire discusses only the Spirit’s spreading 
through the crowd and does not discuss the nature of 
the baptism itself. The attempt to appeal to the image 
of fire in Acts 2:19 also fails, for there heavenly signs 


are in view. Thus, the baptism with fire in Luke 3:16 
does not have literary contact with Acts. 

Against the view that Luke added a reference to the 
Spirit are the following points. (a) Acts 19:1-10 does 
not argue that the disciples who knew John’s baptism 
did not know about a Spirit baptism at all. Rather it 
shows that they did not know that Spirit baptism had 

come.” (b) Luke 3:17 is not only about judgment, 
since there is mention that wheat is gathered by the 
“one who comes.” (c) One can assume that John the 
Baptist’s ministry had positive notes as well as 
warnings. In declaring the kingdom’s nearness or in 
announcing God’s coming, John would be using 
terminology that noted the approach of God’s 
promise (Dunn 1970a: 9-10; Witherington 1990: 41— 
42). The association of Spirit and the end-time was 


association of the Spirit with the end-time is not at all 
unlikely for John. The theme was available to him 
from first-century Judaism. John could look forward 
to a baptism of the Spirit and fire. Since in Judaism 
both Messiah and Spirit baptism are associated with 


the end-time, only some reflection on the OT hope is 
needed to put the two elements together. 

What does the image of fire mean? All 
commentators agree that this image is the key to 
understanding the baptism. Four views exist: 


1. The reference is to Pentecost, and the 
distribution of the Spirit belongs to those who 
trust Jesus (Ellis 1974: 90; Bovon 1989: 177; 
Wiefel 1988: 92). This view is old, going back to 
Chrysostom, Homilies on Matthew 11.6-7 (citing 
Luke 12:49-50; 24:32; and Acts 2:3). The major 
problem with this approach is that it is too 
specific in linking up the promise to Acts 2. As 
was mentioned above, the fire terminology of 
Acts 2 does not support this view. 

2. Others see a mention only of judgment. The 
picture of the Spirit is seen as an allusion to a 
mighty wind that brings destructive judgment 
(Isa. 40:24; 41:16; Jer. 4:11-12; 23:19; 30:23; 
Ezek. 13:11-13). The reference to the chaff in 
Luke 3:17 is seen as supporting this view (so 
Eisler 1931: 274-79; Barrett 1947: 125-26). The 
major problem with this approach is that it tends 
to limit the scope of John’s ministry to a note of 


warning and thus conflicts with 3:18 (Fitzmyer 
1981: 474). 

3. The reference is to two distinct baptisms, one 
of salvation (Spirit) and one of judgment (fire). 
This position goes back at least to Origen, 
Homilies on Luke 24 (it is also held by Lang, 
TDNT 6:943; Schürmann 1969: 174-75; Scobie 
1964: 71). By far the strongest argument for this 
view is that fire is a consistent image for 
judgment in the OT, especially the final 
judgment associated with the eschaton (Isa. 29:6; 
66:15;_ Ezek. 38:22; Amos 1:4; 7:4; Zeph. 1:18; 
3:8; Mal. 3:2; 4:1 [3:19 MTJ), an imagery that 
continues in Jewish literature.’ The extent and 
consistency of this imagery make this view 
attractive. Of course, the mention of the Spirit 
refers to the provision of New Covenant hope 
that associates the Spirit with the end-times (Joel 
2; Ezek. 36; Isa. 32; esp. Jer. 31:31-33). The 
fulfillment of this element is not seen so much in 
Pentecost as in the provision of the Spirit to all 
who come to Messiah. However, two points 
seem to be against the two-baptism view. First, 
there is only one grammatical object (DUGG, 
hymas, you), which speaks against a division into 


two groups according to two distinct baptisms 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 473). Second, two explicit 
baptisms would seem to require ý (&, or) and not 
Kal (kai, and) in Luke 3:16. Thus, this view, 
though initially compelling, does have problems. 
4. View 3 musters strong rationale, but the best 
option seems to be a reference to a single 
baptism. The Spirit purges and thus divides 
humankind (Marshall 1978: 146-47; Fitzmyer 
1981: 474; Dunn 1970a: 12-13). The key OT 
text here is Isa. 4:4-5, which sees a purging of 
peoples so that some may dwell in God’s 
presence. The key connection is that the Isaiah 
passage is the only OT text to use Spirit and fire 
together. Some who hold this view tend to 
discuss the purging of the righteous at the 
expense of the judgment concept, but it seems 
best to keep both in view in light of Luke 3:17 
and the nature of OT fire imagery.” The Christ 
comes with the nveúuatı Aylw (pneumati 
hagio, Holy Spirit). The Mightier One will test 
all people and divide them. This approach to the 
passage is also supported by other texts in Luke: 
12:49-53 speaks of the division by fire that Jesus 
came to bring; 17:29-30 speaks of the day of the 


Son of Man as a day of fire that divides people; 
and 12:10, which mentions the blasphemy 
against the Spirit, may well belong here in that 
the failure to respond to the offer of the Spirit 
creates an irreversible division among people, 
with some ending up rejected. So the offer of the 
Spirit divides people into two camps. One 
baptism is offered to the world, but it has two 
consequences. Which consequence a person 
experiences depends on the individual’s decision 
in regard to the baptism. 


Thus, in the baptism of Spirit and fire there are two 
sides to Jesus’ offer of God’s promise. It divides 
people into two groups. Those who accept it, by 
accepting the one who brings it, are purged and taken 
in. Those who do not are thrown to the wind, as 3:17 
suggests. The offer of this decisive baptism, revealed 
at Pentecost but offered continuously thereafter, 
shows Jesus’ superiority to John. The offer of the 
Spirit began with the message of salvation, which 
was preached at Pentecost. With acceptance come the 
gift and the presence of the Spirit, who protects one 
from judgment (Acts 2:38-40). John is only a 
precursor to him who brings this baptism. 


Comparison of Luke 3:16 with the Synoptic 
parallels reveals one other theological point. John’s 
remark indicates how one will know that the coming 
kingdom has arrived (Matt. 3:2). If John is not the 
Christ, but the kingdom approaches with the Christ 
who baptizes with the Spirit (Matt. 3:11; Mark 1:8; 
Luke 3:16), then the kingdom’s arrival must be 
associated with this baptism. Though Luke does not 
make this point here, he suggests it later in Acts 
2:16-39, where the bestowal of the Spirit indicates 
proof of the activity of the Christ, who is also Lord. 
Peter also indicates as much when he speaks of “the 
beginning” in Acts 11:15-18, looking back to Acts 2 
as a point of comparison with what God had just 
done for Cornelius and his Gentile friends. 


3:17 John explains the baptism of Spirit and fire 
through the picture of sifting grain at harvest time 
(Godet 1875: 1.180). IITLOV (ptyon, winnowing 
fork) was a wooden forklike shovel used to lift the 
grain in the air, so that the wind or a winnowing fan 
could separate the wheat from the chaff (BAGD 727; 
BAA 1456). The heavier, usable grain would fall 
directly down onto the threshing floor, while the 


üAwva, halona, threshing floor, see BAGD 41; BAA 


point. Jesus is ready to divide among people. Just as 
wheat is saved for the storehouse, so those who draw 
near to Jesus will be spared. But also just as the chaff 
is tossed to the wind, gathered, and burned, so will be 
the fate of those who refuse him. Jesus separates 
between people, and the winnowing fork is in his 
hand already. The picture indicates not only a 
separation within humanity, but a cleaning up of the 
threshing floor. His purging brings decisive 
judgment. 

These images have an OT background. The picture 
of harvest occurs in Prov. 20:26, Jer. 15:7, and Isa. 
41:15-16 (Marshall 1978: 148). In addition, the 


picture of the fire as unquenchable (doßEoTw, 


66:24), which is also found in Judaism (Jdt. 16:17). 
The image of fire tied to eternal judgment occurs also 
in Mark 9:43—44 (Lang, TDNT 6:945). The picture 
of the unquenchable fire alludes to the fierce and 
unending quality of an inescapable judgment that will 
be decisive and irreversible. There is one difference 
between this image and that of the OT. The purge 


in Israel are at risk too (Schulz 1972: 378; Song Rab. 
7.3.3 on 7:3). 

What is interesting to note about John’s remarks is 
that Jesus institutes the judgment for God, an image 
that will reappear in Acts (10:42—43; 17:31; Marshall 
1978: 148). Thus, Jesus’ position is grounded in his 
Superior authority. 

The idea expressed here agrees with Matt. 3:12 
exactly, though Matthew uses verbs where Luke has 
infinitives—a difference that is only stylistic (Creed 
1930: 54). Another note about the verse is that the 
combination of relative and personal pronouns is a 
reflection of Semitic style (Black 1967: 101, 144; 
Schiirmann 1969: 177 n. 105). 


b. Summary: John Preached Good News 
(3:18) 
3:18 Luke wraps up the overview of John’s ministry 
by a summary verse that functions like 1:66, 80; 
2:40, 52 (Godet 1875: 1.181; Plummer 1896: 96). 
The transition to a summary is indicated by the uev 
ovv Kal (men oun kai) construction: “now also.”” 
Some suggest that ETEPA (hetera) means messages 
of a character “different” from the message presented 
here (Plummer 1896: 96). However, it seems more 


likely that Luke is using the term to indicate that John 
preached about much more than what is present here, 
since Luke prefers €TEPOG (heteros, other; used 
thirty-two times) to GAAoc (allos, other; eleven 
times) (N. Turner 1963: 197). John’s ministry is 
characterized by exhortation to his audience. AdOv 
(laon, people) is not a technical term here for those 
who respond to John. Rather, it refers to John’s 
audience (3:15, 21). 

John’s message involves preaching good news 
(EÜNYYEALLETO, euengelizeto, to give a good-news 
message). Fitzmyer (1981: 475) argues that a 
technical reference to the salvation message is not 
present in that the use here is parallel to 1:19. But this 
approach ignores the allusions to salvation in 1:77 
and 3:6, and the announcement of the Mightier One 
in 3:15-17. There is an allusion to the precursor of 
the salvation message, a point that does not suggest 
that John’s message equals that of Jesus, but that 
John introduces what Jesus will actually bring (Godet 
1875: 1.181; Creed 1930: 54; Schürmann 1969: 178; 
Marshall 1978: 149; Wink 1968: 52-53). 


Summary 


There is continuity between John and Jesus. They 
share in breaking ground for God’s message. Luke 
often emphasizes continuity alongside the 
distinctions that he maintains, and the transition 
figure of John is no exception to this rule."* John is 
a part of the movement toward salvation and sets 
the table for it. 


Additional Notes 


3:16. Many commentators note that Luke, unlike Matt. 3:11 and Mark 
1:7, omits the phrase OTLOW LOU (Schürmann 1969: 173 n. 77; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 472; Wink 1968: 55). They explain the omission as 
an attempt by Luke to avoid any potential admission that Jesus may 
have been a disciple of John and thus might be inferior to him (the 
phrase is used for discipleship in Luke 9:23; 14:27). But is this 
theological motive behind the difference? Luke has made it 
abundantly clear by this point where John fits. More importantly, 
Luke is capable of expressing the idea that Jesus came after John 
(as in Acts 10:37; 13:25; 19:4, where in each case the preposition 
UETA is used). It may be that Luke removed ÒNLOW UOU for 
stylistic reasons to avoid a repetition, since the idea of “there comes 
one” already suggests that he comes after John. Although the 


omission involves a preposition different from the one used in Acts, a 


stylistic change seems more likely. Thus, Luke’s shorter line really 
does not differ from the Synoptics’ point. 


3:18. Schürmann (1969: 179-81) argues in detail that the message 
Luke gives here has more than a salvation-historical function. Luke 
is giving a catechetical teaching about baptism. But Luke does not 
emphasize baptism. His points of focus are the message, the proper 
response to that message, and a gift that comes with it. John’s 
baptism is a temporary rite sandwiched between the OT expectation 
of God’s coming salvation and the announcement of the coming 
Mighty One. Jesus’ baptism is not a rite, but is the gift of the Spirit. 
Thus, the salvation-historical context is never lost for Luke, and his 
perspective is future-oriented. Luke does not focus on the past, asa 
catechetical perspective would seem to require. Thus, Schürmann’s 
suggestion for the passage’s setting is not helpful. 


4. Imprisonment of John the 
Baptist (3:19-20) 


Luke concludes the overview of John’s ministry 
by recounting his arrest in a short summary note. 
Luke has placed this short unit about John’s 
imprisonment earlier in his Gospel than the later 
position it has in Mark 6:17-18 and Matt. 14:3—4. 


The Lucan wording of this event is unique and 
looks like a summary, though it adds substance to 
the accounts of Mark and Matthew. Whereas Mark 
and Matthew quote John’s charge that Herod’s 
marriage to Herodias was not lawful, Luke notes 
that this was only one of the things for which John 
was arrested. Luke omits the quotation of John 
entirely and never includes the details about 
John’s death. Luke says only that Herod beheaded 
the Baptist (9:7-9). Thus, Luke summarizes 
John’s ministry in one spot. This arrangement 
serves to focus on the Coming One more 
explicitly by staying on Jesus’ ministry once it is 
introduced. Luke sees John functioning in a 
context of popular messianic speculation. John 
deflects this speculation, but does not remove it, 
because John points to the one who follows him. 
By broadening the nature of John the Baptist’s 
condemnation of Herod, Luke emphasizes that 
John was a prophet who preached a moral 
message for all. 


Sources and Historicity 


This account is clearly moved forward chronologically, as is evident 
from comparison with Matthew and Mark and from the subsequent 
account of a baptism over which John presides (Hendriksen 1978: 
213). The placement may be influenced by a tradition like that in 
Mark 1:14, which mentions John’s imprisonment before Jesus’ 
Galilean ministry (Fitzmyer 1981: 476). Thus, the accounts of Matt. 
14:3-5 and Mark 6:17-20 give a more temporally focused 
perspective on this event. Much speculation exists about Luke’s 
motive for this chronological transposition, including the argument 
that he wished to separate totally the period of John from the period 
of Jesus’ ministry. But Fitzmyer rightly warns against reading too 
much theological or theological-geographical significance into this 
placement. Luke 7:24—35 shows that John can be discussed in the 
context of Jesus’ ministry, while 9:7-9 notes the effect that John’s 
death had on Herod. The order probably represents a literary 
preference to present John and then focus on Jesus. 

The ancient historian Josephus also recounts the arrest of John 
(Antiquities 18.5.2 88116-19). His account parallels the Gospels, 
mentioning that John’s baptism was tied to a call to righteousness 
and that Herod saw John as a political threat. Josephus lacks two 
points: John’s ultimate eschatological focus and the forerunner motif. 
However, given that Josephus is attempting to placate the Romans 
and yet not make Jewish movements look too bad at the same time, 
these omissions are natural in a politically focused treatment 


(Geldenhuys 1951: 141). Josephus gives us one other piece of 


information: the locale of John’s prison was Machaerus on the east 
end ofthe Dead Sea. 


The account’s form is a summary 
(Berger 1984: 334).: There is no need to 
outline the verses, since the unit is self- 
contained. One theme, the faithfulness of 
John’s preaching, dominates the passage. 
Such faithfulness led to arrest, but God’s 
moral standards were not to be left 
behind for the sake of personal safety. 
Here is an exemplary prophet who carries 
out his call. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


19gut Herod the tetrarch was rebuked by him concerning 


Herodias, his brother’s wife, and concerning all the evil that Herod 


did, 2Pand he added this above all: he locked up John in prison. 


3:19 Incarceration was the result of John’s 
preaching and challenge to the moral 
character of the Jewish political leadership. 
Luke, in discussing the reason behind John’s 


imprisonment, is clear that the Baptist 
rebuked Herod Antipas for his marriage to 
Herodias. A change in tone is evident in that 
John is said to have exhorted the people 
(3:18), but Herod he rebuked (3:19): 
rapakaAwv (parakalon, exhorting) in 3:18 
contrasts with 68 ... €Aeyyouevoc (de... 
elenchomenos, but ... rebuking) here. The 
rebuke involved public (1 Tim. 5:20; 2 Tim. 
4:2) condemnation of Herod’s act. 

The marriage was objectionable on at least two 
grounds. Both Herod Antipas and Herodias left 
previous marriages to enter into this marriage. But in 
addition, Herodias had been married to a half-brother 
of Herod, also known as Herod. (Herod Antipas had 
been married to the daughter of Aretas IV of 
Nabatea.) Thus, not only were two marriages 
destroyed in the remarriage, but Herod Antipas ends 
up marrying the wife of a near blood relative in 
violation of Lev. 18:16 and 20:21 (Fitzmyer 1981: 
477-78). Of course, Herod lacked an exemplary 
background, since his father, Herod the Great, had 
ten wives. Luke’s explanation of the imprisonment 


agrees with the other Gospels (Matt. 14:3-5; Mark 
6:17-20). 

Luke does not mention the marital history of 
Herodias, as the other Gospel writers do in referring 
to Herod Philip. Many think that Luke is correcting 
what he realizes is an error in the tradition (so Creed 
1930: 54), but such a conclusion is not required since 
the reference to Philip is not necessarily incorrect, as 
Hoehner argues (1972: 131-36). 

Luke does not limit the cause of imprisonment to 
this one issue. He alone notes that the rebuke 
included all the evil that Herod had done. The term 
used for this broad category is TTOVNP@V (ponerön), 
which refers to vice in general.* 

In light of such criticism of Herod’s lifestyle, it is 
easy to see why Josephus said that Herod regarded 
John as a political threat, since such a moral attack 
would undermine Herod’s credibility. What this 
additional criticism involved cannot be determined. It 
is interesting to note that, in making such a 
condemnation, John’s ministry takes on a quality that 
parallels other divine prophets who challenged the 
blatantly immoral activity of their rulers. An 
outstanding example of this type of prophetic 


challenge is the ministry of Elijah (1 Kings 21:17—26; 
Schürmann 1969: 184). 


3:20 Luke describes the worst crime of all. Herod 
silenced the criticism of his morals by locking John 
up. The expression TIPOGEONKEV ... EITLTTÄOLV 
(prosetheken ... epi pasin, he added ... above all) is a 
Septuagintalism that shows what in Luke’s judgment 
was the greatest atrocity (on the Septuagintalism, see 
BDE 8419.4; N. Turner 1963: 227; Marshall 1978: 
149-50). The decision to suppress John the Baptist 


critique. Often sin seeks to remove the source of 
exposure rather than heed a warning of love. John 
was placed in prison at the edge of the Dead Sea, and 
there he met a death that was the product of 
Herodias’s anger at John’s condemnation (Matt. 
14:1-12; Mark 6:14-29). 


Summary 


Luke 3:15-20 shows that John’s ministry points to 
Christ as the superior one. Jesus is superior 
because he will bring a greater baptism associated 
with the Spirit. This ministry will separate people 
from one another. So great is the one to come that 


John does not feel worthy to be his slave. Such is 
the exemplary humility of John. In pointing to 
Jesus, John clearly “witnesses” to the coming 
Mighty One in a manner reminiscent of the later 

Gospel of John’s portrayal of the Baptist as the 
LAPTUG (martys, witness; Schürmann 1969: 187; 
John 1:7-8, 15, 19, 32, 34; 3:26; 5:33-36). 

John did not have a “successful” ministry by 
external standards. His straightforward rebuke of 
Herod’s morality landed him in prison. But the 
arrest is not a sign of failure for this faithful 
prophet. Rather, it represents a condemnation of a 
ruler who when confronted with personal sin did 
not respond in repentance as the people before 
him had done (3:10-14). In concluding the 
overview of John’s ministry, Luke portrays John 
as the first of many servants of God who will 
suffer at the hands of those who reject the 
message. Some cannot stomach God’s message 
confronting their approach to life. Sin is ugly and 
some cannot stand to have it exposed, even when 
forgiveness is offered at the same time. That is the 
tragedy of Herod’s response. 


B. Jesus: One Who Comes After 
(3:21-4:13) 


Luke completes the introduction of Jesus’ ministry 
with a three-part unit. He briefly describes Jesus’ 
baptism, where the divine voice confirms Jesus’ 
status (3:21-22). Then he lists the genealogy of 
Jesus, tracing Jesus back to the starting point: 
Adam’s creation by God (3:23-38). This means that 
Jesus is son of Adam, Son of God. Finally, there is 
Jesus’ temptation by the devil (4:1-13), where Jesus 
proves his faithfulness and shows that he is ready to 
assume the task. 

My analysis of the unit could be debated. For 
example, it could be argued that 3:21-22 really 
belongs with the previous section on John the 
Baptist. However, Luke does not name the Baptist in 
this section, so it is clearly Luke’s intention to focus 
on Jesus (Schürmann 1969: 191). It should also be 
noted that 3:21-22 is really a transition paragraph 
and that in it Luke makes a fifth point about John’s 
ministry: 


ministry (3:1--6) 
preaching (3:7-14) 


promise (3:15-18) 
imprisonment (3:19-20) 
baptism of Jesus (3:21-22) 


With regard to the end of the unit, the break at 4:13 
recognizes that after this verse Jesus enters into 
active ministry. Everything up to this point is 
preparatory. Luke 4:14-15 is an introductory 
summary of Jesus’ activity, and 4:16-30 is an initial 
representative description of his teaching. So a break 
at 4:13 is appropriate." 


1. Jesus’ Baptism (3:21-22) 


This short paragraph completes the transition from 
John the Baptist to Jesus. The event is one of the 
most christologically significant in the entire 
Gospel, because it presents one of two divine 
testimonies given during Jesus’ ministry (the 
transfiguration account, 9:28-36, is the second 
such event). The force of the Lucan and Matthean 
testimony is not as striking as is the material in 
Mark, because Mark, unlike the other Gospels, 
lacks an infancy account. Thus, this event for 


Mark is the first direct divine testimony to Jesus. 
As such it stands in contrast to Matthew and Luke, 
who give angelic testimonies in their infancy 
material (Matt. 1:20-21; Luke 1:31-35; 2:10, 14). 

Nevertheless, the baptism is significant for all 
the writers, since it marks the preparation point for 
Jesus’ ministry, a ministry that begins with divine 
endorsement. Acts 10:37-38 acknowledges that 
this event was significant. The endorsement is 
marked by two elements: the divine word from 
heaven and the anointing by the Spirit 
(Schiirmann 1969: 189). Together, these signs 
mark Jesus as the agent through whom God will 
work. So Jesus receives confirmation by 
revelation from God. 


Sources and Historicity 


The Lucan account’s sources are the subject of some discussion. It 
is clear that for each of the Synoptic writers Jesus’ baptism is a key 
event. It is also one of the few events that the Gospel of John refers 


to with the Synoptics (Aland 1985: 818; Matt. 3:13-17; Mark 1:9-11; 


John 1:29-34). Matthew has the fullest account, while each writer 


has some peculiarities. A particular element in this discussion is 


whether Matthew and Luke share a similar additional tradition at 
points. Some suggest that Q-like material is shared between the two 
writers (Marshall 1978: 150; Schürmann 1969: 197, 218-19; Ernst 
1977: 151 [perhaps]).4 Schürmann argues that this source combined 
the baptism with Jesus’ wilderness temptation experience. The 
problem is that Q normally contains only Jesus’ teaching, which is 
not present here. Others argue that no shared independent source 
was available to them, so Luke is using only Mark (Fitzmyer 1981: 
479; Schneider 1977a: 91; Wiefel 1988: 95; Bovon 1989: 179).2 
Perhaps the most significant piece of agreement between 
Matthew and Luke is that they both use the same term, Avolyw, 
to describe the opening of the heavens, though Matt. 3:16 has a verb 
(NVEWXONOAV) and Luke 3:21 an infinitive (AVEWXOÄVAD, 
a grammatical difference also paralleled in Luke 3:17 and Matt. 3:12. 
But the difference in vocabulary with Mark is probably stylistic, since 
Mark uses Avolyw only once in his Gospel (Mark 7:35), while 
Matthew uses it eleven times and Luke six times. In fact, Avolyw 
has some theological value for Matthew, for he uses it to speak of 
the opening of ears, eyes, or mouth so that one can give or receive 
revelation from God (Matt. 5:2; 9:30; 13:35; 17:27; 20:33). Luke, on 
the other hand, does not share this Matthean force. This may well 
suggest that Matthew and Luke are independently agreeing with one 
another here. There is no need to appeal to an additional source for 
Matthew and Luke. Most of the differences are choices of style and 
narrative detail. The only additional detail, Jesus’ prayer, fits an 


emphasis that Luke likes to make (see the exegesis of 3:21). But the 
association of invocation or prayer with religious ritual is normal ina 
Jewish setting (note the association of blessing and oath with 
covenant and washing at Qumran [1QS 2.1-26; 5.8-23]). 

Even the often highly skeptical Crossan (1991: 232-33) accepts 
the historicity of John’s baptism of Jesus. In his judgment, the 
tradition evidences much “theological damage control,” which shows 
it took place. The tradition goes out of its way to make clear that, 
although John baptized Jesus, Jesus possessed no sin nor was he 
inferior to John. 

When it comes to the historicity of the text’s christological 
affirmations, Nolland (1989: 159) notes three reasons why 
scholarship is now taking early christological affirmations more 
seriously and why more scholars are viewing such declarations as 
grounded in preresurrection phenomena. (1) It is clear that Jesus 
elicited strong responses from others, so something must have 
caused such reaction. (2) Jesus’ challenge in texts like Mark 8:38 
contained implicit Christology. (3) Jesus’ speaking of God as “Abba” 
and the use of the introductory double “Amen” show that he was 
conscious of a unique authority and relationship to God. It is clear 
that Christian tradition reflected on this event, as the distinct wording 
of the voice in the different Gospels shows. It is also clear that the 
tradition takes the event seriously and views it as significant. 
Nolland’s approach stands in contrast to the view of C. F. Evans 
(1990: 246) that Jesus was baptized by John, but the heavenly 


declaration was exclusively the product of “theological reflection ... 
judged according to the Spirit.” He is skeptical that Jesus was the 
ultimate source of the account. | prefer Nolland’s approach to that of 
C. F. Evans. Something concrete happened to Jesus to make this 
event such a vivid memory. As Nolland (1989: 159) says, “Something 
set Jesus apart from all the other baptismal penitents!” 


In considering the form of this key passage, 
numerous inappropriate suggestions have been 
made. Bultmann (1963: 247-48) uses the 
combination of the miraculous voice and the 
pericope’s “edifying purpose” to call it legend. 
The problem is that the edifying purpose of the 
account is not so clear, since no general 
exhortation appears. If the edification comes 
merely through the christological declaration, then 
that is not reason enough to classify the material 
as legend, since christological declarations occur 
in a variety of forms. Also inadequate is the idea 
that 3:21—22 is a prophetic call like Jer. 1 or Isa. 6, 
since there is no task to which Jesus is called 
(Schiirmann 1969: 197 #3; Fitzmyer 1981: 480). 
The account is not a theophany or epiphany, since 
God does not appear to anyone (so correctly 
Wiefel 1988: 94). 


What is present then? Berger (1984: 235), 
noting the direct address using “you,” speaks of an 
“identification acclamation,” which is a correct 
way to describe the message of the voice (so also 
Ernst 1977: 152). Schürmann (1969: 190 n. 8, 
197) calls it a “Christ-Geschichte revelatory 
event,” a form that lacks parallels.* Bovon says it 
is an explanatory vision that has contact with 
apocalyptic, since the heavens are said to open 
up.’ The term vision is perhaps not the best, since 
Luke does not emphasize what was seen in 
heaven, as much as he describes the Spirit’s 
descent as being like a dove. When everything is 
said, Schürmann’s description, a revelatory event, 
is the best. 

God sends the Spirit to come upon Jesus. For 
Luke, John drops entirely out of this pericope. His 
name is not explicitly mentioned, so that attention 
is placed exclusively on Jesus’ prayer and the 
divine voice. So notable is this absence that 
Leaney (1958: 109) suggests that Luke’s John 
does not baptize Jesus, but this ignores Acts 
10:37-38 and 13:24-25. The omission stresses 
that this event is entirely God’s work. The 
endorsement of Jesus is uniquely his. 


The unit divides nicely into four parts: 


setting of the endorsement: Jesus’ prayer after 
baptism (3:21a) 

opening of the heavens (3:21b) 

descent of the Spirit (3:22a) 

divine word (3:22b) 


Each break is introduced by either a verb or an 
infinitive. The outline of Luke 3:21-22 is as 
follows: 


a. Setting (3:21) 
b. Testimony (3:22) 


The major focus of the unit is christological. 
God gives a sign of endorsement to Jesus. Jesus’ 
ministry has God’s enablement behind it. The 
exact Christology of the heavenly pronouncement 
is a matter of much debate, as the exegesis of 3:22 
will show. At the least, the OT allusions in the 
divine remark suggest a regal and messianic 


prophetic description. 

The nature of the Spirit’s anointing is also a 
subject of discussion. It seems to serve as a visible 
sign of the endorsement, a stamp of 
trustworthiness and enablement. Much of this 


significance is developed in Acts 10:36-38, where 
the Spirit’s anointing of Jesus is associated with 
power.” The portrait in the Gospel itself supports 
this point, since power is tied specifically to the 
person of Jesus (Luke 4:36; 5:17; 6:19; 8:46; 9:1; 
10:19; 21:27; Acts 2:22). In Jesus, one encounters 
a unique agent who bears God’s authority and 
promise. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


21 When allthe people were baptized, after Jesus was baptized 


and while he was praying, the heaven opened 22and the Holy Spirit 
descended in bodily form like a dove upon him, and a voice came 
from heaven, “You are my Son, my beloved, in whom | am well 


pleasedl].” 


a. Setting (3:21) 


3:21 Luke gives the divine testimony’s setting. The 
verse’s structure sets up 3:22. The grammar indicates 
that all the clauses of this verse are subordinate to the 
confession in 3:22 (Liefeld 1984: 859; Marshall 
1978: 152). As a point of transition Luke mentions 
that all the people were baptized, a reference that 


underscores the Baptist’s popularity by picturing a 
vast throng responding to his call. The use of “all 
people” (AstavTa TOV AaOv, hapanta ton laon) is 
hyperbolic in that 7:30 shows that not every person 
responded to John. The hyperbole pictures the large 
size of the response and not the total number that 
responded. 

Jesus gets baptized. Luke, unlike Matthew and 
Mark, does not mention here that Jesus came from 
Galilee. Luke may have excluded this note, since 
Jesus’ home was already presented in 2:39. The 
baptism itself is underplayed, since Luke makes clear 
that the important event followed the actual baptism. 
The temporal order is indicated by a contrast between 
an aorist participle, BasttLodEvTog (baptisthentos, 
after he was baptized), and a present participle, 
TIDOGEVYOLEVOU (proseuchomenou, while he was 
praying). The sequence shows that the only ongoing 
event at the time of the heavenly voice was the prayer 
(BDE 8404.2; Plummer 1896: 99).° Thus, in contrast 
to Matt. 3:14-15, Luke makes no point about why 
Jesus should get baptized. 

The theological significance of Jesus’ partaking in 
the baptism has been much discussed throughout 
church history (for the options, see the second 


additional note on 3:21). The noncanonical traditions 
of this event show Jesus agreeing to the baptism only 
at the insistence of his family (Jerome, Against the 
Pelagians 3.2, citing the Gospel of the Hebrews; 
Plummer 1896: 99; Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.160). 
The later church’s concern over this event was 
motivated by the desire to avoid any suggestion that 
Jesus needed to repent and confess sin. Some argue 
that Jesus began to take on sin for humans here 
(Hendriksen 1978: 216-17; Geldenhuys 1951: 146; 
John 1:29). This view removes the dilemma and 
might seem logical, but it has a biblical obstacle. The 
NT never suggests that John’s baptism had this 
soteriological function (Liefeld 1984: 859 [who 
argues that Jesus was baptized in order to identify 
with sinners]; Godet 1875: 1.190-91). Even the 
remarks in John 1 are general personal testimony 
about Jesus and not about the baptism’s significance. 
Jesus’ choice to partake in John’s baptism probably 
has a threefold role. First, it represents an 
endorsement of John’s ministry and message (20:1- 
8). Jesus by accepting baptism links his cause to that 
of John. Second, it shows how Jesus identified 
himself with people as he began his ministry. He 
identifies with John’s message of repentance (1:76— 


77, 3:3) and so endorses the need of people to repent. 
Third, in the Spirit’s descending, Jesus emerges as 
the Coming One to whom John pointed and who 
brings this greater baptism (Luke 3:15-18; Acts 
10:37--38). Luke reflcts only the first and third 
purpose. 

Luke places the heavenly voice after the actual 
baptism, as do Matt. 3:16 and Mark 1:10. But Luke 
uniquely notes that Jesus was praying when the voice 
came. This focus on prayer is an emphasis of Luke. 
Many key events in Jesus’ life are noted as having 
been accompanied by prayer.” The prayer adds 
solemnity to the setting, as if Jesus knows he is about 
to embark on his mission. The Coming One stands in 
supplication before the Father as he receives the 
Father’s endorsement and enablement. 

God begins to act. The picture of the heavens 
opening is a common figure for God’s dramatic 
action, usually a vision from heaven, or merely for 
the breaking in of revelation.'” Stephen’s vision in 
Acts 7:56 starts with the opening of the heavens. The 
picture is of God stepping out of heaven to address 
people, of God entering into their everyday world. 
This adds to the event’s mood. Clearly God takes the 
initiative to show humanity the way to him. 


b. Testimony (3:22) 


3:22 The revelation following Jesus’ prayer comes 
in two parts: the physical sign of the Spirit 
descending upon Jesus and the heavenly, verbal 
testimony to him. Luke’s account is short and simple 
in contrast to accounts in the later apocryphal 
tradition." In each of these other accounts the voice 
from heaven speaks more fully. The Gospel of the 
Ebionites repeats the saying twice, while the voice in 
the Gospel of the Hebrews calls Jesus God’s rest and 
first-begotten Son. In the Gospel of the Nazareans, 
Jesus goes to be baptized at the encouragement of his 
parents and will admit only to the possibility of sins 
of ignorance. In contrast to these accounts, Luke 
produces a simple heavenly endorsement, which 
shows the arrival of the Coming One of 3:16. God is 
with his agent and has bestowed his Spirit upon him. 
Thus, this event is on a higher scale than a prophetic 
call, though it bears a few similarities to such 
accounts (Schürmann 1969: 197 #3). There is no 
vision of heaven as with Ezek. 1 nor a tracing of the 
prophet’s life as in Jer. 1. There is only the 
declaration of who Jesus is. The event is without 
parallel, but the anointing with the Spirit reveals the 
presence of divine wisdom. 


The Spirit’s descent comes with the opening of the 
heavens. Luke alone emphasizes the concrete nature 
of the experience by speaking of a descent in bodily 
form. The unique reference to OWUATLKG ELdEL 
(somatiko eidei, in bodily form) shows that the 
coming of the Spirit was a visible experience." 

Depictions of this event tend to overplay the 
metaphor. Ancient sources retelling the story make 
this error (Odes Sol. 24:1-2; Greeven, TDNT 6:68 
n. 56). What was visible was not a dove, but rather 
what was seen is compared to a dove, since WC (hos, 
as) is an adverb of manner (Schiirmann 1969: 190). 
The manner of the Spirit’s descent was like the way a 
dove floats gracefully through the air. Luke alone 
lacks a verbal reference to the sighting of a dovelike 
entity, in that he does not use eiSev (eiden, he saw) 
as Matt. 3:16 and Mark 1:10 do. In this way, Luke 
minimizes the visionlike aspects of the account 
(Michaelis, TDNT 5:353). 

The association of a dove with the Spirit is a topic 
of some discussion (Marshall 1978: 153-54; Creed 
1930: 57; Glickman 1983: 44-71; Keck 1970-71; 
Lentzen-Deis 1970: 170-83). Numerous points of 
connection have been suggested: 


1. In Greek culture, birds and the gods were 
often associated (Greeven, TDNT 6:64—66)."* But 
the account’s setting and imagery are Semitic, 
not Greek, in character. 

2. Some associate the Spirit with the Bath Qol 
(712 N2, daughter of a voice), a teaching in 
Judaism of a heavenly voice that was not directly 
God’s and that came after the prophetic period of 
the OT.” The problem with this association is 
that the Spirit is not portrayed as speaking, and 
the voice is not to be seen as a substitute for 
God." The voice is God’s (“my Son”; 3:22). 

3. Some tie this image to God’s Spirit brooding 
over the creation waters in Gen. 1:2, a figure that 
in some later texts is tied to a dove.'° Other 
Jewish materials tie the Genesis reference to a 
more general reference to a bird (Gen. Rab. 2.4 
on 1:2). But Luke identifies the descending 
creature too narrowly as a dove. An additional 
problem is the appeal to a rather late Jewish 
tradition, unless an allusion does exist at 
Qumran. 

4. Another possible approach is the comparison 
to Noah’s dove in Gen. 8:8-12, where the dove 
symbolizes the end of judgment and the 


beginning of grace (Dunn 1970a: 27 n. 13). The 
association has problems. First, the baptism that 
Jesus brings, according to Luke 3:16-17, 
includes judgment so that the symbolism argued 
for in the dove is opposite to the ministry that 
John the Baptist promises for Jesus. Second, the 
passage in Genesis does not mention God’s 
Spirit. 

5. Others attempt an association with the nation 
of Israel (Hos. 11:11), but this association is not a 
part of the context at all. 

6. Others attempt a connection to Deut. 32:11 
and a call to a new exodus, but in this OT 
passage the bird is an eagle. 


These attempts to make a theological symbol out of 
the dove seem flawed. The closest plausible 
associations are the two Genesis passages where 
something new is begun, but even these connections 
may be too distant. It seems best to leave the figure 
of the dove as a simple metaphor without theological 
significance. The Spirit descended on Jesus with the 
grace of a dove. 

The Spirit is said to come down upon (ÈT, ep’) 
Jesus. Here Luke agrees in terminology with Matt. 


3:16, while Mark 1:10 has &ic (eis, into). The 
difference is one of perspective not substance. Mark 
emphasizes in his language the “anointing of the 
Spirit,” an act that Luke recognizes is present in this 
event (Luke 4:18; Acts 10:36-38; Schürmann 1969: 
195). For Mark, the Spirit comes into Jesus. Luke and 
Matthew word the account in light of the figure of the 
dove, since a dove cannot go into, but can alight upon 
someone. The nature of the anointing must await the 
discussion of the declaration by the voice. 

The voice came from heaven. Clearly God’s voice 
is meant, for it is a voice distinct from the angelic 
messengers who appeared directly to people in the 
infancy section. As such, the voice cannot be the 
Bath Qol, since that voice is distinct from God. The 
voice’s presence raises the question of what type of 
experience is present here. 

The question about the kind of experience is 
compounded when one compares the Synoptic 
accounts. Luke 3:22 and Mark 1:11 have ov (sy, you) 
as the subject of God’s address, while Matt. 3:17 has 
OUTOC (houtos, this one). Thus, Luke and Mark have 
a direct address to Jesus, while Matthew’s wording 
broadens the audience being addressed. John’s 
Gospel, which reports the event through John the 


Baptist, does not mention the wording of the voice, 
but does make clear that John the Baptist saw the 
Spirit descend as a dove (John 1:32-33). 

A simple solution taken by the apocryphal Gospel 
of the Ebionites is that the voice makes two 
statements, first using OU and the next time using 
OUTOC (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.169). Such a 
composite might seem possible, but is unlikely, since 
all the Gospel accounts have only one statement. 

Another approach argues that Matthew’s broad 
perspective gives the utterance and that Mark and 
Luke have personalized the reference to Jesus alone 
for emphasis and christological focus. This approach 
is also possible, more so in my judgment than the 
previous one, but it means that two writers 
independently made the same type of alteration, a 
result that, though possible, is not very likely.” 

Though certainty is impossible on this issue, it 
seems more likely that Mark and Luke recorded the 
tradition’s original thrust of the voice addressing 
Jesus alone. Matthew “applied” accurately the 
significance of the event by pointing out that “this 
one,” Jesus, is the beloved Son. Matthew, by making 
the change, shows the event’s significance in terms 
of his readers. They are to realize who this Jesus is 


(Carson 1984: 109). By broadening the reference, 
Matthew also suggests that the experience was not 
limited to Jesus. His rendering also rules out that it 
was merely an internal psychological experience. It is 
easier to see Matthew being responsible for a single 
change than to see two authors independently making 
the same change. The nature of the event emerges. 
Jesus had a private experience of the Spirit, but it was 
not an entirely private or internal vision, for John the 
Baptist also could testify to the event (Godet 1875: 
1.186-87). 

The voice’s saying consists of three parts: a 
reference to the Son (vi0c, huios), a reference to the 
beloved (AyASINTOG, agapétos), and a reference to 
God’s being pleased with the Son (Ev ool 
€U60KNOG, en soi eudokésa). The OT background to 
the nature of the allusions determines the 
christological point made about Jesus. Six positions 
are possible (Bock 1987: 100-105): 


1. The only OT text involved is Ps. 2:7. This 
position is tied to the textual problem discussed 
in the additional note and is rejected on text- 
critical grounds. 


2. The only OT text involved is Isa. 42:1 
(Jeremias 1971a: 53-55; Cullmann 1963: 66; 
Hahn 1969: 337-41). This position argues that, 
where ULOC is now present, there was originally 
present in the tradition the title TTAIG (pais, 
servant), an allusion to Isa. 42 (see Matt. 12:18). 
Marshall (1968-69) examines the six arguments 
used for this view and finds them less than 
compelling. Most significant is the lack of any 
text variant citing TTAIC. 

3. Bretscher (1968) argues that the phrase vioc 
TPWTOTOKÖG LOU Topana (huios prötotokos 
mou Israel, my firstborn son, Israel) in Exod. 
4:22-23 is behind the passage, with Jesus 
presented as idealized Israel. He argues that 
TTPWTOTOKOG was switched to AyASINTOG, a 
common word pair in Jewish parallelism (2 Esdr. 
[= 4 Ezra] 6:58; Ps. Sol. 13.9; 18.4). This view 
cannot work, since there is no evidence in the NT 
that Exod. 4:22-23 was ever used as a 
christological proof-text, while both Ps. 2:7 and 
Isa. 42:1 have such traces in the NT tradition 
(Acts 13:33; Matt. 12:18). In addition, 
Bretscher’s explanation of the origin for 


AYANNTÓG, though possible, is complicated and 
should be dropped if an easier solution exists. 


The next three approaches agree on two points: that 
the reference to vióç comes from Ps. 2:7 and the 
reference to God’s being pleased from Isa. 42:1. Only 
the source for QyartntOc is disputed. 


4. A phrase in Gen. 22:12, 16, TOU VLOU oou 
TOU AyamNTOU (tou huiou sou tou agapetou, 
your beloved son), may be behind the reference.” 
Thus, the idiom here, 0 vidc UOV Ó dyamntTos, 
should be rendered “only Son.” The emphasis is 
on the uniqueness of Jesus’ sonship. However, 
vióç has a double meaning in this view, since it 
would be drawn from both Ps. 2:7 and Gen. 
22:12 and would refer both to Messiah and to the 
Isaac typology. Such a multilayered allusion is 
possible, but is complicated since two distinct 
types of sonship are in view. Second, Luke has 
no Isaac typology clearly present in his material. 
In fact, in the NT, only Paul comes close to this 
allusion by his wording of Rom. 8:32, though 
use UOVOYEVNIG (monogenes, only begotten or 
unique) when he wishes to express the idea 


(Luke 7:12; 8:42; 9:38). Fourth, the shift from 
AYATINTOG to EKAEAEYUEVOG (eklelegmenos, 
chosen) in 9:35 is against the connection. That 
saying parallels this account and serves to give a 
clue as to the meaning of GyastnTOc in 3:22. It 
does not suggest the Gen. 22 reference. 

5. Isa. 41:8 and 44:2 may be behind dyasınTög 
with their association of being chosen and being 
loved. Gundry (1967: 30-31) argues for this 
approach from Tg. Ps. 2:7. The targum includes a 
reference to ÄYASTNTOG, a point that Gundry 
makes, drawing support from material noted by 
Schweizer (TDNT 8:368). However, the targum 
is of a late date and its reference to sonship is too 
indirect to have been of influence (Marshall 
1968-69: 333-34). In addition, Isa. 44:2 cannot 
be a part of the connection, because the reference 
to the concept of love is absent in that passage. 

6. It seems best to tie the reference to 
Ayarsıntög, if it has OT origin, to Isa. 41:8. In 
this passage the ideas of Servant, chosen, and 
beloved are tied together. The Isa. 41 passage 
links up with Isa. 42 in that the ideas of Servant 
and chosen are repeated. In Matthew, the concept 
of chosen in Isa. 42 is translated as “beloved,” 


which is a reflection of this earlier linkage. It 
may be that the saying links only a targum-like 
rendering of Isa. 42 with Ps. 2, but if so, the 
hidden point of contact is still the concept of Isa. 
41. Thus, the reference to GyastntOc speaks of 
Jesus’ intimate and chosen position. It also may 
imply that Jesus represents the nation, since Isa. 
41:8 refers to the nation. 


Thus, Ps. 2:7, Isa. 42:1, and possibly Isa. 41:8 are 
the OT elements behind the voice’s endorsement. But 
what does the saying, with these allusions, tell us 
about Jesus? Psalm 2 is a regal psalm that looks 
ideally at the king’s total rule. The allusion to “my 
Son” in terms of Ps. 2 says that Jesus is this regal 
figure. This allusion is essentially messianic, when it 
is placed alongside John the Baptist’s declaration in 
Luke 3:16. This position is confirmed within Luke by 
the regal and rule images that appear in the other 
usages of the messianic concept. “My Son” appears 
in 9:35, after a section where Jesus is confessed as 
“the Christ”; the messianic concept occurs in Acts 
4:25-30, where similar “anointed” sentiments are 
expressed, and anointing is used with similar force in 


Acts 10:36-38. Thus, a key part of the endorsement 
is a Messianic one. 

This messianic interpretation may be challenged as 
inadequate in two ways. First, Fitzmyer (1981: 485— 
86) argues that the term my son is only a 
nonmessianic regal allusion. But, at least in Luke, 
this seems unlikely in light of the evangelist’s 
emphases noted above, and especially in light of the 
messianic thrust of the infancy section leading up to 
this material. If Jesus is a regal figure who follows an 
eschatological prophet like John the Baptist, who can 
he be but Messiah? Fitzmyer (1981: 482) concedes as 
much for Acts 10:37—38 and its view of this event, 
but distinguishes this interpretation from the self- 
contained event itself. But on the assumption of a 
traditional background for this material in Luke, a 
messianic thrust also emerges for the second 
evangelist (Mark 1:1, 7). A similar conclusion is 
possible for Matthew, since John the Baptist 
announces the approach of the kingdom with the one 
who baptizes with the Spirit (Matt. 3:1, 11). Jewish 
tradition may also speak against this distinction in its 
use of Ps. 2 (Ps. Sol. 17.23-24; 4Q174 [= 4QFlor]; 
Nolland 1989: 163). So a regal nonmessianic 
understanding is unlikely, both from Luke’s 


standpoint and from the tradition he inherited. To 
connect Jesus to regal texts in an eschatological 
setting makes an implicit messianic claim. Fitzmyer 
is right that the title alone cannot make the point, but 
it is the title coupled with the setting that leads to this 
conclusion. 

Second, others argue that the point heads in the 
direction of the full ontological sonship of Jesus.” 
Marshall’s approach is possible, but is not clearly 
indicated by the allusions themselves. It is my 

contention that Luke purposefully and gradually 
reveals who Jesus is. Thus, his Christology in this 
section is still essentially messianic, though the 
nature of this messiahship is such that Luke can later 
show who Messiah really is. One can hold to this 
view of Luke’s presentation of Jesus without denying 
Jesus’ own self-understanding to be more than this.” 
Luke’s allusions to the Christ are consistently 
messianic up to this point and for some period after 
the account (see the exegesis of 4:41). So, then, a 
messianic focus is in view here. 

The possible connection to Isa. 41:8 alludes to the 
chosen and intimate relationship that Jesus has to the 
Father, while also suggesting a point of connection 
with the nation. The allusion to Isa. 42:1 also 


emphasizes the Father’s pleasure in the Son, while 
identifying the Son with the Servant figure, who does 
God’s will and has God’s anointing. The Isaianic 
Servant is a complex figure, mixing prophetic 
qualities with deliverance images. So Jesus’ 
connection to the Servant suggests that Jesus’ task is 
complex. Luke 9:35 will also have this mix of regal 
and prophetic elements, but will use Deut. 18 to 
make the prophetic element more explicit. Thus, the 
OT background present here serves to fuse together 
the distinct portraits that existed in the infancy 
material. Jesus is the Messiah-Servant. 

In describing what took place in the baptism, some 
have spoken of adoption; that is, Jesus is made 
Messiah at this point in his life. In fact, some argue 
that the time of Jesus’ entry into his messianic office 
has been pushed back in the tradition from its 
original locale at the resurrection to this time of 
baptism.“ But it is better to speak of legitimation for 
Luke. Jesus is not becoming Messiah at his baptism 
(Schürmann 1969: 191-92). This point is especially 
clear in Luke’s presentation, where Jesus’ position as 
a promised Davidic ruler is clear from the start in 
1:31-35. Rather, what is present is the first testimony 
to Jesus from heaven, as God’s agent prepares to 


embark on his mission. The baptism is like an 
inauguration, a call to begin the mission for which 
Jesus was always headed. 

When one sees the voice in this light, one also can 
speak of the Spirit’s anointing not just in terms of 
wisdom, power, and enablement, but also in terms of 
endorsement and confirmation (Schürmann 1969: 
194-95). The power that Jesus exhibits in Luke-Acts 
is attributed to his own authority, person, or name, 
and not solely to the Spirit (Luke 4:36; 5:12, 17; 
6:19; 8:46; 9:1; 10:19; Acts 3:12, 16; 4:7). Even the 
power that the disciples receive is sent by Jesus to 
them so that he has authority over it (Luke 9:1 and 
24:49 with Acts 2:32-34). The Spirit is associated 
with power in Acts 2:38, not so much because the 
Spirit is the source of the power, but because the 
Spirit shows that God is with Jesus (Acts 10:38). The 
same “chosen by God” emphasis is seen in Luke 
4:18-19, a passage that speaks of Jesus’ anointing 
and looks back to this baptism. After the baptismal 
confirmation come the presence and direction of 
God’s Spirit into the task (4:1, 14). The Spirit leads 
and confirms more than he empowers Jesus in Luke.“ 
Both ideas—power and confirmation—are present, 
but the emphasis is on direction, identification, and 


support for Jesus rather than on provision. This 
distinction is important, because the disciples have a 
fundamentally different relationship to the Spirit than 
does Jesus. The disciples are totally subject to the 
Spirit, who comes to them through the agency of 
Jesus (Acts 2:32-34). Thus, Jesus’ baptism is an 
endorsement and confirmation of him in terms of his 
Messiah-Servant mission. Jesus is the Coming One to 
whom John looked. Now, with God’s confirmation 
having come to Jesus, the introductory figure, John, 
passes off Luke’s stage almost entirely. It is time for 
the main character to step forward. 


Summary 


Luke 3:21-22 shows that with Jesus’ baptism 
comes the divine confirmation that Jesus is the 
Messiah-Servant. What his task will be, how he 
will rule, and how he will deliver are questions 
that the rest of the Gospel will answer. But the 
emphasis here is that heaven has spoken. God has 
revealed his choice. Much as a political party puts 
its stamp on a presidential candidate, so here God 
has shown who will accomplish his plan. Having 
received God’s confirmation in the Spirit’s 
testimony, Jesus can prepare for ministry. 


Before tackling the ministry proper, Luke has 
two final items of introduction to cover. First is 
the genealogy of Jesus, a genealogy that will 
identify Jesus not only with the nation as the 
chosen Son, but with all people, since he is the son 
of Adam, the Son of God. Here Jesus’ roots show 
him to be the representative of humanity (3:23- 
38). Second is the matter of Jesus’ righteousness 
and faithfulness to God as he stands up against the 
great opponent, Satan (4:1—13). Jesus is qualified 
to serve. In the baptism of Jesus, God has shown 
his hand and registered his vote. The testimony of 
heaven is that Jesus is the beloved Son. When God 
speaks, the reader is to listen. 


Additional Notes 


3:21. Commentators differ on where to break this and the adjoining 
sections, since Luke does not give us his own outline. For example, 
Wiefel (1988: 86) has a unit extending from 3:1 to 4:30, since he 
calls part of the section the beginning of Jesus’ work, a title that 
justifies his larger boundaries. Bovon (1989: 162) has a subsection 
entitled “The Work of John and the Baptism of Jesus,” which extends 
from 3:1 to 3:22. Bovon does not attempt to construct a larger-level 


outline other than to group a few pericopes together, so it is hard to 
sense how he sees this unit fitting into the whole. Nonetheless, the 
title matches the unit. On the other end, Schürmann (1969: 187) has 
a unit entitled “The Beginning of the Kingdom Preaching of Jesus,” 
which extends from 3:21 to 4:44. Again the title matches the unit, but 
why stop the “beginning” at 4:44? The beginning should probably 
include the first gathering of disciples in 5:1. Thus, in my judgment, it 
is better to distinguish between where Jesus prepares for ministry 
and where he actually does it. Marshall’s division (1978: 131) agrees 
with mine and is called “John the Baptist and Jesus.” This division 
allows one to focus more clearly on the geographical orientation of 
the book, with 4:14-9:50 being the ministry in Galilee, while 9:51— 
19:44 is the journey to Jerusalem. 


3:21. Fitzmyer (1981: 482) notes four basic approaches to the issue 
of Jesus’ submitting to baptism. Stein (1992: 139) has six 
possibilities, while noting that the very difficulty of explaining the 
event's rationale is a reason to take its historicity seriously. Two of 
Stein’s options are (1) that Jesus did this to fulfill all righteousness 
(Matt. 3:15), but what that means still needs explanation, and (2) that 
we do not know the purpose of the baptism. This leaves Fitzmyer’s 
four approaches. (3) Jesus is shown to be conscious of personal sin, 
a view that Fitzmyer notes is counter to the entire Christian tradition 
(John 8:46; 2 Cor. 5:21; Heb. 4:15; 7:26; 9:14). (4) The baptism 
shows Jesus’ approval of John’s ministry. This has “an element of 
truth,” according to Fitzmyer, but is more suited to Matthew’s version. 


(5) Jesus is a sort of disciple of John’s, a view Fitzmyer argues is 
possible from John 1:29-50 and 3:26. Against this is that none of the 
Gospels anywhere suggests that Jesus ever “followed” John. (6) The 
baptism is a symbolic anticipation of Jesus’ passion and expiation 
(Luke 12:50; Isa. 53:12; Mark 10:38-39). Fitzmyer argues that this 
sees too much in the text. Most likely Jesus’ act has two functions: 
(a) to identify with and endorse John’s ministry and thus (b) to show 
people’s need to have sin forgiven (so Justin Martyr, Dialogue with 
Trypho 88.2), that is, views 1 and 4 above. 


3:22. In considering the divine voice’s testimony, the wording must 
be determined. Many interpreters argue that the voice, as cited by 
Luke, uttered Ps. 2:7 alone (Luce 1933: 113; Klostermann 1929: 55; 
Leaney 1958: 110-11; Rese 1969: 193-95). Those who see only Ps. 
2:7 here argue that itis the harder reading, since it diverges from 
Matthew and Mark. Only D and some Itala have this reading, along 
with some fathers such as Hilary and Augustine. Those who favor 
this position argue that it is an ancient reading, since it is cited as the 
message of the voice by Justin Martyr in Dialogue with Trypho 88, 
103. It is also the more difficult reading, because it might imply 
Adoptionism and thus a copyist would have been likely to change it. 
The argument for Ps. 2:7 alone is not as strong as it might look at 
first.22 The issue of the divergence from Matthew and Mark is 
balanced by the possibility that a copyist was influenced by Acts 
13:33 to conform this citation to Luke’s other usage of this passage. 


The evidence of Justin is clouded by his mention only of details from 
Matthew—and Matthew has no textual variant about what the voice 
said nor does he cite Ps. 2:7. Justin mentions only Ps. 2:7 because 
he brings out the OT_background more clearly. In favor of an 
alteration in light of Acts 13:33 is the point that manuscript D and its 
Western family relatives have universalistic tendencies in their 
textual tradition that caused them to cite Ps. 2:7-8 in Acts 13:33 
(Epp 1966: 79-81). So Ps. 2:7 was important to D. As well, D often 
assimilates a text to conform to the LXX (Mark 15:34 and Ps. 22:1 
[22:2 MT]; Acts 13:33 and Ps. 2:8; Jeremias, TDNT 5:701 n. 349; 
Schürmann 1969: 193-94). Thus the text that appears in UBS—NA is 


original. 


2. Jesus’ Genealogy: Son of 
Adam, Son of God (3:23-38) 


Jesus’ genealogy performs an important role in 
Luke’s Gospel. The account concludes with the 
name Adam and then mentions that Jesus is the 
Son of God. This connection indicates Jesus’ 
relationship to all humankind as their 
representative. The universal perspective fits very 
nicely with the Lucan emphasis on salvation for 


all (Acts 10:34-43; 17:22-31). In tracing the 
genealogy all the way back to Adam, Luke 
distinguishes his genealogy from that of Matthew, 
who goes back only as far as Abraham (Matt. 1:1— 
17), a choice that focuses on the national promise 
of a king to Israel. Danker (1988: 96) notes that 
tracing the genealogy back to God would impress 
Hellenistic readers with the importance of Jesus." 

Some argue that the Adamic connection is not 
really significant (M. Johnson 1988: 234-52). 
Johnson rejects the Adamic association for three 
reasons. First, the Pauline motif of the second 
Adam (Rom. 5:12-21; 1 Cor. 15:20-28, 45-49) 
appears nowhere else in Luke-Acts. Second, any 
attempt to connect Adam to the temptations in 
Luke 4 must be regarded as a failure. Third, the 
genealogy does not end with Adam, but with Jesus 
the Son of God, so that Adam is not the point. In 
place of Adam, Johnson argues that the genealogy 
highlights two key features: that Jesus is the Son 
of God and that Jesus is a prophet, since his line 
passes through Nathan.* 

But this rejection of the Adamic connection 
misses the big picture. The key feature of the 
genealogy is that it goes past Abraham to Adam. 


The addition of that perspective alone is 
significant and is not to be ignored. As Marshall 
(1978: 161) argues, “To regard all the names from 
Joseph to Adam as one gigantic parenthesis ... 
misses the point of the genealogy, and to regard 
divine sonship as mediated to Jesus through his 
ancestors conflicts with the birth story. Hence the 
point of the genealogy is rather to show that Jesus 
has his place in the human race created by God.” 
Outside of Jesus, Adam is the only one related to 
the title son of God in Luke. 

Glickman (1983: 407-9) notes that Adam’s 
placement next to “the son of God” is one of five 
unusual elements about the genealogy, a point that 
shows the connection was planned. (1) Placement 
of the genealogy not at the start of the Gospel but 
between the baptism and temptation is unusual. 
With this placement, the genealogy comes 
between two events where Jesus’ sonship is the 
issue. (2) Rather than starting with the original 
ancestor, the order goes from the present back to 
Adam—a choice that allows Adam’s name to fall 
nearer the temptation account. This argument goes 
against M. Johnson’s separation of the genealogy 
from the temptation. (3) The use of the vioc tov 


(huios tou, son of) formula sets up this descending 
order. (4) The extension of the genealogy all the 
way back to Adam reflects a universal point of 
view. (5) The unique inclusion of sonship to God 
brings the reader back to creation, giving a 
comprehensive temporal perspective. Glickman 
(1983: 410-24) examines Johnson’s arguments in 
detail and finds them lacking (Marshall 1978: 161 
also notes there is no Nathan-as-prophet motif in 
the NT). If the Adamic connection is rejected, it is 
hard to see how the prophetic connection through 
Nathan can be substituted for it, since that name is 
less prominently located than Adam’s. It is better 
to see an Adamic focus (Ellis 1974: 93; Marshall 
1978: 161; Schiirmann 1969: 210—2; Danker 
1988: 98). In the genealogy, Jesus is identified 
with the entire human race. In mentioning this 
idea, Luke highlights God’s design in the 
outworking of salvation (so the use of dei [dei, it 
is necessary] or other sovereignty-related terms 
for Jesus’ activity in other texts: Acts 2:22-24; 
17:31). 


Sources and Historicity 


This account is unique to Luke, though it draws on OT genealogies, 
esp. Gen. 10-11 and 1 Chron. 1-3. The issue of its historicity is 
largely related to the list’s function, the value of the OT sources it 
draws upon, and its relationship to Matthew's ancestral list. This 
latter connection is the subject of excursus 5. 


An outline of this section is not really necessary, 
since it proceeds through a list of names. As is 
mentioned in excursus 5, if one excludes the 
reference to the son of God, there are eleven 
groups of seven names, though nothing 
structurally notes this breakdown. The basic 
structural marker is the repeated use of the trailing 
genitive Tov (tou) to indicate paternity. The key 
names are David, Abraham, Adam, and son of 
God. The passage’s form is obvious: we are 
dealing with a genealogy. 

The major theme is that Jesus possesses the 
proper roots to be the promised agent of God. He 
is in David’s line, pointing to a regal figure. He is 
Abraham’s seed, pointing to the Abrahamic 
promise. He is Adam’s seed, relating him to all 
humanity. And he is the Son of God. God has 


created this line to culminate in Jesus. Salvation, 
then, is the product of God’s design and the object 
of his careful planning. In Jesus, there are no 
historical surprises. 

Excluding Joseph in 3:23 (because of the 
“supposed” note) and the reference to the son of 
God in 3:38 (because it is a descriptive title, not a 
person), there are eleven groups of seven names. 
The translation is laid out in columns for easy 
reference. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


23 jesus, when he began his ministry, was about thirty years of age, 


being (as it was supposed) the son of Joseph, 


the son of Neri, 


the son of Hell, 28the son of 
Melchi, 
24the son of the son of Addi, 


Matthat, 


the son of Levi, the son of 


Cosam, 
the son of the son of 
Melchi, Elmadam, 
the son of the son of Er, 
Jannai, 
the son of 29the son of 
Joseph, Joshua, 

2Sthe son of the son of 
Mattathias, Eliezer, 
the son of the son of 
Amos, Jorim, 
the son of the son of 
Nahum, Matthat, 


the son of Esli, the son of Levi, 


the son of 
Naggai, 


26the son of 
Maath, 


the son of 
Mattathias, 


the son of 


Semein, 


the son of 
Josech, 


the son of Joda, 


2Tthe son of 


Joanan, 


the son of 
Rhesa, 


30the son of 


Simeon, 


the son of 
Judah, 


the son of 
Joseph, 


the son of 


Jonam, 


the son of 
Eliakim, 


3line son of 


Melea, 


the son of 


Menna, 


the son of 
Mattatha, 


the son of the son of 


Zerubbabel, Nathan, 
the son of the son of 
Shealtiel, David, 
32the son of the son of 
Jesse, Abraham, 
the son of Obed, the son of 
Terah, 
the son of Boaz, the son of 
Nahor, 
the son of 3Sthe son of 
Salmon, Serug, 
the son of the son of Reu, 
Nahshon, 
33the son of the son of 


Amminadab, Peleg, 


the son of Aram, the son of Eber, 


the son of the son of 
Admin, Shelah, 
the son of Arni, 36ihe son of 
Cainan 
the son of the son of 
Hezron, Arphaxad, 
the son of the son of 
Perez, Shem, 
the son of the son of 
Judah, Noah, 
34ihe son of the son of 
Jacob, Lamech, 
the son of Isaac, 37the son of 


Methuselah, 


the son of Enoch, 

the son of Jared, 

the son of Mahalaleel, 
the son of Cainan, 
the son of Enos, 

the son of Seth, 


the son of Adam, 


the son of God. 


3:23 Atthe start ofthe genealogy Jesus is named in 
a rather emphatic, solemn way: aUTO¢ NW INooüg 
(autos én Iésous, he, namely Jesus, was) (BDE 


8277.3). Jesus’ age at the start of his ministry was 
about thirty.* Beginnings are important to Luke, and 
he notes them regularly.* The beginning of Jesus’ 
ministry follows his baptism, as the Spirit’s coming 
marks out Jesus’ call (Nolland 1989: 171). 

The age of thirty has been taken as symbolic of the 
appropriate age for the beginning of service, since 
many OT offices could be filled at that age. Among 
the OT references to thirty are the age for priesthood 
(Num. 4:3), the age of Joseph on entry into Pharaoh’s 
service (Gen. 41:46), the age of Ezekiel when called 
to ministry (perhaps Ezek. 1:1), and, most 
importantly, the age of David when he started 
reigning (2 Sam. 5:4). However, the number should 
not be taken as merely symbolic or theological, since 
Luke gives only an approximate number.° If Luke 
created the number, why did he not make it exactly 
thirty? In rabbinic tradition (b. Sanh. 106b [where 
Jesus is probably referred to by the code name 


The age of thirty connects Jesus with OT notables. 


Jesus’ sonship to Joseph comes with a remark 
showing that this sonship is strictly a legal one, since 
Joseph was “supposed” (€VOULCETO, enomizeto) to 
be Jesus’ father—a remark suggestive of the virgin 
birth. In the first century, legal status depended on the 
father, so the most natural way to take the reference 
to Joseph is as a genealogical reference. The 
genealogy is not Mary’s, given the consistent 
structure of focusing on the fathers and the exclusion 
of women throughout the list.° The reference to the 
supposition of Joseph’s paternity may be a Lucan 
note, since Luke uses VOUtCW (nomizö, to suppose) 
nine times (here; Luke 2:44; and seven times in 
Acts), while NT usage outside Luke—Acts has only 
six occurrences (Matt. 5:17; 10:34; 20:10; 1 Cor. 


The genealogical line is Joseph’s, despite the virgin 
birth. It is merely a legal line. 

Before discussing the genealogy proper, a few 
general points need to be made. First, most of the 
people mentioned in 3:24—31 are unknown, until one 
reaches the name Nathan in 3:31. For example, 
Fitzmyer (1981: 500, 501) notes that seventeen 
people from Matthat to Rhesa (3:24-27) are 
unknown, as are eighteen people from Melchi to 


Mattatha (3:28-31). Only Zerubbabel (1 Chron. 3:19; 
Ezra 2:2; Hag. 2:23) and Shealtiel (Hag. 1:1, 12, 14; 
1 Chron. 3:19 LXX) in Luke 3:27 are known. 
Second, Ernst (1977: 156) notes that similarities in 
the names make for three groups of seven names 
each from Joseph to Shealtiel: Joseph to Joseph, 
Mattathias to Mattathias, Semein to Shealtiel. There 
follow another three groups of seven names each: 
Neri to Joshua, Eliezer to Joseph, Jonam to David (all 
names in these three groups diverge from Matthew’s 
listing until David). Marshall (1978: 160) has an 
alternative grouping of the names, which differs 
slightly from mine because of text-critical decisions. 
Schürmann (1969: 200) notes that, though the 
structure is not accidental, Luke makes no real point 
of it.” Third, only Luke includes names between 
Adam and Abraham. Luke shares with Matthew the 
list from Abraham to David, though textual variation 
exists with Arni and Admin in 3:33. Luke diverges 
from Matthew in the David-to-Joseph listing, except 
for Zerubbabel and Shealtiel (Plummer 1896: 103). 
How the lists converge at this one point will be 
discussed in the exegesis of 3:27. Throughout the 
exposition, individual consideration will be given to 
each name to note that name’s presence or absence 


elsewhere in Scripture. Many of the people 
mentioned here are largely unknown.” Where the 
name is discussed but not the individual, the person 
referred to is otherwise unattested. 

"HAL (Heli)— This individual is the father of 
Joseph, although the nature of this connection is 
disputable, as excursus 5 shows. Heli may be the 
physical father or, possibly, the legal father by 
marriage or through a female relative. There is no 
way to be certain. Some have associated Heli with a 
rabbinic reference to Miriam, the daughter of Heli, to 
defend the view that the tradition of Mary’s 
connection to this genealogy is old. But as noted in 
the excursus, this association is unlikely. 


3:24 Maat (Matthat or Mattatha)—The spelling 
of this name is close to several names (cf. Mattada 
in 3:31 and Matta@tou in 3:25, 26), though it 
reappears in the NT only in 3:29. Similar names 
occur in the OT at Ezra 10:33 and 2 Chron. 23:17. 
This name was omitted from Africanus’s list of 
Lucan names, a factor that complicates his solution to 
the genealogical issue (See excursus 5). 

Aevi (Levi)— This name has a disputed 
morphology. It is either an indeclinable Hebrew term 


name was omitted from Africanus’s list of Lucan 
names, a factor that complicates his solution to the 
genealogical issue (see excursus 5). 

MeAyt (Melchi)— This name appears again in 
3:28. 

Tavvat (Jannai)— This name is a hapax 
legomenon. 

Iwno (Joseph)— This name appears again in 
3:30, as well as in 3:23. The popularity of the 
patriarch who is the focus of Gen. 37-50 made this 
name common. 


3:25 Mattadtov (Mattathias)—This is a common 
Jewish name (1 Esdr. 9:43; Ezra 10:43; Neh. 8:4; 1 
Chron. 9:31; 1 Macc. 2:1, 14). 

Auwc(Amos)—This name has both regal (2 Kings 
21:18) and prophetic ties (2 Kings 19:2; Amos 1:1). 

Naovu (Nahum)—This name has a prophetic 

background (Nah. 1:1). 

EoAL (Esli)—This name is a hapax legomenon. 

Nayyat (Naggai)—This name appears in 1 Chron. 
37: 


3:26 Maaé (Maath)—This name appears in 1 
Chron. 6:35 [6:20 MT] and 2 Chron. 29:12. 


Marttaðiov (Mattathias)— This name occurred in 
3.29. 

Leuelv (Semein)—This name is a hapax 
legomenon. 

Iwony (Josech)— This name is a hapax 
legomenon. 

Tw6d (Joda or Joiada)— This name has an 
uncertain background, but may go back to names 
mentioned in 1 Esdr. 5:58; 9:19; Neh. 12:10-11 
(Marshall 1978: 163). 


3:27 Iwavav (Joanan or Jehohanan)—This name 
appears in Ezra 10:6 and 2 Chron. 23:1. Marshall 
(1978: 163) suggests that Twavav could be 
equivalent to Anania (or Hananiah) in 1 Chron. 3:19, 
since the divine name is attached to both: a prefix on 
Iwaväv and a suffix on Anania. If so, this child is 
the son of Zerubbabel. A problem to this approach is 
the presence of the next name, Rhesa, which 
intervenes between Joanan and Zerubbabel. 

Pnoä (Rhesa)—It has been argued that this is not 
a personal name, but an Aramaic form of the word 
for prince used to describe Zerubbabel (Plummer 
1896: 104). However, two problems exist for this 
suggestion. First, if this is a comment, then one must 


posit a very early textual corruption for which there 
is no extant manuscript evidence. Second, this would 
be the only name in Luke’s list to receive elaboration. 
And if the suggestion were correct, it would indicate 
that Luke’s source was Aramaic and was laid out in 
standard genealogical order. However, the lack of 
other comments in the genealogy and the history of 
the text are against this suggestion. It is to be noted, 
nonetheless, that the retention of the name is 
regarded as a problem as well, since other 
genealogies of Zerubbabel do not list Pnoá as a 
descendant. Either there is a textual problem in Luke 
or Luke gives an additional descendant at this point. 
Zopoßaßéà (Zerubbabel)—This individual is well 
known as the head of the tribe of Judah at the time of 
the return from Babylonian captivity under Cyrus the 
Great (Ezra 2:2), around 539-519 B.C. Luke shares 
this name with Matt. 1:12, and its presence in both 
lists raises some questions. In 1 Chron. 3:19 MT, 
Zerubbabel’s father is called Pedaiah, who is a 
brother of Shealtiel and the third son of Jeconiah. 
However, Matthew, Luke, and 1 Chron. 3:19 LXX 
call Zerubbabel the son of Shealtiel (see also Hag. 


Either the LXX text is the original and correct text 


childless Shealtiel explains the difference (Plummer 
1896: 104; Machen 1930: 206; adoption is possible 
as well). A clear choice between these options is not 
possible. The solution of Jeremias (1969: 295-96), 
which posits the Chronicler’s erroneous placement of 
a grandson of the king as a restorer of the temple, is 
less satisfactory. 

Laað hÀ (Shealtiel)— As noted, this name is also 
shared with Matthew, where he is also presented as 
Zerubbabel’s father. 

Nnpt (Neri)—To call Neri the father of Shealtiel 
introduces a small problem, since the father of 
Shealtiel is called Jeconiah (= NIV’s Jehoiachin) in 
the OT (1 Chron. 3:17). This latter connection is also 
made in Matt. 1:12. A couple of approaches exist 


to obtain certainty here). Luke may have taken Jer. 
22:30 either as disqualifying Jeconiah from having a 
role in the official line or as indicating that the king 
was childless or, at least officially, heirless. Jeconiah 
did, in fact, have children according to 1 Chron. 3:17, 
and at least one of them is listed as having heirs. 
Thus, of these options, a conscious “legal omission” 
is more likely. Under this scenario, the line got to 


Shealtiel through Neri’s line, who in turn goes back 
to Nathan. The first view, disqualification of 
Jeconiah, has some support in ancient tradition. 

M. Johnson (1988: 243-45) notes that Eusebius in 
Gospel Questions and Solutions Addressed to 
Stephanus 3.2 is aware of the curse on Jeconiah and 
argues for an official line through Nathan as a result 
of it. The genealogy now enters the period before the 
exile. 


3:28 MeAyt (Melchi)— This name appeared earlier 
in 3:24. 

A861 (Addi)— This name represents the LXX form 
of the name (1 Chron. 6:21 [6:6 MT). 

Kwoäu (Cosam)— This name is a hapax 
legomenon. 

EAuaöau (Elmadam)— This name is found in 
Gen. 10:26. 

“Hp (Er) — This name is somewhat common in the 


3:29 With this verse the genealogy starts to have 
some overlap with the initial part of the list. Of the 
next sixteen names, four parallel earlier names and 
occupy a similar position, while two other names are 
close (Marshall 1978: 159). This led G. Kuhn (1923) 


to suggest that Luke repeated himself here, but it is 
obvious that four or six out of sixteen does not 
exactly qualify as repetition. 

‘Inoov (Joshua)— This name is the same form as 
the name Jesus (1:31). However, this Joshua is 
unknown. 

"EAteCep (Eliezer)— This name appears in Gen. 
15:2, where it refers to Abraham’s servant, and in 
Exod. 18:4. This Eliezer is unknown. 

Twpiu (Jorim)—It is suggested that this name is 
another spelling for Iwpeiu (Joreim), which 
appears in some manuscripts of Ezra 10:18. 

Maé0at (Matthat)—This name occurred in 3:24. 

Aevi (Levi)—This name occurred in 3:24. 


3:30 Luuewv (Simeon)— This name appeared in 
2:25. In the OT, Simeon was one of the twelve tribes 
here is unknown. 

ITovöa (Judah)— This name appears in 1:39. Judah 
was one of the twelve tribes of Israel (Gen. 35:23) 
and was one of the two tribes that made up the 
southern kingdom of Israel (1 Kings 12:20-21). 

Iwo (Joseph)— This was the name of Jesus’ 
legal father (Luke 3:23), as well as the name of one 


of the patriarchs (Gen. 37-50). 

Iwvau (Jonam)— This name is usually associated 
in form with Twvav (Jonan; variant readings in 1 
Chron. 26:3 and Neh. 6:18). 

EAuarlu (Eliakim)— This name also appears in 
Matthew’s genealogy (Matt. 1:13). It is used in 2 
Kings 18:18. 


3:31 MeAed (Melea)—This name is a hapax 
legomenon. 

Mevva (Menna)— This name is a hapax 
legomenon. 

Marttaðá (Mattatha)— This name occurred in 
3:24. 

At this point the genealogy picks up again with 
known figures. The figures of Nathan and David are 
of some significance. 

Nadau (Nathan)— This individual was David’s 
third son, born to him in Jerusalem (2 Sam. 5:14; 1 
Chron. 3:5; 14:4; Zech. 12:12). The same spot in 
Matthew’s genealogy is occupied by Solomon. As 
was noted in the introduction to this pericope, some 
argue that Nathan’s inclusion is an attempt to make a 
prophetic connection in the genealogy. This 
connection is unlikely, since Luke and the NT have 


no evidence of such a tradition tied to Nathan. More 
likely, the difference is the effect of the curse 
preventing Jeconiah from producing a legal line, as 
mentioned in the exegesis of 3:27. It is to be noted 
that reading the text this way complicates the 
distinction often made between the “royal” line of 
Matthew and the “physical” line in Luke. It is better 
to see the line in Matthew as depicting the “royal and 
physical line,” while the line in Luke is “legal but 
still royal,” in light of the curse. 

Aavt6 (David)— The mention of David is also 
significant, since this connection puts Jesus in the 
regal line from which the Messiah was to emerge. 
Luke makes much of this connection throughout his 
work, just as he made a point of regal and Davidic 
connections in the infancy material (Luke 1:27, 31- 
35, 69; 2:4, 11; 18:38-39; Acts 2:25-31; 13:34-37; 
Schürmann 1969: 201 n. 97). All but one of these 
texts are unique to Luke. Luke does not elaborate 
here on the name. He simply mentions it and moves 
on. Of course, the name itself would draw great 
attention from anyone who knew Israel’s history. 
David needed no introduction. 


3:32 With David, there begins a long string of 
agreements with Matthew, as both proceed down to 
Abraham. The OT base for this portion of the 
genealogy is 1 Chron. 2:1-15 and Ruth 4:18-22. 

Teooat (Jesse)— This individual is David’s father, 
who came from the tribe of Judah and lived in 
Bethlehem (1 Sam. 16:1; 17:12; 20:27; Ruth 4:22; 
Acts 13:22; Rom. 15:12; Fitzmyer 1981: 501). 

TwBnd (Obed)— This name is a variant spelling 
for Q6N6 in 1 Chron. 2:12. Matthew 1:5 also has this 
longer spelling. In the Book of Ruth, Naomi is said to 
have nursed this child (Ruth 4:16-17, 21-22; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 501). 

Booc (Boaz)—This individual, the main male 
figure in the Book of Ruth, ends up marrying the 
Moabitess. He also appears in the genealogy of 1 
Chron. 2:12. 

ZaAuwv (Salmon)— The spelling of this name is 
disputed, though the variants refer to the same person 
(see the additional note). 

Naaocowv (Nahshon)— This individual is 
mentioned in Ruth 4:20 and 1 Chron. 2:10-11, and he 
appears also in Matt. 1:4. The name is used as well in 
Exod. 6:23 and Num. 1:7. This earlier figure 
probably was one of the chiefs of the twelve tribes 


who helped Moses take the census in the wilderness 
(Num. 1:7). If so, his sister married Aaron (Exod. 
6:23). 


3:33 AutvadaB (Amminadab)— This individual is 
the father of Nahshon (Exod. 6:23; 1 Chron. 2:10; 
Ruth 4:19-20). Matthew 1:4 also has this listing. 

The next few names are disputed and are part ofa 
difficult textual problem treated in the additional 
note. I have adopted the order Apau (Aram), Adutv 
(Admin), and Apvi (Arni). 

Eopwu (Hezron)— This individual is present in 
Ruth 4:18-19; 1 Chron. 2:5, 9; and Matt. 1:3. 
Genesis 46:12 also notes the name. The intervention 
of two names (Admin and Arni, between Aram and 
Hezron) in Luke’s list in comparison to Ruth’s list 
need not be a problem, if one recognizes that skips in 
the genealogy exist, a situation that is likely, for 
example, in Ruth’s listing of names. Ruth’s mention 
of one person’s “fathering” (Pain, hölid) another 
can involve skips in the line. 

®apec (Perez)— This individual is found in Gen. 
38:29; 46:12; Ruth 4:18; 1 Chron. 2:4-5; and Matt. 
1:3. He was Judah’s son through Tamar. Ruth’s list 
starts with Perez. 


Tovudéa (Judah)— This individual is the ancestor of 
the tribe of Judah, a son of Jacob through Leah (Gen. 
29:35; 35:23). This name was mentioned in Luke 
3:30 and is present as well in Matt. 1:2-3. 


3:34 TaKkwß(Jacob)— This individual was the son 
of Isaac and Rebekah, as well as the twin brother of 
Esau (Gen. 25:19-26). He is called Israel in Gen. 
35:10, and the twelve tribes of Israel take their names 
from his twelve sons. Luke mentions him in 1:33; 
13:28; and 20:37. The listing of Jacob, Isaac, and 
Abraham agrees with Matt. 1:2. 

Toaax (Isaac)— This individual was the long- 
awaited promised son of Abraham and Sarah (Gen. 
21:1-7). His name also appears in 1 Chron. 1:34. 

ABpadu (Abraham) — This individual was the 
patriarch of promise, who is the focus of Gen. 12-25. 
He is merely mentioned here, but the presence of his 
name alone is significant. Matthew’s list ends here. 

Luke now moves beyond Matthew’s listing with 
the mention of Terah and Nahor. The names running 
from Terah to Adam come from a combination of 
sources: Gen. 11:10—26; 5:1-32; 1 Chron. 1:1-26 
(esp. 1:24—26). The names on the list are well known, 


as they come from the Book of Genesis with its 
account of the beginning of Israel’s history. 

Oapa (Terah)— This individual is the father of 
Abraham in Gen. 11:26-27. His name also appears in 
Josh. 24:2 and 1 Chron. 1:26. He was a Semite whose 
name may reflect the region from which he came 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 502). 

Naywp (Nahor)— This individual probably bears 
the name of the region from which he came, the area 
of Nahuru in Mesopotamia (Fitzmyer 1981: 502). He 
is mentioned in Gen. 11:22 and 1 Chron. 1:26. 


3:35 The sources for the names in this verse are 
largely confined to the two genealogical lists of Gen. 
11 and 1 Chron. 1. 

LEpovy (Serug)— This individual is mentioned in 
Gen. 11:20 and 1 Chron. 1:26. 

Payav (Reu)—This individual appears in Gen. 
11:18 and 1 Chron. 1:25. 

®aAeK (Peleg)—This individual appears in Gen. 
11:16 and 1 Chron. 1:25. 

"EBep (Eber)—This individual is mentioned in 
Gen. 11:14; 10:24; and 1 Chron. 1:25. 

ZaAa (Shelah)— This individual is noted in Gen. 
11:12; 10:24; and 1 Chron. 1:24. A variant reading of 


the name appeared in Luke 3:32. 


3:36 Kaivau (Cainan)— This name lacks a Hebrew 
equivalent in the MT. It is, however, present as 
Katvav in the LXX of Gen. 11:12 and 10:24 and in 
manuscript A of 1 Chron. 1:18. Most take this as 
evidence that Luke is using the LXX (Marshall 1978: 
165; Schürmann 1969: 201 n. 101). More difficult is 
the order of names in the LXX, for there Cainan 
(Plummer 1896: 104). Plummer regards the name in 
the LXX text as possibly a late insertion, since it is 
not attested independently until Augustine. However, 
he is clear that the LXX_addition cannot find its 
source in Luke, since the order differs. The 
possibility that Luke had access to a different source 
containing this name in a different order cannot be 
excluded. There is good possibility that the name 
should be omitted in Luke, since P” and D omit the 
name here and it reappears in 3:37. If it is omitted, 
then the eleven groups of seven noted in the 
translation include Joseph. Again, there is too little 
evidence to make a clear decision. 

Apwaédad (Arphaxad)—This individual appears in 
Gen. 11:10 and 1 Chron. 1:24. 


Inu (Shem)— This name is derived from the 
individual in Gen. 5:32, though the name also 
appears in Gen. 9:26-27 and Sir. 49:16. 

Nwe (Noah)— This is the famous figure of the 
flood whose name appears frequently in OT and 
Jewish materials (Gen. 5:29; 6:9; _7:1-8:22; 1 Chron. 


Aaueyx (Lamech)— This individual appears in Gen. 
5:25; 4:18-22; and 1 Chron. 1:3. In the Genesis 
Apocryphon from Qumran, the tradition concerning 


Fitzmyer 1981: 503). 


3:37 Ma8ovoaAd (Methuselah)— This individual 
is mentioned in Gen. 5:21 and 1 Chron. 1:3. 

‘Evwy (Enoch)— This individual is mentioned in 
Gen. 5:18, 24; Sir. 49:16; and 1 Chron. 1:3. Because 
of his unusual life, Enoch was the object of much 
discussion in the intertestamental period and in the 


Enoch; Fitzmyer 1981: 503-4). 

Tapet (Jared)— This individual is found in Gen. 
5:15 and 1 Chron. 1:2. 

ModedenA (Mahalaleel)— This individual is found 
in Gen. 5:12 and 1 Chron. 1:1. 


Kaivau (Cainan)— This individual is found in 
Gen. 5:9 and 1 Chron. 1:1. The name is present in 
Luke 3:36. 


3:38 ’Evwc (Enos)—This individual is referred to in 
Gen. 5:6 and 1 Chron. 1:1. 

LNO (Seth)— This individual is mentioned in Gen. 
4:25-26; 5:3; 1 Chron. 1:1; and Sir. 49:16. 

Adau (Adam)—The genealogical table ends with 
the mention of Adam, the first man created by God’s 
hand in Gen. 1. He is made in God’s image. 
According to Genesis, from him all the human race 

descends. It is probably this connection that allows 
Luke to conclude the list with the unparalleled TOU 
8E0U (tou theou, son of God). No example of such 
an ending exists in genealogies in the OT, 
Pseudepigrapha, Qumran writings, or rabbinic 
literature.” Nearly all commentators see an 
identification of Jesus with all humanity in this 
reference.” This universal perspective fits the Lucan 
concern for Gentiles. 

The sonship in view here is related to but distinct 
from the sonship of 3:21—22. There the sonship was 
largely regal and messianic. Here the sonship is more 
universal, grounded in God’s having formed 


humanity. In the baptism, Jesus is king and is related 
especially to Israel, since John the Baptist’s ministry 
was designed to prepare the nation for Messiah 
(1:14-17). In the genealogy, Jesus is related to all 
people in a way that expands the scope of his 
ministry to include the hopes of all. So Jesus’ sonship 
in its narrow and broad senses links 3:21-22 to 3:23- 
38. Another key point emerges from the reference to 
sonship with God. In God’s plan, Jesus is the main 
figure who puts humanity’s creation from God’s hand 
into perspective. 


Summary 


Jesus’ genealogy in 3:23—38 ties all humankind 
into one unit. Their fate is wrapped up in Jesus. 
His ministry, as seen from heaven, represents the 
focal point of history. The introduction of the 
genealogy right before the commencement of his 
ministry serves to highlight the scope of Jesus’ 
concern for humans. It points to his universal 
perspective. Jesus is not some isolated minister to 
Israel; he does not merely minister to a tiny nation 
of subjected people seeking political deliverance 
from a dominating Rome. Rather, he is the 
culmination of a line of descendants stretching 


back through the great men of promise like Adam, 
Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and David. The lineage 
confirms his position and suggests his ministry’s 
comprehensive character. In him, the entire hope 
of the OT is inseparably and eternally bound. In 
him, as well, the fate of all divinely created 
humans is bound together. 


Additional Notes 


3:32. A text-critical problem concerns the fourth name in this verse. 
Many texts (p*, B, X*, some Syriac and Coptic versions) have 
Ladd (Salaor Shelah), a name that appears as well in Gen. 
10:24; 11:13-15; and 1 Chron. 1:18, 24. UBS—NA accepts this as the 
harder reading, since Matt. 1:4 has ZAAUWV (Salmon), as does 1 
Chron. 2:11 (Ruth 4:20-21 has ZaAuav, another variant of this 
name). LAAUWV, however, has good distribution among the 
textual families: XÊ, A, D, L, ©, Byz, Itala, Vulgate, some Syriac, 
and some Coptic versions. Thus, it would seem the NIV, which 
adopts this reading, has some reason for doing so. The alternative 
reading is present in my translation, and | believe it is slightly more 
likely to be original. XA could have come into the text through 
confusion with the names in Genesis. Since Luke and Matthew are 


so close in this section, one should hesitate to adopt a divergent 
reading here. If XAAC is Original, it may reflect the Syriac tradition, 
which reads this name in Ruth 4:20-21 (Metzger 1975: 136). It 
would be referring to the same figure as ZAAUWV does. 


3:33. The most difficult text-critical problem of the genealogy 
concerns three names: Apau (Aram), Adutv (Admin), and 
Apvi (Arni). This problem is important because the structure of the 
genealogy is influenced by the reading chosen. UBS—NA goes with 
the reading given in my translation, except that they exclude Apau 
on the apparent reading of pt and the clear readings of L, family 13, 
and one Coptic version—an unimpressive extent of witnesses. The 
problem is that eleven other variants exist, a situation that suggests 
that the transmission of this text was disturbed early in its copying. 
Metzger (1975: 136), in accepting the UBS—NA text, calls it the “least 
unsatisfactory form of text’—hardly a ringing endorsement. 

A breakdown of the variants shows that eight include reference to 
Auıvasaß (Amminadab), five have Aduty, six have Apv L, 
and eight have Apau (whose name also appears in Matt. 1:4 and 
1 Chron. 2:10). What complicates the picture is that no Alexandrian 
manuscript has Apau. The NIV accepts the Apau reading, but 
drops both Adutv and ADV (—names that are otherwise 
unattested, though Marshall (1978: 165) takes Apvi as 
corresponding to Ap pav (Arran) in Ruth 4:19. Marshall argues 
that the exact textual transmission is uncertain at this point, which is 


quite possible, given the number of distinct variants. It is interesting 
to note that AP is read by family 1, ©, A, C, Byz, A, D, P, Itala, 
Vulgate, and Syriac versions. Though attested in various 
combinations, Apau appears to have a wide variety of support. On 
the other hand, the presence of Adutv and Apvi is hard to 
explain in the textual history if they were not originally present. Why 
would they be added? 

The best text seems to include all three names, a reading adopted 


by © and the Armenian and Georgian versions. X is close to this 
reading, if one sees an orthographic confusion in its use of the name 
Adam here. If P (rho) is read as the second letter instead of A 
(delta), then the reading would match my suggestion and an 
Alexandrian witness would be joined to the other families attesting 
Aram. It would be natural to confuse Aram for Adam, given the 
prominence of Adam’s name. 

If any name among the three names is to be omitted, it is most 
likely Admin, because of the more limited testimony for it. Once the 
confusion of the name Adam comes into the transmission, it is easier 
to explain how Admin could come into the transmission. However, 
the inclusion of all three names seems better, since it preserves the 
pattern of eleven groups of seven names, if one excludes Joseph in 
the view of the “supposed” note in 3:23. Thus, the reading adopted 


has internal structural support as well. 


There is another possible option, but to be original it requires at 
least three copying errors early in the tradition (Heater 1986). Heater 


argues that only Apau should be read and derives it from the 
Hebrew 0] (Ram) of 1 Chron. 2:10. Such a reading would bring 


Luke in agreement with Matthew, Ruth, and 1 Chronicles at this 
point, which is one reason some hesitate to accept it, since it looks 
like harmonization. Heater explains the presence of some names in 
the textual tradition, but only with difficulty. (1) He calls Adutv a 
variant of Adam. (2) It is necessary that the article be assimilated into 
Apau and then misread as U in the LXX, or else the name was 
confused with OX (Aram) in Gen. 10:22-23. (3) He argues that 
Apvi came from Apav or AP pav, but this also requires 
assimilation or a misreading of the article. Allthese are possibilities, 
but it is the combination that makes the option difficult. However, the 
text history in this passage is so confused, as the list of variants in 

1 Chronicles and Luke shows, that one should be slow to express 
certainty about any option. Only probabilities exist. Heater’s use of 
internal criteria in looking for the eleven groups of seven spanning 
from Christ to God is also a point in favor of his option, as is Luke’s 
general parallelism to the other genealogies in most of his list. 


3:36. For the text-critical problem concerning Kaivau, see the 


exegesis. 


3. Messianic Preparation: 
Resistance of Satan (4:1-13) 


Jesus’ temptations serve as a major prelude to his 
ministry. The account also brings together the 
baptism, genealogy, and the start of his ministry. 
The focus is on Jesus as the beloved Son (3:22, 
38), who is obedient to God in a way that other 
people—including Adam—are not. Schürmann 
(1969: 205) points out three levels at which the 
account works: (1) Jesus is the pious Son who has 
unswerving allegiance to God; (2) the battle 
between Satan and Jesus will run through the 
entire Gospel; and (3) the success of Jesus in the 
wilderness recalls Israel’s failure there. Jesus is 
qualified to lead the nation, and his success gives 
promise of ultimate success against all spiritual 
enemies. The focus on Deuteronomy, the book of 
the nation, serves to underscore this reversal motif 
concerning Israel. Jesus begins his ministry 
having overcome the initial onslaught of the evil 
one, while showing his commitment to living in a 
way that may not be the easiest road to travel, but 
is the way that most pleases God. 


Another focal point is how Jesus overcomes the 
evil force by his reflective application of the 
written Scripture and its truth. In so doing, he 
serves as an example of the spiritual person 
(Schürmann 1969: 207). The christological note in 
the account is clear, since the narrative presents 
Jesus as one who is faithful to God—an important 
point in light of the possibility of perceiving his 
ministry as a failure because of his tragic death. 

Tannehill (1986: 59) adds another important 
observation about the account: The temptations 
reveal Jesus’ approach to his mission. Here is a 
man who pursues God’s call. Jesus is dedicated to 
God’s mission, not his own purposes, desires, or 
self-advancement. The account is, then, an 
introduction to how Jesus will not pursue his 
mission. His goal is not to draw attention to 
himself, but to focus on God’s work and God’s 
truth, which he is called to carry out. The next 
large pericope, 4:16—30, will reveal what Jesus’ 
mission is. Jesus will not use his power to serve 
himself, but he will lift up others and minister to 
both their physical and spiritual needs. 


Sources and Historicity 


The historicity of this event has been variously approached. Marshall 
(1978: 168) speaks of an inward experience expressed in dramatic 
form. Fitzmyer (1981: 509) sees a qualified connection back to 
Jesus, but regards historicity as a less significant question than the 
account’s theological and symbolic value. He suggests that Jesus 
spoke of this experience parabolically or dramatically. One should 
not read the experience with “naive literalism” or seek to “salvage” its 
historicity (p. 510). The hesitancy to see a direct experience is hard 
to justify, and the separation of symbol and history is something, as 
seen in other accounts, that reflects a worldview judgment. Tiede 
(1988: 97-98) offers a warning that interpreters should not be drawn 
into excessive historical or psychological speculation that reduces 
the account to hallucinations due to lack of food. | prefer an 
approach that does not divorce symbolism from history quite so 
much. To religiously sensitive eyes, history is full of symbolic import. 
To say this is to acknowledge that some of these experiences may 
have been inward or supernatural in character (See Luke 4:8). 

The account's source ultimately must go back to Jesus himself.+ It 
is hard to see how or even why the early church would create such 
an account. There are numerous ways to show how Jesus overcame 
demonic opposition other than to produce a story like this one, which 
lacks any real parallels. The absence of such encounters by other 


is Paul’s failure to get relief from his “harassment” by a messenger 
from Satan, where dependence on God's grace is the issue (2 Cor. 
12:7-10). The closest OT parallel is Job. But neither of these 
accounts is a face-to-face battle with dialogue between the 
combatants. The temptation account is unprecedented, which 
speaks for its connection to Jesus. The critical criterion of 
“dissimilarity” may apply here. 

Given that the basic account has roots in Jesus, the issue of 
verbal agreement and divergence in the various Synoptic accounts 
still remains. Mark 1:12-13 contains only a brief remark about this 
event and lacks dialogue and detail. On the other hand, Matt. 4:1-11 
is so close to Luke’s account that most commentators see a written 
source shared by Matthew and Luke (most speak of Q here: Creed 
1930: 61; Luce 1933: 115; Manson 1949: 42-43; Wiefel 1988: 99; 
Bovon 1989: 193; Fitzmyer 1981: 507; Tiede 1988: 98; C. F. Evans 
1990: 256). However, a key point of agreement with Mark 1:12-13— 
the association of testing with the wilderness and with the period of 
forty days—suggests that Luke is also aware of material like that in 
Mark.2 Yet Mark’s failure to give details about this event leads some 
to suggest that Mark did not know the body of tradition that Matthew 
and Luke share.2 In fact, there are enough small, but theologically 
irrelevant differences between Matthew and Luke that to posit the 
same exact written source for both of them seems difficult. For 
example, why do Matt. 4:3 and Luke 4:3 differ on the name of Satan 
(the tempter versus the devil)? Or why does Matt. 4:3 work with the 


plural stones and loaves, while Luke 4:3 has the singular? Why is 
Luke’s version of the offer of the kingdoms (4:6) much fuller than 
Matthew’s? Why is Matthew’s citation of Deut. 8:3 so much longer 
than Luke’s (see the additional note on 4:4 for details)? What about 
the differences in Matt. 4:7 and Luke 4:12 (see the additional note on 
4:12)? Why does Luke 4:9 alone say “from here” (see the exegesis 
of 4:9)? Why does Luke omit a reference to angels in 4:13? In this 
pericope Matthew and Luke are dealing with distinct yet very similar 
traditions (distinct versions of Q?). Luke is probably responsible for 
the account’s introduction and conclusion (4:1-2, 13). 

The major distinction between the accounts is the order of the 
temptations. In Matthew, the trip to the mountain to see the 
kingdoms of the world is the final temptation, while for Luke the trip 
to the top of the temple is the last temptation. Since it is clear that six 
temptations are not to be posited, it is also clear that one of the 
Gospel writers has rearranged the order for literary reasons. The 
event shows that the Gospel writers are not averse to arranging 
materials for the sake of topical or theological concerns, a point that 
must be kept in mind when examining other pericopes as well. 

Which writer rearranged the sequence? Schürmann argues that 
Matthew rearranged the account because he develops the site of the 
mountain as a significant theological locale of revelation, a point that 
is supported by the ending of Matthew’s Gospel (28:16-20) on a 
mountain.® But Fitzmyer (1981: 507-8) and Schulz (1972: 177 esp. 


n. 2, who also traces the debate’s history) argue more persuasively 


for a Lucan rearrangement. Fitzmyer notes that Matthew’s order is a 
natural progression—desert, building pinnacle, mountaintop—and 
that the Matthean citations of Deuteronomy appear in reverse 
canonical order (Deut. 8:3; 6:16; 6:13). In addition, the clearest 
temporal adverbs occur only in Matthew (e.g., TTAALV in 4:8, TOTE 
in 4:10, and the summary dismissal of Satan—details that Luke 
lacks). Finally, as Schulz makes clear, Luke has a theological motive 
for his rearrangement. For Luke, Jerusalem is the climactic locale of 
conflict in Jesus’ life (19:45-24:53). Luke’s rearrangement places the 
emphasis on the Jerusalem temple temptation as the decisive one. 
Goulder (1989: 294) agrees, but prefers to see the phrase you shall 
not tempt the Lord your God as climactic, forming an inclusio on 
temptation, rather than seeing Jerusalem as the motive. Most 
commentators accept Matthew’s order as original (Ellis 1974: 94; 
Schweizer 1984: 82; Hendriksen 1978: 232; Tiede 1988: 98). 
Plummer 1896: 110 refuses to choose either way. 

This account has caused much speculation, especially in the early 
church. Hebrews 2:17-18 and 4:15 speak of Jesus’ being tempted 
as a high priest and perfected. In a period of high christological 
controversy, the question was raised about how Jesus could be 
sinless and yet be truly tempted. Some modern expositions still 
focus on this question, as if it were the major issue for Luke.® It must 
be noted, however, that Luke is not concerned with ontological 
questions here. He simply presents the temptations as an event in 


Jesus’ life, as an important encounter in which Satan was 


successfully rebuffed. Plummer (1896: 105-6) rightly notes that 
some questions raised by this passage are not answered for us; he 
also notes that to resist temptation is harder than to succumb to it. 
Jesus’ achievement, as far as Luke is concerned, is that Jesus 
resisted giving in to Satan. Jesus represents in his rejection of evil 
what a son of God in the Adamic sense is capable of when he 
follows God’s desire. The second Son of God succeeds, where the 
first son of God failed.® 


There is general agreement about the account ’s 
basic form, but not about its roots. Bultmann 
(1963: 254-57) calls it a “story about Jesus” and 
classifies it as scribal Haggadah, since God’s 
Word is used to refute the devil, but he also says 
(p. 253) that it possesses “the rudiments of an 
originally detailed legend” like those about 
Buddha or Zoroaster, a point that Manson (1949: 
45) explicitly rejects. Bultmann goes on to argue 
that the text is against the selfish use of miracles, 
arguing that Jesus’ work can be distinguished 
from magic on that basis. Because of the 
controversy, he sees the text emerging from 
Palestinian roots, but it has Hellenistic touches in 
that it rejects the portrayal of Jesus as a Greek 


miracle-working “divine man” (also Schulz 1972: 
182, 187). 

Rejecting Bultmann’s description as too limited, 
Fitzmyer (1981: 508-9) sees the unit as the work 
of Christian scribes to produce an account that is 
primarily symbolic; it cannot have been produced 
by the community. The original setting is a set of 
parables or a dramatic depiction of experience that 
shows a Jesus who refuses to do signs. Bovon 
similarly sees a response to Jewish critics that 
Jesus is a magician or a false Messiah.” 

Marshall (1978: 166) correctly notes, against 
Bultmann, that the issue is neither dialectical skill 
nor scribal debate. There is no scriptural 
controversy here, only confrontation (see also 
Schürmann 1969: 209). Rather, the issue is 
obedience to God’s will as recorded in Scripture. 
Thus, it is right to call the account simply a 
“temptation of the righteous,” whose closest 
parallel is Job.” Whether one needs to appeal to 
wider polemics with Jewish or Hellenistic 
opponents is debatable; but it is clear that the 
account renounces the raw use of miraculous 
power for any whim. Thus, it may explain what 
kind of divine agent Jesus would be: one who 


served others. The account should also be read as 
an example of how faithfulness overcomes the 
temptation to sin and avoids becoming allied with 
Satan. But it is not just personal temptation that is 
in view. Jesus as the Son of God represents a 
whole line of humanity (Tiede 1988: 98-99). 
Jesus was righteous and ready for his task. 

The outline of Luke 4:1-13 is as follows: 


a. Setting (4:1-2) 

b. Temptation of bread and God’s care (4:3-4) 

c. Temptation of rule through false worship 
(4:5-8) 

d. Temptation to test God’s protection (4:9-12) 

e. Departure of the devil (4:13) 


Numerous themes dominate the passage. Jesus 
is the pious, obedient Son. Jesus is successful in 
temptation where others, like Israel and Adam, 
failed. Jesus is qualified to represent both the 
nation and humanity. Jesus refuses to rule on the 
wrong premises. His success shows the value of a 
reflective knowledge of God’s Word. In fact, when 
God is obeyed in compliance to the Spirit, Satan 
can be resisted. Nonetheless, one should note that 
the road of resisting temptation is not always the 


easiest or most obvious road to take; in fact, it 
often means self-denial. Power is not to be 
accepted without careful consideration of the 
terms. Finally, God is not to be tested concerning 
his faithfulness. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


1 But Jesus, full of the Holy Spirit, withdrew from the Jordan and 
was being led by the Spirit in the desert, ?while being tempted for 
forty days by the devil. And he ate nothing in those days, and when 
they were completed, he was hungry. 

Sand the devil said to him, “If you are the Son of God, speak to 
this stone that it might be a loaf of bread.” “And Jesus replied to him, 
[J“It is written that ‘not by bread alone shall a man live.” 

and the devil took him up and showed him all the inhabited 
kingdoms in an instant. ®And he said to him, “To you | will give all this 
authority and their glory; for to me it has been delivered and | give it 
to whom | will. “Therefore, if you bow down and worship me, all shall 
be yours.” ®And Jesus said to him, “It is written, ‘You shall worship 
the Lord your God and serve him alone.” 

and he led him into Jerusalem and set him on the pinnacle of the 
temple and said to him, “If you are the Son of God, cast yourself 


down from here, *°for it is written, ‘He shall give his angels charge 


over you to protect you’; !!and ‘on their hands they shall lift you up, 
lest you strike your foot against a stone.” 1?And Jesus replied to him, 
“It is said, ‘You shall not test the Lord your God.” 

13 nd when he finished every temptation, the devil departed from 


him for a time. 
a. Setting (4:1-2) 


4:1 The double reference to the Spirit is the 
prominent feature of Luke’s introduction to the 
temptations. Jesus was full of the Holy Spirit and was 
led into the wilderness by the Spirit. Such an 
emphasis makes clear that Jesus’ being exposed to 
temptation was not his fault in any way. Rather, this 
withdrawal was a direct result of God’s leading. The 
characterization of Jesus as full of the Spirit is typical 
Lucan terminology to describe a spiritual person 
(Luke 1:15, 41, 67; Acts 6:3, 5; 7:55; 11:24). Just as 
Simeon was led to the temple in Luke 2:27, so Jesus 
is taken into the wilderness. Wisdom residing in or 
filling a wise person also occurs in Judaism (Wis. 
1:4-5; 7:7; Sir. 39:6). The account itself will serve to 
verify why Jesus can be described in these terms. 
Though each of the Synoptics speaks of Jesus’ 
being led by the Spirit into this situation, each uses 
different terminology to express the same idea. 


Matthew 4:1 speaks of Jesus’ being “led by the 
Spirit” (AvNNXON ... DIO TOD TTVEUUATOG, anéchthé 
... hypo tou pneumatos). In Mark 1:12 “the Spirit cast 
him out” (TO Ttveüua AVTOV EKBAAAEL, to pneuma 
auton ekballei) into the wilderness. And in Luke 4:1, 
Jesus is “led by the Spirit” (NyETO Ev TH 
TVEVUATL, Egeto en td pneumati).? In addition, 
Luke’s double reference to the Spirit makes the point 
with more emphasis. It makes clear that the spiritual 
impulse that guided Jesus was an internal, spiritual 
one from God. 

‘YrreotpeWev (hypestrepsen) can be taken in one 
oftwo ways: either Jesus “returned” to Galilee or he 
“withdrew” from the Jordan area. Since Luke does 
not mention from where Jesus came to the Jordan 
River, it is more natural to see here a reference to a 
withdrawal from the Jordan (Fitzmyer 1981: 513). 
Only Luke names the Jordan as the general locale, 
but even he does not specify the exact location of the 
temptations beyond its being called the wilderness. 
Often the wilderness is a region of demonic activity, 
and yet it is here that Jesus goes to commune with 
God. Luke 8:29 and 11:24 show that demonic forces 
looked on the wilderness as a haven (Schürmann 
1969: 208 n. 145). While in other settings the 


wilderness is a place to retreat and find God (1:80; 
3:2; 5:16; 7:24), on this occasion Jesus fasts and 
faces the devil in spiritual battle. 


4:2 Luke notes that the duration of wilderness 
testing took forty days, but does the forty days go 
with being led or with tempting? Was Jesus led for 
forty days in the wilderness or was he tempted for 
forty days? Hendriksen (1978: 232) believes the 
former arrangement prevents a problem with 
Matthew and Mark in that Mark speaks of forty days 
in the desert, while Matthew speaks of the 
temptations coming at the end of the forty days. 
However, the construction in Mark 1:13 is similarly 
ambiguous. Plummer (1896: 107) notes correctly 
that, since TTELPALOUEVOG (peirazomenos, being 
tested) is a present participle, the idea is that tempting 
occurred over forty days, regardless of where the 
phrase is placed in the sentence. This indicates that 
the tempting is contemporaneous with the leading, 
which negates Hendriksen’s view. Jesus was tempted 
over a forty-day period. The three tests recounted 
here may be but the concluding act of the drama, 
since Luke says that these three tests came at a point 
of hunger after forty days of fasting, which is in 


agreement with Matt. 4:2. Mark 1:12-13 either does 
not know of or ignores the reference to specific 
temptations. 

The reference to forty days is interesting, given the 
uses of the number forty in the OT. Forty years was 
the period of Israel’s wilderness wanderings (Num. 
person could receive (Deut. 25:3). Forty days was the 
period of uncleanness after birth (Lev. 12:1—4). Forty 
days was the duration of the flood (Gen. 7:4, 12). 
Ezekiel had to bear the iniquity of Judah for forty 
days (Ezek. 4:6). Most importantly, forty days was 
the length of the fasts of Moses (Exod. 34:28; Deut. 
9:9) and Elijah (1 Kings 19:8) at key points in Israel’s 
history (Plummer 1896: 108—9 n. 1). In fact, Moses 
spent forty days on the mountain to receive the 
covenant (Exod. 24:18; 34:28). The parallels of 
Moses and the nation (Deut. 8:2) are significant, 
since Jesus’ reply to the temptations will come from 
Deuteronomy. Marshall (1978: 169) notes, however, 
that none of these OT passages attribute the periods 
directly to God’s or the devil’s testing, which means a 
purely symbolic parallel is unlikely. A note of design 
is present in the event; it is a time of significant 
action." 


Luce (1933: 116) would like to make the 
temptation a strictly internal psychological 
experience for Jesus, arguing that Jesus reflected in 
private on his baptismal call. However, it is clear that 
Scripture portrays this event as a battle between real 


personal foe: John 8:37-44; 2 Cor. 11:3; 12:7; Rev. 
12:3—9; 20:1—4." First-century Palestinian 
angelology depicted as real the realms of faithful 
and fallen angels: 1 Cor. 4:9; 6:3; 10:20; 11:10 
(faithful angels who observe the worship of the 
church); 1 Pet. 1:12; Eph. 3:10; 6:10-20. Luke 1 
records Gabriel’s visit to Mary, and Luke 24 the 
angelic figures’ announcement of Jesus’ resurrection. 
In addition, Fitzmyer (1981: 514) notes the focus on 
a personal “arch-demon” in this period (see also H. 
Kelly 1964). The encounter is much more serious 
than a mere issue of internal, psychological 
reflection. Whatever form the confrontation took, it 
was clear that two personalities were in the ring of 
battle. 


Jesus’ condition at the time of the final encounter 
was one of weakness. He had had nothing significant 
to eat for forty days. The phrase OUK Ewa yev 
OUSEV (ouk ephagen ouden, he had not eaten 
anything) has been pressed literally by some, so that 
Luke is more emphatic in portraying Jesus’ rejection 
of food than is Matthew, since it is argued that 
Matthew has him only fasting (Luce 1933: 116-17). 
Others (Schürmann 1969: 209-10) suggest that 
Luke’s emphasis is Jesus’ immunity from hunger 
pangs, showing the wonderful fullness of this time, 
for nothing is impossible with God (1:37; 18:27). 
Schürmann is correct: Luke’s point on the nature of 
the fasting is not clear. Did Jesus take only drink or 
did he eat only what the desert supplied, so that 
nothing substantive was consumed? But Klostermann 
(1929: 59) is correct to see the phrase as a popular 
way to express fasting. In other words, Matthew and 
Luke are probably saying the same thing. As a clear 
example of Luke’s idiom, Klostermann cites Matt. 
11:18, which speaks of John’s eating and drinking 
nothing, an expression that cannot be meant in 
absolute terms. In addition, Matthew prefers the term 
he uses for fasting, VNOTEUW (nésteud)." 


So Jesus fasted for this period and at the end of it 
he was hungry. Jesus’ situation at his test contrasts 
with Adam’s. Adam had not fasted at all, while Jesus 
had suffered lack for forty days. Adam could eat 
from any tree in the garden but one, while Jesus was 
denying himself food. Adam was in paradise, while 
Jesus was in the wilderness (Hendriksen 1978: 233- 
34). Certainly if environment was the determining 
factor in overcoming temptation, Jesus was playing at 
a disadvantage. The devil made his move with Jesus 
in this exposed condition. 


b. Temptation of Bread and God’s Care (4:3-— 
4) 


4:3 The first temptation fits the setting. Jesus is 
hungry, and he ought to feel free to provide himself 
with food. Surely this is a simple and straightforward 
request to meet one’s basic needs. Satan’s request is 
to transform a stone (ALO, lithö) into a loaf (PTOS, 
artos), both singular nouns in contrast to the plurals 
in Matt. 4:3. It would seem that Luke chose to use the 
singular to focus the request and to bring it into direct 
conformity with the singular (PTW, arto) of the OT 
quotation in Luke 4:4. Perhaps the singular was 


one (Fitzmyer 1981: 515; Nolland 1989: 179), 
whereas a plural might seek to add a corporate 
element to the provision that would highlight Jesus’ 
role as the nation’s son, a point that fits Matthew 
(Glickman 1983: 334-35). Schürmann (1969: 209 
n. 161) argues that three loaves were made available 
to guests in Palestine (cf. 11:5). If he is right, then it 
is hard to explain the singular (but his suggestion in 
n. 160 that Matthew gets his plural from Matt. 3:9 is 
unlikely). Regardless of how the change in number 
occurred, the request is the same: Jesus is to provide 
food for himself by the miraculous transformation of 
a natural object. The number difference influences 
only the possible implications one might draw from 
the event. 

What is the temptation? The question turns on the 
“if” clause. Since it is introduced with the indicative 
mood, &t (ei) is a first-class condition. In other words 
the statement presents the “if” clause as potentially 
true or with a heightened vividness (“if you are Son 
now”). Given this, attempts to suggest that the 
temptation is designed to challenge Jesus’ sonship 
are probably overstated (Luce 1933: 117; Geldenhuys 
1951: 159). The devil is not directly doubting Jesus’ 
sonship. The temptation is more subtle than this. 


If one realizes that the assertion of sonship is 
acknowledged by the devil, then the temptation can 
be taken in a variety of ways (Glickman 1983: 218- 
27; Marshall 1978: 170-71): 


1. Jesus is tempted to satisfy his hunger in an 
inappropriate manner (Gerhardsson 1966: 52). 
But surely the mere miraculous provision of food 
in itself is not sin or else the feeding of the five 
thousand by Jesus would have to be viewed 
similarly. This view is too vague. 

2. The satisfaction of hunger represents a distrust 
of God’s provision and protection of his Son 
(Fitzgerald 1972: 156). In favor of this approach 
is the context of the Deut. 8:3 citation in Luke 
4:4. 

3. Jesus is tempted to satisfy his hunger by 
miraculous power. This view takes various 
forms. (a) Such power is an expression of self- 
gratification, which is an inappropriate use of 
Jesus’ miraculous powers (Marshall 1978: 170- 
71; Schürmann 1969: 209; Fitzmyer 1981: 510). 
(b) The exercise of power would prove Jesus’ 
sonship, which the tempter doubts (Luce 1933: 
117; Geldenhuys 1951: 159). This view 


incorrectly reads the conditional clause and is 
therefore suspect. (c) The satisfaction of hunger 
through miraculous means brings into question 
God’s provision for and protection of Jesus, and 
it questions the way God is leading him with 
regard to self-denial and service.'* This latter 
approach is really a combination of views 2 and 
3a. 


Which of these approaches to the temptation is 
best? Much is to be said for the combination 
approach (i.e., view 3c). First, the citation of Deut. 
8:3 has to do with God’s provision for the nation. 
God promised he would protect his people Israel and 
had demonstrated his protection by providing manna 
for them (Exod. 16). God had demonstrated his 
faithfulness for forty years. In Deuteronomy, Moses 
was reminding the nation not to doubt God’s 
goodness upon entering the land. Jesus too had a 
promise that he was God’s Son (Luke 3:22), and 
surely God would protect his Son. Thus, if food were 
to come to the Son who had been led into the desert 
to fast, surely God could give it to him. Thus, the 
Deuteronomy parallel centers on God’s promise and 
its truth, a promise that is related to his provision. 


Second, by providing himself with food, Jesus 
would be operating independently of God, something 
that the Son was not to do, as Jesus’ acknowledgment 
of God’s will at Gethsemane shows (22:39-44). 
Jesus’ miraculous provision of food for himself 
would represent a challenge of God’s protection for 
his Son and a rejection of the Son’s dependence on 
him, especially since God had led him into the desert. 

The devil was really suggesting that perhaps God 
was abandoning Jesus, and so he had better look out 
for himself. Is not God treating you poorly? If so, 
take care of yourself. You can look out for yourself 
better than God can look out for you! Given the self- 
sacrificial mission the Son was to have and the 
suffering he would face, such a test of self-denial was 
appropriate. As Jesus’ reply shows, he knew the 
devil’s attack on God’s goodness and protection was 
wrong. 


4:4 Jesus’ reply is short and to the point: human 
livelihood consists of more than the mere meeting of 
daily needs. The citation is from Deut. 8:3, the 
original point of which was to call Israel to remain 
fixed on God’s faithfulness in delivering his promises 
and protection (cf. Luke 12:31). The “word of God” 


by which people are ultimately to live is even more 
fundamental than the provision of food. Jesus will 
rest on God’s sustenance and provision, given in 
God’s own way. He will not short-circuit God’s path. 
Here is how the Son of God (3:38) lives. In fact, for 
Jesus, life is doing God’s will, not providing for self. 
Luke cites a shorter portion of Deut. 8:3 than does 
Matthew (see the additional notes for textual and 
critical issues tied to this difference). 


c. Temptation of Rule Through False Worship 
(4:5-8) 


4:5 The second temptation begins with a glimpse of 
the world. Matthew places this temptation last, which 
is probably the original order. Creed (1930: 63) notes 
in support of Matthew’s order that what is present are 
two tests grounded in sonship followed by a final 
effort to offer Jesus all things, a natural progression 
(see the introduction to this unit). 

The nature of this experience is disputed, mainly 
because Matt. 4:3 mentions Jesus’ being taken to a 
very high mountain, while Luke speaks only of his 
going up and seeing the kingdoms in an instant. Luke 
focuses on the quickness of the special appearing of 
the kingdoms, while Matthew simply presents the 


place. But most commentators, going back as far as 
Calvin, note that no mountain gives a view of the 
entire world. So most posit some type of vision here. 
Arguing that the language in Matthew and Luke is 
too spatial to refer merely to a vision, Schürmann 
(1969: 210) challenges this approach and speaks of a 
“diabolical rapture” in Luke. The mountain image 
has apocalyptic connections in Ezek. 40:2, Rev. 
21:10, and 2 Bar. 76.3, while 1 Enoch 25.3, 77.4-5, 
and 87.3 refer to the mountain(s) of God, a mountain 
of great elevation that sits above all as paradise. So 
Jesus is given a perspective from above— whether by 
vision or by rapture— which allows him to see a great 
expanse of territory. 

The reason for Luke’s omitting the reference to 
the mountain, that is, if he in fact knew of it, has been 
variously explained. (1) Plummer (1896: 111) says 
that Luke knew a vision was present, so he removed 
the mountain reference. (2) Conzelmann (1960: 29) 
argues that the mountain was a place of revelation for 
Luke, so he removed it since a reference to a 
mountain here would not fit this motif. But one could 
argue that a revelation was present, though it was a 
diabolical one. (3) Many note that Luke focuses on 
time over place, because he realizes no mountain is 


high enough to see all the kingdoms (Creed 1930: 63; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 515-16; Schürmann 1969: 210; 
Dupont 1968: 55). The first part of this approach is 
likely, though the rationale for it interprets the text in 
a overly literal manner and ignores the possible 
apocalyptic origin of the figure. Luke may have 
merely opted for a stylistic equivalent. Glickman 
(1983: 464-65) notes that Luke’s change allows for a 
steadier progression toward Jerusalem (Nolland 
1989: 179). 

This observation about Jerusalem, if stated 
carefully, is correct. In the three Lucan temptations 
the only locale mentioned is Jerusalem. Probably 
stylistic reasons cause omission of the mountain 
reference. Perhaps Luke is simply working with a 
different source. 

What is clear is that Jesus had a view of all the 
inhabited earth and that all earthly power was 
presented to Jesus (Schneider 1977a: 101). Luke’s 
use of OLKOLUEVNG (oikoumenés, inhabited world) 
may well be a reference to the Roman Empire, in that 
Rome was basically regarded as the world of that day 
(cf. 2:1-2). OikoUUEVNC occupies the place of 
KOGUOV (kosmou, of the world) in Matt. 4:8 and is a 
Lucan term with a comprehensive scope (Luke 


21:26; Acts 11:28; 17:6, 31; 19:27; 24:5).'° As 
Marshall (1978: 171) notes, like a prospective seller, 
the devil points out the goods. In a place where Jesus 
has nothing, he is about to be offered everything. 


4:6 The offer highlights its scope. Lol (soi, to you) 
is in the emphatic position: “Look, Jesus, at what can 
be yours!” The use of TV EFOVOLAV TAUTNV 
CITAGAV (ten exousian tautén hapasan, all this 
authority) underscores the extent of the offer. All the 
earthly kingdoms under Satan’s authority are 
available to Jesus, for Satan can give them to him.” 
The offer precedes the actual condition of the 
contract, which will reveal the intent of the offer. The 
bait is placed in the trap. 

It is interesting to note the perspective that this 
verse brings concerning the kingdoms of the world. 
Political and institutional power is related to Satan’s 
power and authority in a way that is unusual for 
Luke, in that Luke normally is quite benevolent 
toward Rome. This suggests that Luke is using a 
source whose perspective he accepts. The 
assumption behind this perspective is that until the 
earth is redeemed by God’s power, it lies in the hands 
of the evil one. Satan’s influence is still significantly 


present in the world (Rom. 8:18-30; John 12:31; 
14:30; 16:11; 1 John 5:19; Eph. 2:2; 2 Cor. 4:4; Rev. 
13:2; Ernst 1977: 159). Here arises the question of 
whether Satan had the authority to make this offer. 
Was Satan offering something he could deliver? 

It is probably best to say that the devil’s offer is a 
mixture of truth and error. He is pictured as wielding 
great authority on the earth, so much so that some 
interpreters regard the offer as totally genuine (Godet 
1875: 1.215). He certainly claims such authority in 
saying he can give these things to whomever he 
wishes." It is possible that Satan believes the claim, 
so that the offer should be seen as involving 
diabolical self-delusion. 

But there is evidence in the Gospel that suggests 
the offer is exaggerated. Jesus’ expulsion of demons 
is against such a view of Satan’s absolute authority. 
Later in Luke, Jesus’ authority triumphs over the 
demons, and the demons respond to his rebuke 
(4:31-37; 8:26-39; Hendriksen 1978: 236; Godet 
1875: 1.244-46). Their fear shows that the demons 
are aware of a limitation on their power. That Satan 
can be dismissed, as he is in Matt. 4:10, may also 
suggest this limitation. From the text’s perspective, 
Satan’s offer is at best characterized as an oversell 


(John 12:31; 14:30; 16:11), and at worst it is a lie 
(John 8:44). Nonetheless, the temptation was real. 
Would Jesus be drawn into seizing power and turning 
his back on God, or would he receive it from God’s 
hand graciously, as the ruling Son had been promised 
in Ps. 2:8 and Dan. 7:14? These OT passages use 
terms that are used in Luke 4:6: Wow (dösö, I will 
give) and ėčovoía (exousia, authority). The 
temptation was ultimately about seizing power on 
one’s own, apart from God’s promise and provision. 
Of course, as later passages show, Jesus realized that 
there was only one source that could make this offer 
and that source was not the one addressing him now 
(10:22; 22:29; Schürmann 1969: 211). 

In offering Jesus all the kingdoms’ authority and 
glory, Satan was attempting to suggest that all the 
power, wealth, glory, and fame that the world could 
offer were there for Jesus’ taking.” The offer made 
here was a much easier route to go than the one by 
which Jesus would obtain all these things from God. 
But it was also a dead end. Danker (1988: 102-3) 
gives a beautiful contrast between Jesus’ refusal to 
seize this authority and Alexander the Great’s claim 
to deity (Lucian, Dialogues of the Dead 14). 


It also should be noted that Luke’s description of 
Satan’s words is much fuller than that in Matt. 4:9, 
even if one allows that the description of Matt. 4:8 
has been brought into the statement of Luke 4:6. If 
Luke and Matthew had a common source, there is no 
adequate way to sort out or explain the differences 
here. Marshall (1978: 171-72) admits that itis a 
moot point whether Luke expanded the text (Dupont 
1968: 53-55) or Matthew abbreviated the text 
(Schürmann 1969: 211). There is no way to tell. The 
difficulty suggests that perhaps the Gospel writers 
were not dealing with exactly the same source 
material. The differences are not significant for the 
meaning, but they may be revealing at a source- 
critical level. 


4:7 Satan’s condition is that the Son renounce his 
allegiance to the Father. He is to bow down and 
worship Satan, an act that would not require just a 
momentary action, but that would change his life. 
Often the temptation is described as if all Jesus had to 
do was hit his knees once and all would be his. But 
the challenge represents a defection from God, and 
such a defection would have lifetime consequences. 
Jesus was to give the devil the respect and honor due 
to God alone (Marshall 1978: 172). For by bowing 


down (TTPOOKULVNONG, proskyneses) before 
(EVWJTLOV, enöpion) the devil, Jesus would be 
accepting his authority and sovereignty. In Luke, 
TTPOOKULVEW appears only here (including v. 8) and 
in 24:52, where the risen Lord is the object, a rare 
usage of christological significance, since in that 
context there is no doubt who Jesus really is.** The 
meaning of the offer was clear: if Jesus would give 
Satan his heart and bow down before him, Satan 
would let Jesus rule. It was a high price to ask for an 
empty claim, but the response would reveal where 
Jesus’ priorities were. 


4:8 Jesus again replies with Scripture that gets right 
to the issue: God alone is worthy of allegiance. The 
citation is a summary of Deut. 6:13. Only the word 
UOVW (mond, alone) is not in that passage. But the 
presence of the term summarizes well the force of the 
command to give honor only to God and not to idols 
(Hendriksen 1978: 237 n. 193; Nolland 1989: 180). 
The attitude expressed is like that in John 5:19, 5:30, 
and 6:38, where Jesus pledges that he does nothing 
except in subjection to the Father. His “religious 
service” (AATPEVW, latreuö, to serve) is only for 
God. AaTpebw is also usually limited to God or to 


idolatrous religious service (BAGD 467; BAA 949- 
50; Strathmann, TDNT 4:62; Luke 1:74; Acts 7:42). 

Some believe that Jesus rejected the principle of an 
earthly political rule (Plummer 1896: 112). This 
represents an overinterpretation. What is rejected is 
ruling at Satan’s side now, not an earthly rule per se. 
Satan’s temptation is an attempt to break the Son’s 
relationship to the Father. The problem is the nature 
of the proposed alliance, not the issue of the rule’s 
locale or character. Luke 17:20-37, 21:5-38, and 
Acts 3:19-21, which look forward to Jesus’ return, 
suggest a time when Jesus will rule the earth, beyond 
his current rule in ascension. Jesus will display his 
sovereign authority. He will rule on the earth, but that 
authority will come from God, not the devil. The 
Son’s loyalty will be rewarded with sovereignty, 
because of the Father’s loyalty (Acts 10:42; 17:31). 
No offer is great enough to persuade Jesus to 
abandon his Father. Such total allegiance to God is 
exemplary. 


d. Temptation to Test God’s Protection (4:9— 
12) 


4:9 The third temptation also involves an element of 
travel. As noted earlier, this is Matthew’s second 


temptation. This is probably a visionlike experience, 
since a real trip would involve witnesses unless it 
took a special form.” The devil takes Jesus to 
Jerusalem, or what Matt. 4:5 calls the holy city (tTHV 
aytav TTOALV, ten hagian polin). Since both writers 
use the name TepovoaANu (Jerusalem) frequently 
and the phrase r} Gyta mó is rare in the Gospels 
(only Matt. 4:5; 27:53), it is possible that Matthew 
made the change, since he alone uses the phrase 
(Marshall 1978: 172). However, the motive for such 
an alteration is not clear. But if Tv Aylav nót 
was the original wording, a change to Jerusalem for a 
Gentile audience is a little more likely, though hardly 
necessary, since the temple is named explicitly 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 516; Nolland 1989: 181). This 
absence of motive for the change again raises the 
possibility that the traditions used are distinct. Luke 
presents this temptation last, because it places the 
climax in the city where ultimately the drama 
surrounding Jesus’ life will be resolved. Luke makes 
much of Jerusalem (Luke 9:53; 17:11; 18:31; 19:11). 
Jesus ends up on the temple’s pinnacle, but the 
exact locale is uncertain.” Some think it is a high 
temple gate (Jeremias 1936), but many think it is the 
Royal Porch on the temple’s southeast corner, which 


loomed over a cliff and the Kidron Valley, creating a 
drop of some 450 feet (Hendriksen 1978: 237-38; 
Godet 1875: 1.218; Plummer 1896: 113). Josephus 
mentions that the height of this locale made people 
who peered over its edge dizzy (Antiquities 15.11.5 
88411-12). Despite uncertainty about the exact 
location, the point is clear: Jesus is at a height where, 
if he were to cast himself down, it would take special 
protection to emerge unscathed. 

The devil’s request is simple enough. He again 
calls Jesus the Son of God in a first-class Greek 
conditional clause, a statement that does not in itself 
assume doubt, but presents the current potential of 
sonship quite vividly (see the exegesis of 4:3): “If 
you, Jesus, are currently the Son, cast yourself 
down.” The rationale of the request comes in 4:10- 
11, but clearly Jesus is intended to place the 
protection of his life and limb in God’s hands. 
According to church tradition, James the Just died 
from a similar fall from the temple’s pinnacle 
(Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 2.23.11). 

The request’s significance is disputed. Why is the 
temple brought in? Surely if only protection from a 
fall is in view, then a wilderness cliff would do. Some 
suggest that the temple scene describes a public act.” 


This view holds that Jesus is to make a public, 
miraculous confirmation of his sonship and test the 
faithful protection of God (Fitzmyer 1981: 517). 
Some go on to argue that Jesus’ messianic status is 
what will be proved, since there is a Jewish tradition 
that ties Messiah to signs at the temple. A flashy 
display of power, not the cross, is the devil’s offer to 
Jesus. However, the idea of a public demonstration is 
unlikely, unless the event is also a representation. 
There is no mention of an audience or any hint that 
this action is public (Schürmann 1969: 213 n. 195; 
Nolland 1989: 181). As with the other temptations, 
this is a private affair between the devil and Jesus. In 
addition, the Jewish tradition about messianic works 
is late. 

Another parallel often mentioned, Acts of Peter 32 
(ca. 180-190), serves as a contrast to the temptation 
account. It does not suggest an explicit messianic 
connection to the act described there and in fact 
makes a polemical point (Marshall 1978: 173; 
Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.312-13). In that text, 
Simon Magus flies over the temples and hills in 
Rome, until Peter’s word of judgment causes him to 
crash to the ground. Though Simon claims to fly by 
the power of God, Peter shows that the reality is 


different. The Acts of Peter text actually rebukes the 
kind of miraculous display that Jesus refuses to 
engage in here. 

What is the nature of the challenge then and why 
the temple? It would seem that the challenge is a 
private test of God’s faithful protection. If Jesus is the 
Son and is righteous, then God will protect him as the 
citation from Ps. 91 in Luke 4:10-11 suggests. This 
temptation is really a test of God’s care and of Jesus’ 
trust of God (Danker 1988: 104; Hendriksen 1978: 
238; Marshall 1978: 173). The temple is a locale that 
pictures God’s closeness. It is where he is to be found 
as a refuge of protection (Gerhardsson 1966: 56-58). 
Surely if God will rescue anyone, he will do so at the 
temple where he is said to dwell.” 

In light of God’s proximity, Jesus can feel free to 
cast himself down. Luke alone among the Synoptics 
uses the term EvTeüdev (enteuthen, from here [only 
here and 13:31]). The rest of the NT uses the term 
eight times, seven of which are in John and 
Revelation. Again, the addition is hard to defend as 
Lucan, and it may suggest another source.” As Jesus 
looks over the high pinnacle’s edge, he is exhorted to 
cast himself down and rest in God’s hands. He is to 
let go and let God! 


4:10-11 Satan takes a new approach. Having been 
bested twice by Scripture, he now invokes the text on 
his own behalf (Schneider 1977a: 102). The Son is to 
cast himself into the open air because of God’s 
promise of protection for the righteous in Ps. 91:11- 
12 [90:11-12 LXX].* As Liefeld (1984: 864) notes, 
the mere use of biblical words and promise may not 
convey God’s will.” 

The citation is given fairly faithfully, though Luke 
has the phrase TOU SLAMVAGEAL oe (tou diaphylaxai 
se, to protect you), which Matthew does not possess. 
Both writers omit the phrase év TTAOAaLG Tac OSoic 
OOU (en pasais tais hodois sou, in all your ways) 
after the mention of protection. Luke’s additional line 
(tov StaMmvAGéat o£) highlights the protection on 
which the demonic challenge turns. Again, the reason 
for its inclusion is hard to explain if Matthew and 
Luke share the same source. An addition, if present, 
can only be for emphasis. Some argue that the 
omission of Ev TAGALC taç Ö80Lc oov is designed 
to suggest that the devil twisted the Scripture, since 
the protection applies only to “all the righteous ways” 
in which one goes (Hendriksen 1978: 238); but this 
reads into the line the word righteous, an idea that is 
clearly in the context, but is not present verbally in 


the line itself. Thus, the omission is like many OT 
citations where a nonessential line is omitted without 
influencing the argument (Danker 1988: 104; 
Schürmann 1969: 213 n. 192). 

The citation’s point is clear. Satan argues: “God 
will protect those who are his, so go ahead and jump. 
If you are God’s Son, Jesus, you need not worry a 
bit.” In first-century culture, this type of miraculous 
protection was expected of wonder workers and 
would be a testimony of Jesus’ special position.” 
Jesus should trust God, and his position would be 
confirmed. In addition, God’s goodness would be 
substantiated. Again a lie is present, since those who 
were possessed by demons or followed the 
suggestion of evil spirits often ended up with bodily 
damage (9:39; 8:33). 


4:12 Jesus refuses the devil’s attempt to test God’s 
miraculous protection. Such a test would be 
presumptuous of Jesus, because it would be 
artificially created and really would be unbelief 
masquerading as faith. The premise behind the test is 
that maybe God will not protect the Son (Liefeld 
1984: 864; Stählin, TDNT 6:752). Jesus recognizes 
the offer for what it really is and, citing Deut. 6:16, 
refuses to jump. 


In its OT context, Deut. 6:16 is a reminder to the 
nation, as it enters the land, not to test the Lord as it 
had done at Massah (Exod. 17:1-7). In Exodus, the 
nation had presumed on the Lord’s guidance and 
deliverance by complaining that they never should 
have come out of Egypt. Freedom and manna were 
not enough. Jesus is comparing the devil’s offer to 
such a test. It says in effect, “I do not think you will 
take care of me as Son, so to be sure I am going to 
place you in a situation where you must take care of 
me now and on my terms.” The demanding of 
miraculous protection, where itis not needed, is not 
faith or loyalty. It is sin. So Jesus refuses. God had 
proclaimed Jesus to be the Son at his baptism, so 
Jesus will rest on his promise. Jesus will need such 
loyalty and faith in light of what he will face. 


e. Departure of the Devil (4:13) 


4:13 The reference to completing the temptation 
adds evidence to the suggestion that Luke saw these 
three temptations as the end of a string of temptations 
(Plummer 1896: 114). The construction JTAVTA 
TTELPAOUOV (panta peirasmon, every temptation) 
denotes a comprehensiveness to the trials and thus 
the comprehensiveness of Jesus’ refusal to fall into 


the trap (a similar use of TAÇ is found in Matt. 3:10 
and 12:31; Plummer 1896: 114). 

The reference to the devil’s departure (AMEOTN, 
apesté) for a time (Xpt Kalpov, achri kairou) is 
provocative.” Conzelmann (1960: 28) suggests that 
Luke portrays the period from 4:13 to 22:3 as “Satan 
free” (this interpretation predates Conzelmann, being 
held by Plummer 1896: 114 and Klostermann 1929: 
61). Stated this way the view cannot work, since 
Jesus’ ministry is loaded with demonic challenges 
(4:33-37; 8:12; 9:38-42; 10:17-18; 11:14-22; 
13:11-17; S. Brown 1969: 5-19; Marshall 1970: 87— 
88). What one can say is that satanic pressure 
intensifies in Luke 22, as numerous references in that 
chapter show (22:3, 28, 31, 53). The battle between 
the adversary and Jesus is a constant one in the 
Gospel, as 22:28 makes clear. Nevertheless, the 
conflict rages more heatedly in the final moments of 
the drama. Fitzmyer (1981: 518) notes that 4:13 is the 
only place in the entire Gospel where direct 
temptation is successfully withstood—and Jesus is 
the one who succeeds. 

A final peculiar omission of material occurs here. 
At the end of this account, Luke omits the reference 
to angelic ministry, even though he readily refers to 


angelic activity (Luke 1:11, 26; 2:9; Acts 5:19; 8:26; 
12:7; 27:23). It could be argued that Luke omits the 
reference because the angels are primarily a vehicle 
for revelation or guidance. But the Acts passages 
show the angels active in deliverance. So the 
omission in light of the reference to angels in both 
Mark and Matthew is peculiar and might again 
suggest an independent source.” 

On the other hand, the Lucan omission of Jesus’ 
instruction to Satan to depart, which appears in Matt. 
4:10, can be explained more easily, since that 
command belonged to the final temptation of 
Matthew, which Luke has earlier. Thus, it dropped 
out in Luke’s rearrangement of the temptation’s 
order. 


Summary 


In Luke 4:1-13 Jesus shows his qualities as a 
loyal and beloved Son. He refuses on three 
occasions to enter into activities that would show 
a lack of trust toward God’s care. These 
temptations have been compared to texts like 1 
John 2:16, so that Jesus is tempted with regard to 
the lust of the eyes, the lust of the flesh, and the 


pride of life. Others see the tests of Jesus at the 
level of Priest (temple), Prophet (stone to bread), 
and King (kingdoms of the world). However, both 
of these arrangements are unlikely for Luke. The 
Prophet, Priest, and King model fails because two 
of the tests are explicitly tied to the same title 
(Son), and because there is no priestly motif for 
Jesus in Luke. The comparison to 1 John 2:16 fails 
because it is not clear how to align the temptations 
to the three categories. 

All three tests challenge God’s promise about 
Jesus’ sonship as revealed at the baptism (Luke 
3:22). Did Jesus believe that God would care for 
his very needs or should the Son go his own way 
and provide for himself (stone to bread)? Did 
Jesus hold God in the first place of priority? If an 
offer for all the world came Jesus’ way at the cost 
of worshiping another, would he refuse it 
(kingdoms of the world)? Did Jesus believe God’s 
word and realize that God would protect him, 
rather than put God to a staged test (temple)? The 
issues of Jesus’ faith, focus, and loyalty were at 
the center of the tests. Jesus emerged as a faithful 
Son, despite the less-than-ideal environment. 


Some argue that these tests are unique to Jesus 
and should not be read as exemplary (Fitzmyer 
1981: 518; S. Brown 1969: 17). It is true that the 
forms of the temptations are unique to Jesus and 
are related to his unique position. What Satan 
asked of Jesus would not be repeatable. But the 
issues of the tests are fundamental ones that can 
be repeated for anyone. Previous to entering this 
unit, Luke had tied Jesus to Adam as Son of God. 
If one is literarily sensitive to Luke’s order, then 
there must be a significance to the Adamic 
reference between the two events of baptism and 
temptation, both of which discuss Jesus’ sonship. 
What Jesus does is exemplary and representative. 
The ultimate way to avoid falling into temptation 
is not to go one’s own way. Faithfulness to God 
involves trusting him, worshiping him alone, and 
refusing to create a test of his goodness. Jesus 
knew the lesson and served as the teacher. As 
such he showed that he was ready for the ministry 
that the Father had given to him. He also shows 
the reader the path to a faithful walk with God. 
Life is defined as doing God’s will and walking in 
God’s way, even if it entails suffering and self- 
denial. 


Luke 4:1-13 concludes the second major 
portion of Luke’s Gospel. The ministry of John 
the Baptist pointed the way to Jesus and told all to 
look for the coming of a Mightier One who would 
bring God’s Spirit. The baptism showed that God 
had cast his lot with Jesus, the beloved Son. The 
genealogy tied Jesus to all humanity through 
Adam. The resistance of temptation showed that 
Jesus was righteous and faithful. Jesus was 
introduced and was ready for ministry. The next 
major pericope will let Jesus speak for himself 
about his mission (4:16-30). As he enters that 
ministry, one thing is not in doubt. Jesus faithfully 
serves God and is qualified to represent his hope. 
He is ready to undertake his mission. 


Additional Notes 


4:4. Some manuscripts cite the whole of Deut. 8:3 (Byz, A, D, ©), 
but the different forms that the longer version of Luke 4:4 has in the 
manuscript tradition argue against the presence of this longer 
reading (see UBS on this text). 


4:4. Different theories exist for how the original temptation tradition 
was worded, given Matthew’s long citation and Luke’s short version. 
Schürmann (1969: 210 n. 164) argues that Luke shortened the 
original: (1) Luke 4:22 shows that Luke knew the concept of “words 
proceeding out of the mouth of God,” which is present in Matthew’s 
OT citation; and (2) Luke’s understanding of God’s word did not 
allow him to use the term to refer to preservation of life; instead he 
referred it more specifically to God’s utterances (also Wiefel 1988: 
101). 

On the other hand, Holtz (1968: 61) argues that Matthew filled out 
the citation to bring out clearly the point intended in the reference to 
Deut. 8:3. Fitzmyer argues that Matthew expanded the text to bring 
in wisdom motifs about the teacher who feeds his disciples.22 These 
explanations are possible, but less than convincing. Did Luke really 
avoid the idiom of God’s word, as Schürmann suggests? Is the 
passage’s point really clearer by the text’s expansion, as Holtz 
suggests? Interestingly, no pattern emerges as to whether Luke 4 
or Matt. 4 possesses the longer OT citations. Luke 4:10-11 has the 
longer OT text versus Matt. 4:5-7. Neither Gospel writer is inclined 
to abbreviate or expand quotations in this account. It may be that the 


tradition has produced these variations. This difference may illustrate 
only that slightly distinct, but similar, sources have been used, since 
there is no clear evidence that one or the other is original. This is the 
first of many such details in this pericope, as noted in the exegesis 
above. 


4:12. A few stylistic characteristics in this verse may be attributable 
to variant sources. Luke uses ATTOKPLOELG to refer to Jesus’ 
reply, while Matt. 4:7 uses eon. It can be argued that there was a 
parallel in the source and that Matthew departs from it with eon. 
But it could also be argued that Luke created the parallel uses of 
cutOKp LO Eic, since the term is present in Luke 4:4, 8. This is 
another stylistic alteration that is difficult to pin down to a common 
source. 

A second curious difference in Luke is the absence of 
yéy PATTTAL (Matt. 4:7), along with the Lucan use of eipnTat. 
Dupont argues that this is a stylistic variation.°7 However, the 
rationale for the difference is not clear, since Luke uses 
yey PQITTAL frequently (e.g., Luke 4:4, 8, 10). Here is more 
evidence that suggests perhaps the material that Matthew and Luke 
used was not common material or that one of them had additional 
material (Ernst 1977: 162). 


III. Galilean Ministry: Revelation of 
Jesus (4:14-9:50) 


Luke 4:14-15 is the first summary note in the body of 
the Gospel. These verses introduce Jesus’ ministry and 
note his initial popularity, and they also introduce a new 
section of Luke’s Gospel, Jesus’ Galilean ministry, 
which runs to 9:50. Schürmann (1969: 147) disagrees, 
running the section that started in 3:1 to 4:44, but the 
summary serves as an introduction to a geographical 
shift that is significant in Luke’s structuring of the 
Gospel (also correctly Nolland 1989: 186). Wiefel 
(1988: 86-87, 108) also has a different division, 
breaking the section after 4:30. He regards 4:31 as 
beginning the Galilean ministry, but it is not clear why 
4:16-30, which is set in Nazareth, does not belong here. 

This section of 4:14-9:50 describes Jesus’ Galilean 
ministry. If one accepts the outline of John’s Gospel, 
then this ministry comes about a year after the 
temptations and follows the Judean ministry, which only 
John records (Plummer 1896: 115-16; Carson 1984: 
116).* Carson suggests that the incident with Martha and 
Mary in Luke 10:38 points to such a Judean ministry 
and presupposes Jesus’ previous contact with the 


southern part of Israel, but it is hard to know exactly 
why the Synoptics speak so little about this period. 

A few features of Luke 4-9 are Jesus’ gathering of 
disciples who will serve as his witnesses in Acts (Acts 
10:37—39) and two major presentations of Jesus’ 
teaching in Luke 4:16-30 and 6:17—49. Luke 4 presents 
Jesus proclaiming in the synagogue the reality of 
fulfillment, while in Luke 6 one finds Jesus’ moral 
teaching about love in the context of grace. 

The section’s basic theological question is, “Who is 
Jesus?” Who can do such works and teach with such 
power? The unit describes the awakening of the 
disciples’ faith and the subsequent teaching to them 
about discipleship, especially about rejection and 
suffering. Miracles are also prominent, as Jesus reveals 
his power and authority. 

There are some interesting peculiarities concerning 
parallels with the other Gospels. Luke 6:20-8:40 
contains no Marcan parallels, while Mark 6:45-8:26 is 
omitted from the Lucan material.” The omission is 
unusual in that much of Mark’s material is paralleled in 
Luke. It may suggest a more complex source situation 
than the standard four-source theory allows. The 
omission has been explained as allowing Luke to keep a 
Galilean focus, but this explanation works for only a 
few of the pericopes. It cannot explain the entire 


omission, for Luke does have Jesus journey outside of 
Galilee in 8:26-39. The removal of Marcan doublets is 
another explanation that is often offered; but parallelism 
is something that is not beyond Luke, as the infancy 
section showed and as Luke 15 will show (not to 
mention events like Paul’s conversion and the Peter- 
Cornelius visit in Acts). 

Attempts to outline this unit are difficult, since as 
Marshall (1978: 175) notes, Luke tends to flow his 
sections into one another by using bridge passages. 
Nonetheless, emphases clearly include the movement to 
the disciples’ confession and then Jesus’ response to it. 
One of the major ideas at the end of the section is how 
much the disciples have to learn, even after their 
confession of Jesus. Such an emphasis suggests a 
rationale for Luke’s effort to reassure Theophilus and 
also explains Luke’s emphasis on teaching in Luke 4, 6, 
and 9-19. After coming to faith, there is still much to 
learn. 

A study of the whole section and its outline reveals 
the movement from the teaching and revelation of Jesus 
to confession of him. Jesus’ reaction to the confession 
produces the declaration that he will suffer and so will 
his disciples. Disciples must stand together and have 
commitment in order to withstand the forces gathered 
against them. Luke’s word to those who need assurance 


is this: see the power of Jesus and note that suffering is 
in God’s plan. He will deliver on his promises. In the 
meantime, have faith, love one another, and work 
together, knowing that the opposition is strong, but your 
God is stronger. 


Localities in Luke 4:14—9:50 


Bethsaida 9:10 

Capernaum 4:23, 31; 7:1 

Decapolis [8:39: cf. Mark 5:20] 

desert 5:16; 7:24; 8:29 

Gadara [8:26 variant reading; cf. Matt. 
8:28] 

Galilee 4:14, 31; 5:17; 8:26 


Gennesaret (Galilee), Lake of 5:1; [8:22, 23, 26, 33] 


Gerasa 8:26, 37 


Gergesa [8:26 variant reading] 


Hermon, Mount [9:28] 


Jerusalem 5:17, 6:17; 9:31 


Judea 5:17 (in 4:44; 6:17; 7:17 “Judea” 
probably = land of the Jews) 


Meron, Mount [9:28] 

Nain 7:11 

Nazareth 4:16, 34 

Perea [6:17 variant reading; 7:17] 
Sidon 4:26; 6:17 

Syria 4:27 

Tabor, Mount [9:28] 

Tyre 6:17 


Zarephath 4:26 


GALILEE 


eNazareth 


DECAPOLIS 


eGerasa 


desert 


A. Overview of Jesus’ Ministry (4:14— 
44) 


The initial section introduces Jesus’ ministry in three 
steps. First, there is an introductory summary in 
4:14-15. Then comes the example sermon in 4:16- 
30, with its universal thrust and hostile reaction. 
Finally, there are a series of miracles and further 
Summaries in 4:31—44. Most of the events take place 
in one day. They show Jesus busy with healing and 
reveal the initial interest in his ministry. Two parts of 
this final unit are particularly striking: the encounter 
with demonic forces in 4:40—41 shows the conflict 
that Jesus’ coming introduces and the “mission 
statement” of Jesus in 4:42—44 declares that he must 
preach the kingdom of God. Thus, Jesus’ message 
not only is about promise and fulfillment, it also 
deals with the promised realization of the rule of 
God. Luke 4:16-30 is a sample of such preaching, 
while his healings evidence his power and the 
coming of his rule (10:9, 18; 11:14—20). 


1. Summary of Jesus’ Galilean 
Ministry (4:14-15) 


A short note introduces and summarizes Jesus’ 
ministry. The emphasis here is on Jesus as teacher. 
In addition, Jesus is still led by the Spirit. There 
also is the first note of reaction to Jesus. He is 
being praised by all. 


Sources and Historicity 


Some discussion exists concerning the source of 4:14-15. Many 
explain the passage as a variation of Mark 1:14-15 (Fitzmyer 1981: 
521; Schneider 1977a: 104; Wiefel 1988: 103 [who says that it is 
difficult to say]; Bovon 1989: 207; Nolland 1989: 184-85; Delobel 
1973). Mark’s four elements are the arrest of John, the entry into 
Galilee, the preaching of the gospel, and the call to repent because 
the kingdom is near. Matthew 4:13-17 is similar, except that Matthew 
other hand, Schürmann (1969: 223-24) argues for an independent 
source (see Schürmann 1964 for a detailed argument). Luke’s 
summary is somewhat different from Mark’s, with the only common 


element being an entry into Galilee. 


At least five terms in 4:14 show Lucan influence (Plummer 1896: 
116-17): (1) UMEOTPEWEV (4:1), (2) ÖSÜVAULG as the Spirit's 
power (1:35 and esp. 4:36), (3) Kae’ ÖANG in this sense (Luke 
7:17; 8:39; 23:5, 44; Acts 5:11; 7:10, 11; 9:31, 42; 11:28), (4) 
TTEPLXWPOUD (Luke 3:3; 4:37; 7:17; 8:37), and (5) TTAVTEG 
(1:63; 2:18, 20, 47; 4:22, 28, 37). These terms suggest that Luke has 
written the summary, which is not too surprising in light of the 
numerous summaries found in Acts (Acts 6:7; 12:24-25; 16:4-5). 

The differences from Mark do not necessarily resolve the question 
whether it is the source for this Lucan summary. The omission of a 
mention of John’s arrest can be plausibly explained by Luke’s earlier 
coverage in 3:19-20 (Nolland 1989: 185). If Mark was used, the 
omission of a call to repent because of the kingdom’s nearness is 
more difficult to explain, unless one sees the detailed preaching of 
4:16-30 as taking its place. The difficulty with arguing that 4:16-30 
explains why repentance is missing in 4:14—15 is that the sermon 
does not mention repentance. Goulder (1989: 300) appeals instead 
to a link with Matt. 13:54, which is possible.2 

The question of sources is difficult to resolve, but it would seem 
that either an independent source has been used or Luke has 
supplied a summary that adequately captures the initial response to 
Jesus’ early ministry. Mark may not have been used (so also 
Marshall 1978: 176). 


There is no need to produce an outline 


for this unit, since it is only two verses 
long. Its form is a summary text. Its 
themes include a focus on Jesus as a 
popular teacher and the note that he is led 
by the Spirit. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


14 And Jesus withdrew by the power of the Spirit into Galilee. And 
a report concerning him went throughout the entire region. "And he 
was teaching in their synagogues, being glorified by all. 


4:14 Jesus enters Galilee, the home of his 
parents (1:26), to begin ministry. This region 
will be a key one for Luke (Luke 23:5; Acts 
10:37; 13:31; Fitzmyer 1981: 522-23; 
Schneider 1977a: 104-5). Jesus will gather 
disciples in this region and from them select 
his apostles. Early contact with Jesus will be 
a criterion for apostleship later when Judas 
is replaced (Acts 1:21-22). The key, official 
witnesses must know Jesus’ ministry from its 
beginning (Acts 1:8; 10:36-43). 


Jesus comes into the region under the Spirit’s 
guidance. In this section of Luke, the Spirit’s main 
role is to guide Jesus or equip him for teaching (4:1, 
14, 18); this is related to how the Spirit worked in the 
infancy material (1:15, 41, 67; 2:25).° The Spirit is 
present at the start of Jesus’ ministry, just as the 
Spirit will aid the earliest church’s ministry in Acts 2 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 522). This point of continuity 
between Jesus’ ministry and the church’s is the first 
of many that Luke will note. 

The report about Jesus went out into the whole 
region. Pun (phéme), the source of the English 
term fame, refers to the report that spread about Jesus 
(Matt. 9:26 is the only other NT use of the term). The 
region’s grapevine poured with news about Jesus. His 
ministry drew quick attention, and Luke 4:15 will 
explain why. This is the first of several notes about 
how people initially responded to Jesus (4:22, 28, 
32, 36-37). The response was varied. But initially, it 
was a type of honeymoon period that often greets a 
new, significant figure. Luke also notes such reports 
about Jesus elsewhere (5:15; 7:17). Jesus’ work 
received a lot of attention (cf. Acts 26:26). 


4:15 The source of the public’s interest was his 
synagogue teaching. The origin of synagogues is still 
shrouded in mystery. In all probability, synagogues 
arose during the Babylonian captivity, when the 
temple could no longer be a focus for worship.* 
Taking the temple’s central place, they served as 
locales for teaching and prayer among the dispersed 
Jewish people. Each week the OT was read and men 
of the community would address the body about the 
text’s relevance. Luke 4:16-30 shows how this 
process worked, as do key passages in Acts (Acts 
13:5-45; 14:1; 17:1, 10). 

Jesus’ teaching in such synagogues brought him 
notice. E6it6aoKev (edidasken, was teaching) 
indicates that his regular teaching in the synagogues 
caused the crowds to give him “glory” or praise. 
Marshall (1978: 177) and Schürmann (1969: 222) 
suggest that works of power may have contributed to 
his fame; their evidence is the reference in 4:14 to the 
power of the Spirit (also Nolland 1989: 187; 
Grundmann, TDNT 2:301).° However, Luke can 
make such references to the miraculous clear (5:17; 
6:19; 8:46). Since the phrase describes the return to 
Galilee, the mention of the Spirit in 4:14 refers more 
to the Spirit’s guidance about where Jesus ministers 


than to the activity of his ministry (Delling, TDNT 
6:285; Schweizer, TDNT 6:408 n. 492). 

It is better to see Jesus’ teaching as the exclusive 
cause of the initial fame. This fits in nicely with the 
teaching emphasis in the chapter (4:18-19, 21, 24— 
25, 31-32, 43-44). Miracles are clearly associated 
with Jesus in the chapter and are known to the 
populace, as 4:23 shows. They also draw attention, 
but it is the teaching that Luke wishes to emphasize. 
Luke’s Gospel stresses Jesus’ teaching ministry 
(4:31; 5:3, 17; 6:6; 11:1; 13:10, 22, 26; 19:47; 20:1, 
21; 21:37; 23:5; Fitzmyer 1981: 523). The synagogue 
is a natural place for Jesus to present his teaching, 
though 6:17 shows that Jesus was not averse to 
teaching in other public settings. The synagogue will 
be a center for the apostolic teaching as well, 
especially that of Paul. Luke will illustrate the nature 
of Jesus’ teaching frequently in his Gospel, with the 
parables having a prominent role in Luke 9-19. 

The positive response to Jesus follows the 
reference to ŜočaÇóuevoç (doxazomenos, being 
glorified). This verb is usually reserved for God and 
only here does Luke use it of Jesus (Schürmann 
1969: 223).° At this early moment a wave of 
popularity is sweeping Jesus, but the initial reaction 


to a public figure is often not the ultimate reaction. It 
is with this positive note that Luke introduces Jesus’ 
ministry. 


Summary 


In Luke 4:14-15 Jesus comes to Galilee and 
immediately receives much popular attention. His 
teaching ministry leads to a regional report about 
him. The Galileans are interested to know what 
this Jewish teacher is all about. Some news about 
his miracles may have circulated, but it is his 
teaching that is drawing most of Luke’s attention. 
A figure of significance is emerging. The reader is 
supposed to feel this sense of interest and 
excitement about Jesus. This one who resisted the 
devil is now moving among the people and 
bringing his message. What could that message 
be? The next passage will give a glimpse. 


2. Example of Jesus’ Preaching 
(4:16-30) 


The Nazarean synagogue account exemplifies 
Jesus’ teaching and claims. It is the second step in 
a three-part introduction to Jesus’ ministry. The 
summary was in 4:14-15, while the example of 
Jesus’ ministry of healing and service appears in 
4:31—44. The account’s major features are Jesus’ 
declaration that he fulfills the promise of 
Scripture, the local rejection of Jesus, Jesus’ 
warning that God’s wonders can be limited (as in 
the period of Elijah and Elisha), the Jewish hostile 
reaction to that warning, and Jesus’ departure 
from that hostility. In fact, this account is one of 
Luke’s most detailed events and contains many 
themes that he will continue to develop. Luke 
4:16-30 is a representative sample of Jesus’ 
ministry, a paradigm for his ministry. 

The passage portrays God’s plan and Jesus’ role 
in it. It also shows how Jesus’ teaching exposes 
the reaction of human hearts to that plan (2:34-35; 
Tiede 1980: 23-33). In this case, the response is 
wonder along with rejection. The note of the 
people’s failure to respond to God’s plan recalls 
the message at the end of Deuteronomy, as well as 
the OT_theme of how the nation treated God’s 


prophets. Luke will return again and again to this 
parallel with the prophets, the outstanding 
examples being Luke 11:47-51 and Stephen’s 
speech in Acts 7." The nation misses a significant 
opportunity if it rejects Jesus’ message. 


Sources and Historicity 


Luke 4:16-30 has received much attention because of its location in 
the Gospel in comparison to its Synoptic parallels: Mark 6:1-6a and 
Matt. 13:53-58 (Aland 1985: 833). Various explanations have been 
given for this location. Most see Luke positioning this event earlier in 
order to show its typical character. Like Mark and Matthew, Luke 
contains a synagogue message, a question about heritage, a 
reference to a prophet without honor, and the comment about 
rejection in unbelief. But the picture is more complex than this. In the 
Marcan and Matthean accounts, the sequence has eight parts: 


entry into the synagogue 
astonishment at Jesus’ teaching 
source of Jesus’ wisdom questioned? 
Jesus’ kinship questioned 

the offense that some took at Jesus 
a prophet’s lack of honor 


oo a ee ee ee 


Jesus’ stoppage of works there? 


8. Jesus’ marveling at their unbelief 


In contrast, the Lucan account has thirteen elements, including three 
overlaps with the Synoptic parallels (nos. 1, 7, and 9): 


1. entry into the synagogue on the Sabbath (Luke 
4:16; Matt. 13:54; Mark 6:2)4 

Jesus’ standing to read Isaiah 

citation of the passage 

closing of the book 

Jesus’ declaration that fulfillment has come today 


D et ae ae > 


the crowd’s speaking well of Jesus’ gracious 
words 

7. Jesus’ relationship to Joseph questioned (Luke 
4:22; Matt. 13:55-56; Mark 6:3)2 

8. the proverb that a physician should heal himself 

and do great works 


9. a prophet’s lack of honor (Luke 4:24; Matt. 13:57; 
Mark 6:4) 
10. the Elijah-Elisha parallel 
11. the crowd’s filling with anger 
12. the crowd’s desire to throw Jesus over a cliff 
13. Jesus’ passing through the crowd 


One can see in this listing the amount of detail that Luke has brought 
into his account. What approaches are available concerning this 


material? 


Some argue that two distinct events are present 
(Godet 1875: 1.240-41 [with some uncertainty]; Lane 
1974: 201 n. 2; Carson 1984: 335 and Liefeld 1984: 866 
are uncertain). In addition, they argue that the summary of 
Jesus’ ministry in 4:15 is background for the reference to 
the Capernaum miracles in 4:23. Without the summary, 
this allusion to Capernaum is a problem, since no event 
has yet occurred there. The view’s appeal centers on the 
degree of difference between the other Synoptic accounts 
and Luke’s portrayal. Alford (1874: 477) forcefully lists the 
objections to this approach. (a) If Luke gives the first visit, 
where rejection was so strong, how could one marvel at 
the unbelief the second time in Mark 6 and Matt. 13? It 
will not do to say that the amazement is at the constancy 
of unbelief, for the rejection present in the accounts looks 
like a response to present events and the tenor of the 
remark in Luke does not suggest a constancy of unbelief. 
(b) Why is there the parallel of the family connection in 
both accounts? This looks like surprise raised at an initial 
encounter. (c) The reference to Capernaum in Luke 4:23 
is raised without any qualifying description. This stands in 
contrast to 4:31, where Capernaum is described as a city 
in Galilee, a type of note that usually accompanies the 
introduction of a city for the first time (also Leaney 1958: 
50). This probably indicates that the reference in 4:23 has 


been relocated ahead of where the first reference to 
Capernaum existed in the tradition. (d) The reference to 
previous miracles in Capernaum assumes previous 
miraculous ministry, but the summary in 4:15 mentions 
only teaching. Any appeal to previous miraculous activity 
in Capernaum must read into the summary allusions to 
the city and to the presence of miracles in the Spirit’s 
ministry, both of which are possible but not likely. Thus, 
this view has too many hurdles to overcome. 

2. Many attribute the additions simply to Luke’s 
hand for his own theological purposes. Often this 
position suggests that Luke’s additions are only 
theological, not historical, since the Gentile theme alluded 
to in the Elijah-Elisha reference is not a major theme in 
the other Gospels. But such a capricious treatment of 
material is not in character for Luke, as Marshall shows 
(this is one of the major theses of his 1970 work). In 
addition, the Gentile theme is present in Gospel tradition 
and is a part of Jesus’ teaching (Luke 20:9-19; Matt. 
15:21-28; 21:33-46; Mark 7:24-30; 12:1-12). The 
presence of this theme in various sources reflects the 
possibility of multiple attestation and suggests its 
authenticity. 

3. Luce (1933: 121) suggests that Luke combined 


two distinct events into a single event. This suggestion is 


difficult, since one has no indication of how to sort out the 
events. 

4. Luke has used an additional non-Marcan source 
with material from Mark 6.2 This approach is possible, 
though Mark may have a minor role. Schramm shows that 
Mark cannot be the source for Luke 4:24, which on the 
surface looks like the strongest point of contact with 
Mark.?2 Mark’s direct influence on the account is less than 
clear in light of such considerations. This may suggest 
that Luke, instead of using Mark, has independent 
information. 

5. Luke knows Mark 6, but chooses to use another 
source for this event.tt Marshall notes that the event is 
historically plausible and should not be challenged 
because of the presence of these additional features in 
Luke. This approach to the problem is the most satisfying, 
since it recognizes Luke’s research and summarizing 
hand in the material, while explaining how the parallels 
between the accounts can exist. It explains how the 
accounts can run so similarly without having much verbal 
overlap. If this is the correct view, Luke chose to follow his 
other source because of its greater detail. 


The historical analysis by the Jesus Seminar rates all of the 
sayings in this passage as Lucan and not from Jesus, except for 
4:24, which Jesus probably said (Funk and Hoover 1993: 279-80). 


The claim is that the scriptural-citation-and-fulfillment scene in 4:18- 
21 was invented by Luke and would not have circulated 
independently. But those who argue for the input of another source 
would differ with this view (see views 4 and 5 above). The passage’s 
concepts are similar to those in 7:22, which is not as disputed (Dunn 
1975: 54-62), though Dunn is more skeptical about 4:18-21 than | 
am. If Jesus can speak in terms like 7:22, can he not preach in terms 
of Isa. 61:1-2? Note also the possible traditional points of contact in 
the citation (as discussed in the exegesis of 4:18). The rejection in 
4:22 has a possible traditional note (see n. 36 and the exegesis of 
4:22). The Jesus Seminar rejects the “Doctor, cure yourself” saying 
because it is a popular proverb. But if so, why can Luke but not 
Jesus use it? The displacement of the Capernaum remark in 4:23b 
suggests a relocated saying of tradition, not a Lucan creation. Luke 
4:24 fits Jesus’ teaching and reflects the kind of inevitable response 
he must have given to the presence of opposition. As noted above in 
view 2, the Gentile theme that relates to Elijah and Elisha in 4:25-27 
was widely attested in the tradition. Even a scholar as skeptical as 
Bultmann (1963: 32) sees a pre-Lucan unit in 4:25-27 (Nolland 
1989: 194). The Synoptic reference to Elisha is a hapax 
legomenon, so how can a Lucan creation be determined by a 
unique use? The thrust of the passage reflects the voice of Jesus. 

If the account does represent a single event, then Luke moved the 
account forward to highlight its importance, allowing it to introduce 


the entire Galilean ministry. Jesus’ ministry will not meet with 


universal approval. In fact, he will be rejected by the very people who 
are closest to him. On the other hand, his message will go to those 
who are not racially close to him, but all of this is still a central part of 
God's plan. 


The form of the account is variously described. 
Bultmann (1963: 31-32) and Bovon (1989: 208) 
call it an apophthegm or pronouncement story. 
Fitzmyer (1981: 527-28) sees a conflated form 
and seems undecided whether a pronouncement 
story or a story about Jesus is the best category." 
He speaks of a combination of fulfillment story 
and rejection story, a good description as long as it 
is not suggested that two distinct accounts were 
merged together, which is what Fitzmyer’s 
presentation implies. Berger (1984: 30, 113, 115, 
262-63, 347) speaks of subforms. He mentions “I 
words” of commission (4:18-21), a proclamation 
account, an account that explains one’s identity, a 
scriptural call account (Isa. 61:1—2), and an 
example account, drawing on Elijah-Elisha (Luke 
4:25-27). 

The outline of Luke 4:16—30 is as follows: 


a. Setting of the Scripture reading (4:16-17) 


b. Cycle 1: Scripture reading and its exposition 
(4:18-21) 

c. Cycle 1 response: the initial questioning of 
the crowd (4:22) 

d. Cycle 2: a proverb and a historical picture of 
their rejection (4:23-27) 

e. Cycle 2 response: the crowd’s anger and 
hostile desire (4:28-29) 

f. Jesus’ departure (4:30) 


Some argue for a chiastic structure within this 
account.” In this view the center of the account is 
found within the citation: 


a the synagogue (4:16b) 

b standing (4:16c) 

C receiving the Scripture (4:17a) 

d opening the Scripture (4:17b) 
e preaching the good news 
(4:18c) 

f proclaiming release to 
the captive (4:18d) 
g giving sight to the 
blind (4:18e) 

f setting free the 
oppressed (4:18f) 


e proclaiming acceptable 
year of the Lord (4:19a) 


d closing the Scripture (4:20a) 
c returning the Scripture (4:20b) 
b’ sitting (4:20c) 


a the synagogue (4:20d) 


The broad outline of the chiasmus is possible, 
though there are breaks at points. It is better to 
speak of two cycles of presentation and rejection: 
cycle 1 is the speech and the crowd’s doubt (4:18- 
22), and cycle 2 is the proverb with its following 
warning and the crowd’s anger (4:23-29; Tiede 
1988: 103). The crowd’s hostility grows in the 
account. The two cycles are bracketed by an 
introduction (4:16-17) and a conclusion (4:30), 
both of which may be Lucan narrative summaries. 
Many ideas dominate the account: the 
synagogue presentation of the message to Jews 
and the first hint of Jewish rejection (the mention 
of Elijah and Elisha alludes to Gentile inclusion 
and national judgment). The dominant themes are 
Jesus as fulfillment of OT_promise and the present 
as the time of salvation and Jubilee. Three 
concerns dominate the passage: Jesus’ teaching, 
the christological revelation about Jesus’ mission, 


and the reaction to Jesus. Jesus is the Anointed 
One with a message of good news. He is light and 
liberator to the poor, captive, and blind. 

Jesus’ portrayal as light and liberator to the 
poor, captive, and blind is a crucial point in the 
passage and has been the subject of much 
discussion, even spawning a theology—liberation 
theology—focused around passages like Luke 4 
(for a healthy evaluation of liberation theology, 
see Nu-ez C. 1985). The images of Luke 4 cannot 
be treated as individual promises and broken up 
from each other, so that one isolates social 
elements from spiritual elements. The imagery 
operates as a unit, picturing the totality of Jesus’ 
deliverance. All the images have to do with the 
comprehensiveness of Jesus’ message and the 
hope that he offers people. 

Reflective of a liberation approach, which 
underplays the spiritual connection in deference to 
more sociological emphases and breaks up these 
categories, is Swartley’s 1983 study. For example, 
Swartley argues that in 2:14 peace on earth is 
envisioned for people everywhere, but he fails to 
note that the peace is for those “of God’s good 
pleasure,” a reference to God’s electing hand that 


is making distinctions among people. Speaking of 
the work of R. J. Cassidy and J. H. Yoder, 
Swartley says, “Their portrait of Jesus’ mission as 
revolutionary—socially, economically, and 
politically—tfits well with the Lukan teaching on 
the rich and the poor, with Luke’s universal 
outlook which puts the despised Samaritans and 
the enemy Gentiles in positive light, with Luke’s 
positive emphasis on women, with Luke’s accent 
on God’s and Jesus’ love for sinners, with Luke’s 
emphasis on salvation (söteria) and with Luke’s 
highlighting of the Holy Spirit as God’s agent to 
create a new order. Luke’s well-known missionary 
vision and imperative also fit well with this 
emphasis” (p. 33). 

There is much truth in this quotation, but how 
Jesus’ mission is nuanced is crucial. Is Jesus a 
social, economic, and political revolutionary? Is 
the mission of the church primarily to confront 
society’s structures so they can be transformed? 
Or is its primary goal to confront individuals 
within these structures and pursue changes in 
individuals that impact the structures they serve? 
Placing this Luke 4 text in its proper literary 
context is a key to determining Luke’s thrust. 


Arguing that peace is not merely individualistic, 
by which he means salvation is not just for the 
individual, Swartley concludes: “To be sure these 
points are not wrong, but they are abortive when 
viewed against Luke’s major attention to social 
themes which show the eirene-gospel to be of 
revolutionary consequence, socially, 
economically, and politically—here and now” 
(p. 35). 

Jesus’ social teaching in Luke 4 is certainly 
challenging, but the spiritual dimension and its 
individual character cannot be overlooked or 
understated, since it is Jesus’ starting point. He 
preached to people and did not speak out directly 
against political structures or leaders. Jesus did 
seek to create a new community of people before 
God who would be called out from the ways of the 
world and would reflect a different, even 
revolutionary, way of life to the world. The 
revolutionary call of that community was to show 
God’s love for all and to offer comfort to those of 
God’s people who suffered oppression. So, the 
oppression in view in Luke 4 is largely aimed 
against spiritual aspirations, as the light and 
blindness imagery makes especially clear. 


However, at the same time the scope of Jesus’ 
deliverance has implications for one’s relationship 
to fellow humans, as well as one’s relationship to 
God. The church must face these implications and 
reflect aspects of its mission. The gospel does 
have societal implications, not so much directly 
for society, as it does for how the redeemed 
community approaches humans and social 
structures. Compassion, concern, love, truth, and 
service are to be concretely expressed by the 
church, just as they were evidenced in Jesus. 
Many in stressing the individual have missed 
these elements of ministry, which reach out to a 
full range of people’s needs. Such elements are 
important to the church’s task, despite their being 
overstated and often misapplied by perspectives 
that underplay the spiritual dimensions of Jesus’ 
call. 

More balanced and thought-provoking is the 
1984 study by Ford entitled My Enemy Is My 
Guest, which contrasts Jesus’ message in Luke 4 
with the note of vengeance struck in 11QMelch at 
Qumran (pp. 53-64). Jesus is the bringer of God’s 
grace. The point of Jesus’ imagery is that those 
who sense need and who have deep basic human 


needs are more likely to hear the message. Jesus 
cannot heal those who feel they are not in need, 
for they are happy with their position and 
condition in life. Jesus’ mission sought to deal 
with needy people at all levels of their life. The 
church can learn from Jesus’ description of who 
needs the good news. These texts cannot be 
spiritualized. The poor and the blind in these texts 
do not exclude the poor and the blind!‘ 


Exegesis and Exposition 


16 And he came into LJNazarethL], where he had been brought up, 


and he went into the synagogue on the Sabbath according to his 
custom, and he stood up to read. *’And the book of the prophet 
Isaiah was given to him, and he LJunrolled_] the book and found the 


place where it was written, 


18 «The Spirit of the Lord is upon me 
because he has anointed me 
to preach good news to the poor, 
he has sent me 
to proclaim 


to the captives forgiveness and 


to the blind sight, 
to set free those who are oppressed, 


19 to proclaim the acceptable year of the LordU.” 


20 And rolling up the scroll, he gave it to the attendant, and sat 


down; and the eyes of all were fixed upon him. 24And he began to 
speak to them, “Today in your hearing this Scripture is fulfilled.” 

22 And all were testifying about him and were amazed at the 
gracious words that proceeded from his mouth. And they were 
saying, “Is this not the son of Joseph?” 

23 And he said to them, “Surely you will say this proverb to me, 
‘Physician, heal yourself; what we have heard you did in 
Capernaum, do here also in your own country.” 2*And he said, “Truly 
| say to you, no prophet is acceptable in his homeland. 2°But truly | 
say to you, many widows were in Israel in the days of Elijah, when 
the heavens were closed for three-and-one-half years, when there 
came a great famine in the land, ?ŝand to none of them was Elijah 
sent except to a widow in Zarephath of Sidon. ?’And there were 
many lepers in Israel in the time of Elisha the prophet, and none of 
them were cleansed except Naaman the Syrian.” 

28 And all in the synagogue were filled with anger when they 
heard these things. 22And rising up they cast him outside the city and 
led him to the brow of a mountain on which their city was built, so 
that they might cast him over the side. 


SOgut he went out through their midst and went on his way. 


a. Setting of the Scripture Reading 
(4:16-17) 


4:16 Jesus goes to his home town, Nazareth. Luke 
4:14-15 made a point about Jesus ministering in 
Galilee. Now Luke zooms in to look at his message. 
Jesus is a pious Jew, who attends synagogue 
regularly. On this occasion Jesus goes to the 
synagogue as was his habit (eiw80c, eiöthos; BAGD 
Num. 24:1) on the Sabbath (Ernst 1977: 169). This 
point is especially important, because Jesus’ 
controversy with the Jewish religious leadership 
may have left him with a reputation of being a 
religiously insensitive rebel. In fact, many of the six 
Sabbath passages in Luke end up in some 
controversy. Jesus may be pious, but the character 
of his piety is different from that of the Jewish 
leadership. On the Sabbath, Jesus will heal, meet 
people’s needs, and instruct them. The synagogue as 
a center of Jesus’ activity parallels the church’s 
activity around the synagogue or temple (Acts 3-4; 
13). Christianity did not attempt immediately to 
isolate itself from Judaism. Rather, it saw itself as the 
natural fulfillment of Judaism’s hope. So a part of its 


mission was to call Jews to enter into the time of 
fulfillment. 

A synagogue service had various elements (m. 
Meg. 3-4; m._Ber. 2): recitation of the Shema. (Deut. 
6:4-9), prayers (including some set prayers like the 
Tephillah and the Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen 
Benedictions]), a reading from the Law, a reading 
from the Prophets, instruction on the passages, and a 
benediction. 

The exact nature of the synagogue service— 
including how fixed it was in this period—has been 
the subject of discussion. Though some speak of a 
fixed cycle of readings every three years, such a 
schedule in this period seems unlikely (Crockett 
1966). The Hebrew Scripture would be read in a 
standing position in one- to three-verse units. Then 
the text was translated into Aramaic, the local 
language, an oral procedure that often involved 
targumic renderings of the text (i.e., Aramaic 
paraphrases of the Hebrew OT), though the translator 
did not read from a text in the assembly (Neh. 8:8-9; 
Acts 13:15, 27; 15:21; m. Meg. 4.1-5, 10). The Torah 
was always read, and often a reading from the 
Prophets followed (m. Meg. 4.1-2; b. Meg. 31a-b).* 
After the reading came an invitation for someone to 


instruct the audience. Based on texts already read or 
on new texts, this instruction could be done by any 
qualified male in the audience, provided ten males 
were present.'” Jesus stood up apparently to indicate 
that he could speak about a passage. Jesus gave such 
a lesson from the Prophets, what was called the 
Haftarah (a reading from the Prophets). 


4:17 Jesus takes the scroll and unrolls it to the place 
from which he will give instruction. It seems that 
Jesus chose the reading from the Prophets and 
“found” (EÜpev, heuren) the place in Isaiah from 
which he wanted to teach (Luce 1933: 120; Fitzmyer 
1981: 531; Schürmann 1969: 228-29). If the text was 
part of a fixed reading schedule, then the scroll would 
have been opened at the appropriate place. This detail 
suggests that a reading schedule was not used, but 
that Jesus chose his text. 


b. Cycle 1: Scripture Reading and Its 
Exposition (4:18-21) 


4:18 Before discussing this important text, which 
outlines in scriptural terms Jesus’ mission and 
proclaims its fulfillment (4:21), some background 
issues need treatment to help explain the passage’s 
meaning. 


Jesus’ citation comes from Isa. 61:1-2 and, 
probably, from Isa. 58:6 (the reason for this mix will 
be discussed below). In its textual form, the citation 
is very close to the LXX in omitting repeated 
references to the divine name and in rendering a 
difficult MT phrase as “sight to the blind” (Holtz 
1968: 39-41; Bock 1987: 106-7). The more 
significant differences with the LXX are as follows: 


1. In Luke 4:19, Luke uses the synonymous 
KnpÜsau (keryxai, to preach) in place of the 
LXX’s KaAéoat (kalesai, to call). Luke’s term, 
which suits his picture of Jesus’ preaching 
ministry, was used traditionally to describe his 
work (Bock 1987: 316-17 n. 55). 

2. Luke omits the phrase heal the brokenhearted 
(Isa. 61:1). This change involves a text-critical 
problem, but the evidence is strong for the line’s 
omission (see the additional note). One 
possibility for the omission is that the line to set 
free those who are oppressed, which may be 
from Isa. 58, is in fact a targum-like rendering of 
this omitted line from Isa. 61. Such a view is 
possible, but it is hard to prove. If so, then Jesus 
reads from and alludes to only Isa. 61. The 


problems with the suggestion are that there is no 
evidence of such a targumic reading of Isa. 61 in 
Jewish materials and the use of such a 
paraphrastic reading is a little out of character for 
Luke’s citations. If such a reading is present, 
Luke adopted it from a source. 

3. If there is no targumic reading of Isa. 61 here, 
then there is a probable insertion of Isa. 58. The 
linkage (via gezerah shewah) that creates the 
association of these texts could emerge from 
various terms: ÜPEOLV (aphesin) and AMEGEL 
(aphesei) are parallel in the Greek texts (both 
terms mean forgiveness and differ only in case); 
new (salah, to send) appears in both passages; 
and JX" (räsön, acceptable) appears in Isa. 61:2 
and Isa. 58:5. These Hebrew links make it 
possible that a traditional source is present (J. A. 
Sanders 1993: 21-25; Bock 1987: 317 n. 59; 
Violet 1938: 258-69; Chilton 1981: 162-63). 
There is also the parallel Sabbath—Jubilee-year 
imagery in both Isaiah texts, a conceptual link to 
the Jubilee theme of Luke 4.” In addition, 
Judaism linked Isa. 58 and Isa. 61 (Tanenbaum 
1974: 65; Westermann 1969: 337). 


4. Many note an additional change: Luke’s 
omission of the line in Isa. 61:2 where God’s 
vengeance appears. This is not so much a textual 
issue, as a literary-theological one. It reflects a 
choice about how much of the passage to cite and 
why. The omission is theologically significant in 
that Jesus characterizes the current time as one 
primarily of release, and not of judgment, though 
he does have a warning later (Luke 4:24-27). 


None of these changes alter Isaiah’s basic sense; but 
they might indicate that Luke is summarizing textual 
material used by Jesus in his synagogue address, 
since a normal synagogue reading would not mix 
passages quite like this, and the description of Jesus’ 
remarks here is decidedly brief and dramatic (see the 
exegesis of 4:21). Jesus likely used both passages in 
the actual setting. 

Some see a chiasmus in 4:16—20 (see the layout in 
the introduction to this unit).” A chiastic structure 
works if the reading is treated as a unit. But within 
the Isaiah passage, however, it fails because the dual 
references to the Spirit’s anointing would have to be 
put together in a single line. In addition, the center of 
the chiasmus is the reference to the blind, which does 
not receive emphasis as the center in the larger 


passage. Nonetheless, the broader chiastic structure 
of this unit shows the citation’s centrality for the 
paragraph. 

Liefeld (1984: 867) summarizes the three key ideas 
of the citation: (1) Jesus is a bearer of the Spirit 
(3:22; 4:14); (2) Jesus is an eschatological prophet 
who declares good news; and (3) Jesus is the one 
who brings release, a messianic function. Each one of 
these ideas describes the nature of Jesus’ task. Of 
these three, only the third is debated. 

The OT background of the passage is significant, 
as is the history of the interpretation of Isa. 61. This 
Servant Song—like passage describes the prophet’s 
role in terms used of the Servant of Isaiah, 

especially in 42:1—4 and 49:1—11.** The figure of 
Isa. 61 brings a message of God’s deliverance to 
exiles. The deliverance imagery parallels the 
description of the Jubilee year (Lev. 25: 8-17), when 
debts were canceled and slaves were freed every 
fiftieth year. It is a picture of forgiveness and spiritual 
liberation, which is at the center of Jesus’ message 
(Plummer 1896: 121; Sloan 1977: 4—27; Shin Kyo- 
Seon 1989). 

Isaiah 58 contains a prophetic rebuke of the nation 
for not exhibiting justice toward those in their nation 


who are in need. God declares in Isa. 58 that the fast 
he prefers is one that treats one’s neighbor properly. 
Isaiah 61 proclaims a time like that envisioned but 
not carried out by the nation in Isa. 58. The two 
passages belong together because the release pictured 
in Isa. 58 has Jubilee overtones and also describes 
release in Sabbath terms, an event much like the year 
of Jubilee. When Jesus applies the passage to 
himself, he is saying that the present time is like the 
message of comfort that Isaiah brought to the nation. 
In fact, the totality of the deliverance that Isaiah 
described is now put into motion with Jesus’ coming. 
He is the Servant par excellence. 

Fitzmyer (1981: 529) denies a Servant or messianic 
understanding of this passage, preferring a reference 
to the eschatological prophet.” If one reads the 
passage without consideration of the larger Lucan 
literary context, then such a position could be 
defended. Jesus is using prophetic texts to make 
declarations as an eschatological prophet. He 
compares his ministry to Elijah and Elisha. There is 
nothing inherently messianic in the subsequent 
explanation of the OT text. So it is true that the 
prophetic element exists in the passage and is a 


fact, it is likely that the audience in the synagogue 
saw nothing more here than a prophetic 
eschatological claim. 

However, it is clear that Luke has not understood 
the anointing picture in just this way. He has 
correctly linked it to other events in his Gospel. The 
infancy narrative, the baptism, and the following 
section (4:38—41) all strongly emphasize Jesus as the 
anointed Son and proclaimer of the kingdom (4:43— 
44) (Bock 1987: 319 n. 70, 320 n. 74). In fact, the 
term €YPLOEvV (echrisen, he anointed) in the citation 
looks back in the flow of Luke’s Gospel to the 
baptism, which was not just prophetic, but was regal 
as well, since it was grounded in allusions to Isa. 42 
and Ps. 2.” 

One other background issue remains. What is the 
nature of the audience for whom Jesus came? The 
picture here should not be pressed in exclusively 
material or sociological terms, since the history of 
Jewish interpretation of Isa. 61 shows that by the first 
century this text was seen to picture the dawning of 
the new eschatological age. That this interpretation 
of the passage also continued in rabbinic Judaism 
suggests that this interpretation is old and deeply 
rooted in the tradition.” 


Thus, when one cited Isa. 61, the audience would 
think immediately of the coming of God’s new age of 
salvation. Jesus proclaims himself to be the bearer of 
this new age, though whether it is as a prophet or 
Messiah or both is yet to be fully discussed. The time 
of deliverance for humankind is present. Itis a time 
when much of what the prophets called for can be 
realized among those who respond. The audience is 
not described in purely sociopolitical terms. What is 
in view is a spiritual and social transformation in a 
new community.” 

The citation begins with a reference to the 
speaker’s anointing with God’s Spirit, which Jesus 
sees as an allusion to his baptismal experience (Acts 
10:36-38; Schürmann 1969: 229-30). The Spirit has 
been repeatedly mentioned since Luke 3:22 (4:1, 14), 
and his placement on Jesus points to a special 
anointing and a special task: an election to do God’s 
business on behalf of people (Tiede 1980: 43-44). 
The nature of the task is marked out by the four 
infinitival phrases. Their merger pictures a prophet 
and regal deliverer. 

Fundamental to Jesus’ task is the call to preach 
good news to the poor (the first infinitive: 
ebayyeAloaodat ITTWXOTG, euangelisasthai 


ptöchois). This prophetic role fits nicely with Luke’s 
emphasis on Jesus as prophet or teacher (Liefeld 
1984: 867; Deut. 18:18 in Acts 3:22; Acts 7:37, 52; 
Luke 4:24; 7:16, 39; 9:8, 19; 13:33; 24:19). 
EbayyeAtoaodau recalls 3:18 and puts a note of 
continuity between Jesus and his forerunner. The 
good news, or gospel preaching, is detailed in what 
follows. 

The reference to the poor is also key. The use of 
TTTWYOG is best described as a “soteriological 
generalization”—that is, it refers to those who most 
often responded to Jesus (1 Cor. 1:26—29), and in an 
invitation context it refers to those who are open to 
God. The use of TATTELVOG (tapeinos, humble) in 
Luke 1:52 is parallel and significant, since it shows 
that a covenant relationship is part of the background 
to the description. The key to TTTWYOG for Luke is 
found in the Beatitudes. In 6:23, the poor are 
compared to the prophets (i.e., those who bear and 
believe the message of God) and in 6:26 the rich are 
compared to false prophets (i.e., those who reject the 
message of God). In 6:23, it is clear that Jesus’ 
message and benefits are not given carte blanche to 
the poor, but are related to their developing a proper 
response to him. In other words, the good news is an 


announcement and an invitation. In fact, 6:23 is 
worded in such a way that anyone—rich or poor— 
who comes to Jesus receives the benefits he offers. 
Given that general invitation, the description of the 
poor in 4:18 emerges as a generalization, not as an 
exclusive reference. Nonetheless, the description 
applies because it is the poor in general who sense 
their need in the greatest way and, as a result, 
respond most directly and honestly to Jesus. They 
characterize concretely the person in need. Their 
material deprivation often translates into spiritual 
sensitivity, humility, and responsiveness to God’s 
message of hope. The message is offered to them and 
they tend to be the most responsive to it. 

A strictly material and political interpretation of 
these verses often ignores this crucial spiritual 
element and also tends to forget that Jesus spoke in 
6:23 of the reward existing in heaven for those who 
suffer. This is not the language of violent revolution, 
but of individual transformation within a new social 
perspective. On the other hand, it is significant that 
the poor get singled out as a particularly appropriate 
audience for the gospel. The outsider often related to 
Jesus’ message the best (see also 1 Pet. 2:11-25). The 
church is certainly called to minister to such people 


and to do so with a sensitivity to their plight and 
poverty, since a major ethical call for the church is 
that Christians are to meet one another’s needs and to 
love their neighbors, as the church expresses its love 
concretely to all (Luke 10:26-28, 36-37). The 
example of Paul’s collection for the Jerusalem saints 
shows that this responsibility knew no regional or 
racial bounds (Rom. 15:14—29). The church is to be 
the place where such total concern is expressed most 
visibly. Other human institutions are subsidiary to 
this institution of God as the vehicle of such concern. 

Jesus was sent, a perfect tense verb (AMEOTAAKEV, 
apestalken) that looks to God’s commission, which 
still directs him. The idea of commission is 
commonly found in this verb in Luke (1:19, 26 
[Gabriel]; 4:43 [Jesus]; 7:27 [John]; 9:2 [the 
Twelve]). 

Jesus’ message involved proclaiming release to the 
captives (the second infinitive: KNPLSaL 
aiyUAAWTOLS AMEOL, kéryxai aichmalötois 
aphesin). Again, a more prophetic focus is in view. In 
the OT, reference to captives meant the exiled, but 
often it had spiritual overtones, especially since the 
OT viewed the exile as the result of sin (Deut. 28-32; 
Ps. 79:11; 126:1; Isa. 42:7; Kittel, TDNT 1:196). The 


image is of release from captivity; but in Luke, the 
picture includes release from sin and spiritual 
captivity (Luke 1:77; 7:47; 24:47; Acts 2:38; 5:31; 
10:43; 13:38; 26:18; Pilgrim 1981: 68). Of course, 
since the judgment of captivity is tied to sin, such an 
association is natural. Jesus’ call is to come to God 
on his terms and accept his forgiveness as provided 
in Jesus, who sets free the oppressed. 

Jesus proclaimed sight to the blind (TUMAOtC 
avaßAevıv, typhlois anablepsin). Again, on the 
surface, one might be led to think only of physical 
miracles here (e.g., 7:22 and events like 4:31-37, 40- 
41, which, although not involving the healing of the 
blind, show Jesus’ power to heal; 18:35-43). But the 
light and darkness imagery also has spiritual 
overtones, as does the idea of seeing (1:77--80; 6:39 
[where the image is negative]; 8:10 [seeing but not 
seeing]; 10:23-24; 18:41—43). The work envisioned 
here is not merely physical. 

The reference to setting at liberty the oppressed 
(the third infinitive: ATOOTEIXNAL TEBPAVGLEVOUG 
Ev AMEOEL, aposteilai tethrausmenous en aphesei) is 
probably from Isa. 58:6. While a prophet could 
proclaim the message of liberty for the oppressed, he 
could not bring it to pass. It is a deliverer who brings 


deliverance to reality. Again Lucan theology makes 
the point clear. Luke 3:15-18 spoke of the Stronger 
One to come who is greater than the prophet John. 
This Coming One brings with him the Spirit’s 
baptism, which represents salvation’s presence and 
the covenant’s arrival (Jer. 31:31). Thus, this passage 
describes a messianic function. The messianic 
function also serves to make clear why Isa. 58 was 
added to the list. It guarantees that Jesus’ mission is 
seen in messianic terms.” The healings by Jesus 
picture this deliverance and are related to his 
authority, an authority that is greater than prophetic 
authority (Luke 11:14-23 [where the kingdom 
arrives]; 11:31-32 [where one greater than Solomon 
and Jonah arrives]; 18:38-39 [where the Son of 
David heals]; 19:37-38 [where God is praised for his 
mighty works through Jesus who enters like a king]). 
Jesus will do what Israel was rebuked in Isaiah 58 
for not doing: Jesus will meet in love the needs of 
those who need God. The picture again is of Jesus 
reaching out to the needy and giving them aid. It is a 
declaration of injustice reversed (Pilgrim 1981: 70). 
In the next line, which returns to Isa. 61, the 
Jubilee year image of release (AMEOEL) is again 
present. Jesus’ ultimate role is not only to proclaim 


deliverance: he brings that release. In this description 
of his mission, he is seen as both eschatological 
prophet and Messiah. 


4:19 Concluding the OT appeal, the reference to 
KNPLSaL EviavTOV KUPLOU SEKTOV (the final 
infinitive: keryxai eniauton kyriou dekton, to 
proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord) clearly ties 
the passage to the Jubilee theme (the concept of 
acceptable year appears also in 2 Cor. 6:2 and Isa. 
49:8).°° Because of the comprehensive character of 
the deliverance that Isaiah described, Jubilee was 
interpreted in Judaism as a reference to the dawn of 
God’s new age. The citation in Luke, then, is not a 
call to fulfill literally the legal requirement of Jubilee. 
Rather, the passage takes that picture of freedom to 
show what God is doing spiritually and physically 
through his commissioned agent, Jesus. Jubilee, by 
analogy, becomes a picture of total forgiveness and 
salvation, just as it was in its prophetic usage in Isa. 
61. 

The allusion to Isa. 61 has led to speculation about 
the exact time and setting of this event. Starting with 
Strobel (1972), attempts have been made to tie the 
event to a specific year (Strobel posits A.D. 26/27 as 
a Jubilee year and suggests that Jesus’ sermon came 


about this time). Efforts also exist to discover a 
specific Torah reading for this event (Finkel 1963: 
108 n. 1; Perrot 1973; Bovon 1989: 211; such efforts 
go back to Mann and Sonne 1940: 283-85). Strobel’s 
dating, though surfacing much background material, 
must be regarded as a failure since the chronology of 
Luke 3:1 suggests that Jesus’ ministry began about 
A.D. 30, which is too late for the proposed setting 
(see the exegesis of 3:1). Finkel and Perrot both 
mention Gen. 35:9-15 as the Torah reading for this 
event, an interesting suggestion but with minimal 
support. 

Hill (1971: 173-75) questions whether a Haftarah 
reading is present at all, noting that Isa. 61 does not 
appear in Jewish lectionary lists and pointing to 
Jesus’ mixed citation. But three possibilities exist for 
seeing a Haftarah reading in the background. (1) If 
the reading cycle was not fixed in the first century 
beyond a Torah reading and a Prophets reading and 
Jesus chose his text, as Luke 4:17 implies, then a 
Haftarah reading of Isa. 61 is possible, with Jesus 
adding commentary from Isa. 58. (2) If Jesus simply 
gives the commentary after the Torah and Prophets 
readings and reads a text to set the context of his 
remarks, then the mixed oral citation becomes even 


more explainable without having to posit here a 
summary citation from Luke or his source. (3) 
Finally, if Jesus is using only Isa. 61, then the line 
about freeing the oppressed might reflect a targumic 
form. Although the event’s details are not certain 
because we lack information on first-century worship 
practices, it is clear that Jesus presented himself as 
the fulfillment of Isa. 61. 

The remaining issue in Luke 4:19 is the omission 
of a reference to judgment. One of two explanations 
is possible. First, the omission may have been made 
to delay the allusion to judgment until Jesus’ 
warnings in 4:24-27. As mentioned earlier with John 
the Baptist, the time of salvation is also a time of 
division (3:7-9, 16-17; 2:34-35). But another reason 
is more likely: the ultimate time of God’s vengeance 
is not yet arrived in this coming of Jesus (9:51—56; 
17:22-37; 21:5-37). The division of deliverance and 
judgment in God’s plan, alluded to by the omission, 
is sorted out later in Luke. This omission represents 
part of the “already-not yet” tension of NT 
eschatology, and a Gospel writer can discuss an issue 
from either side of the temporal perspective. Jesus’ 
mission is placed initially in terms of hope, but it also 


brings an implication of judgment about which he 
will warn in 4:24-27. 


4:20 The drama intensifies now that the 
eschatological passage has been read, but its 
exposition remains. The scroll is rolled up and 
returned to the attendant, who is responsible for 
getting and returning the scroll to the ark where it is 
kept (ITTLSAG, ptyxas, to roll up a scroll; BAGD 727; 
BAA 1456). In all probability he is the hazzan of the 
synagogue (Acts 13:5; Fitzmyer 1981: 533). Jesus 
then sits down to teach. Teaching in a sitting position 
was customary (Luke 5:3; Matt. 5:1; 23:2; 26:55; 
Mark 4:1; Danker 1988: 107; C. Schneider, TDNT 
3:443).°* As he prepared to speak, he had the crowd’s 
attention. The common Lucan term ATEViCOVTEC 
(atenizontes) depicts intense, focused emotion by 
describing the crowd’s gaze of attention. Luke uses it 
twelve times in Luke—Acts, while the rest of the NT 
uses it twice (Schürmann 1969: 231 n. 64). It appears 
at key moments such as Jesus’ ascension (Acts 1:10), 
Stephen’s vision (Acts 7:55), Paul’s rebuke of 
Elymas (Acts 13:9), and Paul’s look as he addresses 
the Sanhedrin (Acts 23:1). What will Jesus say? 
Everyone senses the moment and is attentive. 


4:21 Jesus declares that the time of fulfillment for 
Isa. 61 is now. The sequence of verses indicates that 
Luke is summarizing the events. Luke only notes 
Jesus’ brief declaration here, but the following verse 
indicates that the crowd was impressed with his 
message of gracious words, a remark that suggests 
that Jesus said more than what Luke recorded (Alford 
1874: 479; Marshall 1978: 185; Plummer 1896: 123). 
The text also says that Jesus began (NP&AaTO, Erxato) 
to speak, suggesting that he gave more than one 
sentence of exposition. 

Jesus says the fulfillment is present today 
(oNUEPOV, sémeron). The emphasis falls on 
fulfillment’s current availability, as the position of 
ONUEPOV at the head of the sentence shows. 
LNUEpoOv is a key term in Luke’s theology and 
stresses that the opportunity for salvation is this very 
moment. Luke uses OUEPOV repeatedly in his 
Gospel to make this very point (2:11; 5:26; 12:28; 
13:32-33; 19:5, 9; 22:34, 61; 23:43; and nine times 
in Acts; Liefeld 1984: 868). Conzelmann (1960: 36— 
37) argues that the term limits the time of fulfillment 
and salvation to Jesus’ earthly ministry. However, the 
idea of current fulfillment in Acts 1:6 and 3:18 shows 
that the period associated with the church is a part of 


this “today” (Fitzmyer 1981: 533-34). Its recurrence 
in many passages also makes the point that the 
“today” is not so much a “now and only now” affair, 
as much as it is a timeless “now,” a reference to the 
immediate present, when fulfillment is available and 
a life-changing decision can be made (Schweizer 
1984: 89; Marshall 1978: 185; Fuchs, TDNT 7:274). 
Hope can become a reality “today.” 

The fixedness of fulfillment is further stressed by 
the use of the perfect tense TETANPWTAL 
(peplerötai), which refers to an existing state of 
fulfillment. Alongside the reference to ONUEPOV, 
this verb tends to function much like a present tense 
(Marshall 1978: 185): “This Scripture is being 
fulfilled today.” The fulfillment is tied explicitly to 
the promise of Scripture, just as it will be in 24:44— 
46. In Luke 4 it is Isa. 61 that stands fulfilled.** 

The message’s availability is also made clear by 
the reference to being fulfilled “in your ears” (Èv 
TOIG WOLV UuU@V, en tois ösin hymön). Jesus is 
completing his commission to preach good news as 
outlined in Isa. 61. What is preached is also heard 
(Schiirmann 1969: 232). Here is the dawn of a new 
era, but with the hearing comes the responsibility for 
a decision (Horst, TDNT 5:554). 


Of course, the era of fulfillment is very much tied 
to Jesus’ person. He brings a special time. Whereas 
Mark 1:14-15 puts Jesus’ message in terms of the 
nearness of the kingdom, Luke stresses the nature of 
the time in the nearness of the person. However, the 
two ideas are related and are very similar, since with 
the king comes the kingdom (Luke 11:20; 17:21; 
Gärtner 1970-71). Jesus is saying to his hometown 
audience, “The time that all people faithful to God 
have been waiting for is now here and it is found in 
me.” 


c. Cycle 1 Response: The Initial Questioning of the 
Crowd (4:22) 


4:22 The crowd gives a twofold response: they 
recognize Jesus’ rhetorical skill and gracious words, 
but they also remember his ancestry. Some 
interpreters have been bothered by the contrast. The 
audience is so positive in 4:22a, but it seems so 
skeptical in 4:22b. Three suggestions exist for 
handling this tension: 


1. Luke has rather unskillfully combined sources 
or perhaps even events (Luce 1933: 121). This 
suggestion is excessively skeptical, since the 
context itself gives help with regard to the 


attitude of the audience and shows the unity of 
the passage (view 3 below). 

2. The phrase EUAPTUPOVV AUT (emartyroun 
autö, they were testifying about him) should be 
taken negatively, not positively, so that AUT is 
seen as a dative of disadvantage. In this case the 
verse would read, “They were testifying against 
him,” as in constructions like Matt. 23:31 and 
John 7:7.” In addition the amazement mentioned 
in the next line is really anger at Jesus’ omitting 
Isaiah’s reference to vengeance. Thus, the 
hostility would exist from the initial point of 
their response and no abrupt change of mood 
exists. Against this view is the phrase gracious 
words out of his mouth, which looks to be a 
positive statement (Fitzmyer 1981: 534). Thus, 
the view shifts from negative (“all testified 
against him”) to positive (“and they marveled at 
the words of grace”) and then back to negative 
(“and they asked, ‘Is this not the son of 
Joseph?’ ”). This view is possible, but less than 
likely. 

3. The initial statements represent the crowd’s 
positive reaction to the message’s rhetorical 
power and hopeful character. However, the 


question about sonship is the product of the 
crowd’s reflective thought since Jesus’ heritage 
does not match, in their view, the nature of the 
claim (Hendriksen 1978: 256; Geldenhuys 1951: 
168). That such a shift is possible, even with the 
presence of a term like Qavuáčw (thaumazö, to 
marvel), can be seen in 11:14-15, where 
amazement and skepticism are also side by side. 
Marveling at his words is a positive response to 
rhetorical skill, not to his claims. It must also be 
remembered that this is a summary. The remark 
is very much like the reaction a strong political 
or ideological opponent might get: “He is an 
effective speaker, but I do not accept his point of 
view.” Another parallel might be how one can 
appreciate a slick defense attorney without 
necessarily accepting the claim of innocence 
made for a client. The attorney makes a nice 
argument, but is it the truth? The skepticism 
argues that Jesus’ claims are excessive for a 
Galilean Jew. The retorts to Jesus in other 
settings (e.g., “what good thing can come out of 
Nazareth?” or “we were not born out of 
fornication”) speak clearly to the attitude that 
Jesus had to overcome (John 1:46; 7:41; 8:41). 


Still, the power and positive thrust of Jesus’ 
message were appreciated: the people were amazed 
at his gracious words. E8auuacov (ethaumazon) 
should be translated “amazed” and not “wondered” 
or “marveled” (Mark 6:6; Luke 11:38; John 7:21; 

A. B. Bruce 1897: 490; Godet 1875: 1.236).** His 
rhetorical skill was recognized by all. This positive 
response with opposition is like the one Stephen 
receives in Acts 6:15 and the one the apostles get in 
Acts 4:13 (Schweizer 1984: 90; Leaney 1958: 119; 
Bovon 1989: 213 mentions Acts 2:7, but attributes 
the note to Luke’s redaction). That the attitude is 
positive is seen by the use of scriptural language 
from Deut. 8:3: EKTTOPEVOUEVOLG EK TOU 
OTOUATOG AUTOÖ (ekporeuomenois ek tou stomatos 
autou, proceeded out of his mouth) reflecting this OT 
text. 

The phrase AOyoıg TÅG XApıTog (logois tes 
charitos) should be seen as a description of his 
message: Jesus speaks gracious words. It is not 
grammatically an objective genitive linked to grace 
(“words about grace”; Creed 1930: 67; Plummer 
1896: 124-25; Bovon 1989: 214). This positive note 
in the passage with its allusion to Deut. 8:3 is so 
strong that it causes some to suggest that Luke sees 


Jesus’ word as a “divine message” (Schürmann 1969: 
234-35). This description may be too strong for the 
crowd, but the expression does suggest a very 
positive mood about the message’s hopeful content. 

Others suggest that the amazement results from 
shock or offense that Jesus omits the reference to 
vengeance in his reading of Isa. 61. However, there is 
no indication that the reading bothers the crowd 
(Marshall 1978: 186 mentions this possibility, as does 
Jeremias 1958: 45). The issue is not what Jesus said, 
but who Jesus claims to be.” How could “this 
neighbor” be the fulfillment? 

Doubt emerges with the question about parentage. 
That doubt centers in Jesus’ person. The use of ovYt 
(ouchi, is not?) in the question shows that a positive 
answer is expected: Jesus is the son of Joseph. Mark 
6:3 and Matt. 13:55-56 express the question with 
reference to Mary, brothers, and sisters. This may 
evidence different sources among the Synoptics, but 
the point remains the same. Luke has condensed the 
presentation to a single question. If the crowd raised 
this issue, it surely was stated in various forms. The 
point is simply this: How could a common man’s son 
make such claims? Familiarity breeds contempt 
(Luce 1933: 121; Hendriksen 1978: 256). 


Luce (1933: 121) argues that the form of the 
question shows the absence of a belief in the virgin 
birth. But this is clearly overinterpretation. Jesus 
grew up in Joseph’s home. He is Joseph’s son in the 
practical sense of the term. 


d. Cycle 2: A Proverb and a Historical Picture 
of Their Rejection (4:23-27) 


4:23 The message produces the crowd’s desire for 
visible signs of the new era, though it is Jesus who 
expresses the thoughts of his audience. Jesus operates 
as a prophet here. Fitzmyer (1981: 528) describes the 
escalation of hostility in 4:23-29: personal challenge 
through a proverb (4:23), personal rejection from the 
region as recorded proverbially (4:24), Jesus’ 
response with its hint of rejection (4:25-27), and the 
desire to toss Jesus over the cliff (4:28-29). 

Some regard the mention of asking Jesus to 
perform signs as out of place here (Fitzmyer 1981: 
528). But signs were suggested by the use of Isa. 61. 
The topic is appropriate when one recalls that by 
using Isa. 61 Jesus is suggesting that the new era has 
come ( Luke 7:21-22). In fact, as the passage makes 
clear, what Jesus did at Capernaum is precedent for 
the request.” 


Jesus responds by noting what the audience will 
ask of him. The future tense Epeite (ereite, you will 
say) is not so much the use of a prophetic future 
(looking to what they will think) as it is vivid (telling 
what they are thinking). Jesus, the prophet, is reading 
their collective mind. He cites a proverb. HapaßoAn 
(parabole) normally means parable, but here it is 
clear that a proverb is presented, so the term takes on 
the force of PWN (masal) (Wiefel 1988: 106; 
Plummer 1896: 125-26; Bovon 1989: 214; BAGD 
612 82; BAA 1238-39 82; 1 Sam. 10:12; Ps. 49:4 
[48:5 LXX]; Luke 6:39). The proverb is a popular 
one.” 

The proverb’s meaning is variously interpreted. 
Many suggest that the request is, “Do at home what 
you have done elsewhere” (Hendriksen 1978: 257; 
Schürmann 1969: 236-37; Schneider 1977a: 109; 
Mark 6:1). The only problem with this view is that it 
requires the word O€AUTOV (seauton, yourself) be 
read as a reference to the town or else as a figure 
meaning “heal your own people” (a corporate force 
to the proverb that is unlikely). This point comes in 
the next line, not in the proverb itself. 

Others suggest that Jesus is asked to prove his 
claims. He is to show his stuff, so he may be 


believed. It is a “you profess, so now produce” 
mentality (Godet 1875: 1.237; Ellis 1974: 97; 
Plummer 1896: 126). This is probably the way the 
remark is intended, since it fits the proverb more 
directly. Jesus has asked the townspeople to believe 
that he is a significant figure, and they are hesitant 
until he shows them. Schweizer (1984: 90) notes that 
the test of a prophet is in his message, not in his signs 
(Deut. 13:1-3 [13:2-4 MT]). The request to do signs 
will linger throughout Jesus’ ministry (Luke 4:3; 
11:16; 22:64; 23:8, 35-37; Ellis 1974: 97). 
However, that an element of regional jealousy is 
present is not to be excluded. The line immediately 
after the proverb requests that Nazareth receive the 
same treatment as Capernaum. It is clear that Jesus’ 
work at Capernaum, a Galilean town located on the 
west shore of the Lake of Gennesaret, did not go 
unnoticed in Nazareth. The town of Capernaum will 
become the center of Jesus’ ministry (4:31; 7:1; 
10:15). 
4:24 Jesus presents a rebuke to the crowd’s desire 
for signs. It is introduced by Gunv (amén, truly), a 


term that Luke uses in solemn statements.” Jesus 
clearly presents himself as a prophet by this remark. 


He notes that he is not accepted in his country. In the 
Jesus is no different. 

The use of S€KTOC (dektos) presents an interesting 
contextual wordplay. In 4:19, Jesus declared the 
acceptable (SEKTOV) year of the Lord (Tiede 1980: 
36-39). But he, as a prophet (4:24), is not acceptable 
(S€KTOC) to the crowd. God offers to accept all who 
come to him through Jesus’ message (Acts 10:35- 
36); but people will not accept Jesus (Liefeld 1984: 
869). This saying is present in Matt. 13:57, Mark 6:4, 
and John 4:44, but only Luke uses ÔEKTÓG. The local 
rejection is but a picture of the larger rejection to 
come. 


4:25 The stakes in the discussion escalate with the 
introduction of a warning and a historical analogy. 
Jesus does not elaborate on the theme of a prophet’s 
being without honor in his land. Rather, he goes on to 
note what the prophet may do as a result of rejection. 
He cites a low point in Israel’s history: the time of 
Elijah and Elisha. In this historical comparison, the 
threat is that those closest to Jesus may miss God’s 
blessing, while others, who are far away, will receive 
it. Luke 4:25-27, which alludes to the period of the 


evil king Ahab, is unique to Luke’s portrayal of the 
synagogue account.” The OT text alluded to here is 1 
Kings 17-18, which refers to a specific famine and 
judgment for covenant unfaithfulness. Such 
unfaithfulness brought Israel under judgment at this 
time, so God’s provision and prophetic signs were 
absent from the land. 


4:26 The analogy continues. The absence of God’s 
work is stressed by two indicators. First, the passive 
voice reappears. Three theological passives allude to 
God’s direct work in restricting blessing: €kAeEto8n 
(ekleisthé, were closed [4:25]), ErteupOn 
(epemphthé, was sent [4:26]), and &Kadaptodn 
(ekatharisthe, were cleansed [4:27]). A lack of faith 
may alienate God, as it did in the past. 

The second indicator is the use of oDdSeutav 
(oudemian, no one) in 4:26 and oVSetc (oudeis, no 
one) in 4:27. This double usage stresses that no 
Israelite received positive benefit from the prophets’ 
presence in this period. Rejecting a prophet is risky. 
The choice was Israel’s, and it paid a heavy price in 
the past. It risks paying again (13:32-35; 19:41—44)., 
The analogy to Jesus is strong and clear: now people 
must decide again about God’s messenger. 


Jesus notes that not a single widow received 
blessing except for a Gentile woman in Zarephath, a 
town located north of Israel between Tyre and Sidon 
(1 Kings 17:9). In the OT account, the woman is 
described in terms of her faith (1 Kings 17:12, 16, 18, 
24). This Gentile is an exception to the rule, and she 
is the last person one would expect would be blessed 
by_an Israelite prophet.“ 

The parallelism with Elijah is popular in the NT 
and in Luke.“ In a dire period of Israel’s history, 
Elijah ministered outside the nation. The exact point 
of the comparison can be stated in various ways 
(Marshall 1978: 188). (1) The comparison shows that 
Nazareth does not have exclusive claim to Jesus. This 
point, though true, is too narrow to develop the major 
idea. (2) Elijah and Elisha show that, because of 
Nazareth’s refusal, Jesus will go elsewhere. This 
point also is true yet lacks specificity. (3) The 
prophetic example teaches that, although the 
homeland rejects him, others will respond and see 
God work.“ This approach is probably accurate, 
since not everyone in the homeland or in the nation 
will reject Jesus. Again as in 4:18, the language is in 
generalized form, but the warning is serious. 
Salvation will open up to all kinds of people. Liefeld 


(1984: 869) argues that rejection is not explicitly the 
point here. This is correct, but the comparison to this 
bleak time of famine and to Elijah’s period certainly 
warns, through clear implication, that the 
consequences of rejecting Jesus may involve God’s 
rejection. 


4:27 The message is reinforced by a second 
illustration, this one about Elijah’s successor, Elisha 
(2 Kings 5:1-14), the only time he is named in the 
NT. No Israelite leper was healed. Rather, a Syrian 
Gentile named Naaman received God’s cleansing in 
the Jordan River. The point about the danger of 
potential rejection is driven home through an 
illustration about a second category of needy people, 
lepers. God was working with those outside Israel 
and with the sick who were unclean (Lev. 14:2-31). 
Those ostensibly distant from God could become the 
blessed, while those hearing his message now risked 
an experience like Israel of old. Those ostensibly 
near to God had better hear the warning. Jesus’ 
audience did react, but with something other than a 
positive response. 


e. Cycle 2 Response: The Crowd’s Anger and 
Hostile Desire (4:28-29) 


4:28 Jesus’ comparison to the ministries of Elijah 
and Elisha did not bring a positive reaction. The 
crowd knew their biblical history and got the point. 
The idea that Jesus might reach out to outsiders 
produced anger. In effect, Jesus was saying that the 
Nazareans were worse than Syrian lepers and 
Phoenician widows (Hendriksen 1978: 258; Ernst 
1977: 174). QUUOU (thymou) is used by Luke for 
angry reactions to speeches of major figures (Acts 
19:28; Büchsel, TDNT 3:167—68). Like Paul’s 
message about going to the Gentiles, this warning 
also left its audience displeased (Acts 13:46, 50; 
22:21-22; Plummer 1896: 129). Outsiders might end 
up being blessed, while insiders are left out. 


4:29 The crowd rises up to take hold of Jesus and 
remove him from the synagogue. AVLOTNUL 
(anistémi, to rise up), from which the term 
CLVAOTAVTEC (anastantes, rising up) comes, is 
sometimes used of a hostile reaction or the surfacing 
of a contentious figure (Acts 6:9; 5:36-37; Marshall 
crowd takes him outside the city to the brow of the 
mountain. The exact locale of this incident is not 
known. A site commonly mentioned is an overhang 


of some thirty to fifty feet in height (Godet 1875: 
1.239-40; Plummer 1896: 129). Some accuse Luke 
of a vague (Fitzmyer 1981: 538) or erroneous 
(Schneider 1977a: 110) reference here, but there are 
many such locales in the region. Luke is not 
concerned about the specific site. 

The crowd desires to cast Jesus over the edge. The 
conjunction WOTE (höste, so that) indicates their 
purpose and reflects their unfulfilled desire (Marshall 
1978: 190). The desire to execute Jesus might seem 
excessive, but there is some precedent for the 
attempt. In all likelihood, Jesus is the object of the 
“lynch law,” where a person who is seen as flagrantly 
violating the law is executed on sight and without a 
trial (John 8:59; 10:31; Acts 7:54-58; 21:31-32; 
Plummer 1896: 129). If Jesus is viewed by the crowd 
as a false prophet, he could be subject to such a 
slaying according to Deut. 13:5 [13:6 MT] (also Jer. 
11:21; Danker 1988: 110; Schürmann 1969: 239). 
Such a situation might presuppose a stoning (Blinzler 
1970). Regardless, Jesus’ life is seriously threatened 
in this incident, and the division first predicted in 
2:34-35 is coming to fruition. The hostility shown 
him will also be displayed in Acts against his 


followers, as the incidents involving Stephen and 
Paul show. 


f. Jesus’ Departure (4:30) 


4:30 Jesus walks away from his second encounter 
with the edge of a high locale (cf. 4:9-12). It is 
debated whether a miracle is implied here, and it is 
hard to tell. But Jesus escapes this threat, since it is 
not yet his time to suffer at the hands of rejecters. 
The idea of divine direction found in €mopevEeTo 
(eporeueto, he went on his way), which is used often 
by Luke, suggests that Jesus is on a divinely led 
journey that will end in his death and resurrection.” 
This event is but the first act of conflict and the first 
of several conflicts on the Sabbath. Nonetheless, 
Jesus departs and the story picks up with him in 
Capernaum. 


Summary 


The synagogue incident of Luke 4:16—30 
Summarizes the nature of Jesus’ ministry. Jesus is 
the Spirit-anointed prophet who announces the 
new era and brings to pass this salvation as the 
anointed Messiah (Isa. 61:1-2; 58:6). He is to 
proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord. He 


brings release to those held captive and to the 
needy. His own people demand that he display 
signs, yet they reject his claims. This is the first of 
many such rejections. His response will be to 
minister to outsiders, and eventually his message 
will be taken to Gentiles. The conflict will be one 
of life and death. But Jesus will emerge from the 
conflict. 

In one pericope Jesus’ ministry is outlined. 
Every reader faces a choice upon reading this 
account: to identify with Jesus and his message of 
hope or to side with those who reject Jesus. Jesus’ 
safe departure suggests where the decision ought 
to reside. As Luke will show, people cannot bring 
Jesus to his death. Rather, Jesus will choose to 
offer himself up in their behalf. Will the reader 
accept the offer Jesus makes? Will the reader enter 
into the Lord’s Jubilee and the acceptable year of 
the Lord? Or will the reader reject him, as the 
Nazareans did, with all the risk that that entails? Is 
Jesus the fulfillment of promise or an imposter full 
of empty words? 


Additional Notes 


4:16. The spelling Nacapa occurs twice in the NT: here and Matt. 
4:13 (cf. the more common Nacaped; Luke 1:26; 2:4, 39, 51). It 
may represent a more Semitic spelling of the term (Schaeder, 
TDNT 4:874—79; Zenner 1894). As such it may reflect a trace of the 


original source material for this account.” 


4:17. A minor textual problem involves CLVATITVEAC (to unroll) 


spelling: ATTÚČAQ), A, 06, ©, family 1, family 13, Byz, Lect, and 
Itala. The variant åvoičac (to open) is read by A, B, L, W, 33, 
Syriac, and Coptic. The verbal idea of unrolling the text is natural 
since an ancient scroll like those found at Qumran is present. A later 
copyist, being more used to books, changed the term to a more 
appropriate term for them (Metzger 1975: 137). 


4:18. Manuscripts that include an additional line of Isa. 61:1, 
iáocacðar TOUC OUVTETPLUUEVOUG TNV Kapdölav, 
are A, ©, Y, family 1, Byz, some Vulgate, and some Syriac. Those 
omitting the line are X, B, D, L, W, family 13, 33, and some Syriac. 
Reicke (1973: 49) argues for its inclusion; but it looks like a doublet 
in the passage to “releasing the oppressed” where one is not 
needed. It also reflects assimilation to the LXX. This variant is not 
discussed in UBS. 


4:25. The reference to three-and-a-half years for the Elijah famine 
agrees with James 5:17 and contrasts to the mention of only three 
years in 1 Kings 18:1. There are three possible explanations for the 
difference. (1) Some see three simply as a round number (SB 3:760- 
national calamity or the presence of an end-time-like misfortune 
(Danker 1988: 109-10; Schürmann 1969: 238 n. 122; Klostermann 
1929: 65; Plummer 1896: 128; Dan. 7:25; 12:7; Rev. 11:2-3 [= 42 
months = 1,260 days]; 12:6, 14; 13:5). (3) Others, taking Luke’s 


number more seriously, argue that the half-year emerges from a 


difference between the April and October rains, as well as noting that 
a famine is not removed immediately with the return of rain. The 
production of food would follow after some time (Plummer 1896: 128; 
Godet 1875: 1.239; Hendriksen 1978: 258; Bishop 1949-50). The 
latter explanation seems best, though the significance of the number 
(view 2) may also be important. 


3. Examples of Jesus’ Ministry 
(4:31-44) 


Luke 4:31—44 contains the third part of Luke’s 
introduction to Jesus’ ministry. Luke has 
summarized the ministry (4:14-15) and has given 


an example of Jesus’ preaching (4:16-30). Now 
he shows how Jesus ministered. The passage 
concentrates on miraculous works. Jesus has 
power over disease and demons, two enemies that 
grip humankind. There are brief allusions to his 
teaching as well. The mission statement in 4:43— 
44 serves as a bracket to the teaching emphasis in 
4:14-15, a “bookend” rounding out this 
introductory section of 4:14-44 (Tannehill 1986: 
83). 

Luke details Jesus’ ministry in a series of 
miracles that take place on a single Sabbath in 
Capernaum. The section begins with the healing 
of a demon-possessed man (4:31-37), which is 
Jesus’ first miracle in Luke’s Gospel. This is 
followed by the healing of Peter’s mother-in-law 
(4:38-39) and a series of healings in the evening 
involving a variety of maladies (4:40-41). Unlike 
Nazareth, the people ask Jesus to stay, but he must 
depart to other points in Galilee because of the 
nature of his mission (4:42—44). Luke 4:43—44 
provides a second short mission statement from 
Jesus in the Gospel; 2:49 was the first, while his 
synagogue speech of 4:16-30 represents a more 
comprehensive mission statement. In fact, this 


ministry shows in concrete terms what the 
synagogue statement meant. 

The healing of the demon-possessed man is the 
first of five Sabbath healings in Luke (4:31-37, 
38-39; 6:6-11; 13:10-17; 14:1-6). It is no 
accident that this event occurs after a declaration 
of fulfillment on the Sabbath through an appeal to 
Sabbath themes (see 4:17-19). Much of Jesus’ 
activity sparks reaction from those sensitive to 
observing rest on the Sabbath day. Many lessons 
emerge from these Sabbath confrontations about 
God’s new way and about the failure to heed the 
new hope. 

Not only does Luke concentrate on Capernaum 
with the next few sections, but he also begins to 
differentiate between groups. Some respond; 
others do not. The three sets of miracles in 4:31- 
44 are received positively. Then follows the 
passage on Peter’s call (5:1-11) with its 
miraculous catch and its call to discipleship. Next 
is the healing of the leper (5:12-16), a miracle that 
shows Jesus’ intent to be faithful to the law, as 
well as his efforts to curb excessive focus on his 
miraculous work. The healing of the paralytic 
follows (5:17—26), a miracle that introduces notes 


of conflict and represents the start of formal 
opposition to Jesus. Not everyone will welcome 
Jesus. These six miracles of Luke 4-5 reflect the 
scope of Jesus’ power to deal with a variety of 
conditions and trace how he revealed himself. 
Jesus is teaching, healing, and gathering disciples. 
The reactions to the miracles, along with Jesus’ 
comments about them, explain why some rejected 
him. 


Sources and Historicity 


Luke 4:30-6:19 follows Mark’s order of events fairly consistently, with 
only Luke 5:1-11 having a different location. Two options exist for 
explaining the relationship of Luke 5:1-11 to Mark 1:16-20. (1) If 
these passages describe the same event, then Luke moves this 
account back in order to start his survey of Jesus’ ministry with the 
illustrative teaching in Nazareth and then follow it with a 
demonstration of that ministry in Capernaum. By holding back on the 
call, Luke can also contrast directly how one group of people 
responded to Jesus as opposed to those in his hometown. (2) 
However, it can also be argued that Luke 5:1-11 is an event distinct 
from Mark 1:16-20, so that Luke has not moved the event as much 


as he has chosen to narrate a fresh account of Jesus’ contact with 
some of his disciples.! 

The exorcism of Luke 4:33—36 is introduced with a description of 
the setting in 4:31-32, which is very close in wording to Mark 1:21- 
22.2 The introduction is not to be compared with Matt. 7:28-29, 
which though similar in wording is a Summary belonging to a different 
setting.2 The healing itself also parallels Mark 1:23-28, though with 
seven minor differences that will be noted in the exegesis of the 
verses (Matthew lacks this miracle).4 

The Capernaum healings underscore Jesus’ authority as the 
Anointed One of God (Acts 10:38; Luke 4:18-19). The mighty works 
point to his person, as he confronts both personal and spiritual foes 
in the form of spirits and disease. 

After the exorcism, Luke continues his presentation of Jesus’ 
Sabbath activity in Capernaum. This part of the unit contains the 
healing of Peter’s mother-in-law (4:38-39), a summary of Jesus’ 
healing of the sick and possessed (4:40-41), his withdrawal and 
refusal to stay in Capernaum (4:42—43), and his preaching in Judean 
synagogues (4:44). The material parallels Mark 1:29-39, though at 
numerous points the wording of the events’ description differs slightly 
(Aland 1985: 8837-40; details await the exegesis of these verses 
and the additional note on 4:35b-37). Nolland (1989: 210) notes that 
the healing of Peter’s mother-in-law is often regarded as a Petrine 


reminiscence. 


Matthew places this material at what appears to be a later point in 
his Gospel, since the healing of Peter’s mother-in-law is found in 
Matt. 8:14-15. However, his placement is really very similar to the 
other Gospels, except that the leper’s healing in Capernaum (Matt. 
8:1-4) precedes this event, which Luke has later in Luke 5:12-16, as 
does Mark in Mark 1:40-45 (see the discussion of sources in 5:12— 
26). In addition, Matt. 8:5-13 has the healing of the centurion’s slave, 
an event that Luke does not have until Luke 7:1-10. So both Luke 
and Matthew have the miracle after the Sermon on the Mount/Plain 
(Mark lacks this miracle). It appears that Matthew has singled out the 
slave’s healing as representative of Jesus’ work and as an example 
of faith. In addition, the cluster of events in Matt. 8 occur in 
Capernaum, suggesting a type of topical arrangement for Matthew. 
Matthew’s order in chapters 4—8 begins with an introduction to 
Galilean ministry, then the disciples’ call, a summary of Galilean 
ministry, an exemplary teaching of the Sermon on the Mount, the 
leper cleansed, and finally the day at Capernaum. Thus, in Matthew 
these events represent Jesus’ early ministry and have a placement 
similar to the other Gospels, but without strict chronological 
sequence. Whatever the relationships, it is clear that Luke is closer 
to Mark than to Matthew here. Either he is following Mark, as Marcan 
prioritists believe, or Mark has followed Luke. 

| reserve comment on the historicity of these actions until we 
consider the theme of Christology later in this introduction. Since this 


ministry scene is introductory and summarizing of all of Jesus’ 


ministry, | cover historicity in conjunction with the theology that these 
events teach. History and theology are tightly wed in this text and 
should be discussed together. 


The form is really straightforward. Three 
miracle stories appear in 4:33-37, 4:38-39, 4:40- 
41.° Summaries appear in 4:31-32 and 4:42—44, 
so that three miracles are bracketed by the 
summaries. One could also call 4:42-44 a 
pronouncement since the punch line is in Jesus’ 
saying, but it is not a pronouncement story 
because there is no real controversy or issue in the 
account.’ Perhaps 4:42—44 is best called a 
pronouncement summary, though seeing it as a 
commission statement is also accurate. 

Goulder (1989: 312) suggests a plausible 
chiastic structure for this passage: 


teaching (4:31-32) 
exorcism (4:33-37) 
healing (4:38-39) 
healing (4:40) 
exorcism (4:41) 
preaching (4:42—44) 


The outline of Luke 4:31—44 is as follows: 


a 
b 
c 
2 
b 
a 


a. Setting summary (4:31-32) 
b. Unclean spirit cast out (4:33-37) 
i. Demonic cry of recognition and 
confession (4:33-34) 
ii. Rebuke by Jesus (4:35a) 
iii. Departure of the demon (4:35b) 
iv. The crowd’s amazement at Jesus’ authority 
(4:36) 
v. Spread of the report (4:37) 
c. Simon’s mother-in-law healed (4:38-39) 
d. Jesus’ healings; demonic confessions (4:40— 
41) 
e. Jesus’ mission to preach the kingdom (4:42- 
44) 


Numerous themes appear in the unit. Most 
dominant are Jesus’ authority in teaching and his 
authority over disease and the spirit world. The 
instantaneousness of the healings shows in another 
way the totality and consistency of this authority. 
An important confession from the supernatural 
world states that Jesus is God’s Holy One, a 
messianic confession that Jesus mysteriously 
silences. The populace is amazed at the 
uniqueness of Jesus’ authority with respect to his 


teaching and healing. Jesus’ individual concern 
shows as he heals people one by one. Luke 
continues his focus on Jesus’ mission to spread the 
word of the kingdom. 

Turning to the figures around Jesus, one sees a 
willingness to receive Jesus’ aid and to serve (e.g., 
Simon’s mother-in-law). Jesus is approachable. 
People have confidence to ask Jesus for help. In 
turn, he is meeting essential needs. 

In Luke 4:31-44 Jesus meets the needs of a 
variety of people. He deals with individuals, 
crowds, women, and men. The breadth of Jesus’ 
audience matches the breadth of his message 
(Schiirmann 1969: 244). The events read like 
personal recollections, because of their detail; for 
example, some regard the Marcan account of 
Peter’s mother-in-law’s healing to have come 
from Peter (Marshall 1978: 194; Roloff 1970: 
115-16). The miracles show that Jesus’ authority 
over both spirits and disease is not incomplete or 
the result of chance. They point to the nature of 
the times and the identity of his person (Luke 
7:22—23; 24:19; Acts 2:22; 10:38; Theissen 1983: 
203, 223-24). Theissen notes three characteristics 
of Lucan miracles: (1) the power is an active not 


static force;* (2) Jesus’ healings are charitable in 
character; and (3) these healings fulfill Scripture 
and promise (Luke 5:26; 7:16, 22). In Jesus, the 
time of fulfillment for God’s plan has come. 

The emphasis in this section is christological. 
Luke wishes the reader to focus on Jesus’ power, 
which liberates humanity. That some of these 
healings involve supernatural forces implies a 
most fundamental liberation—one from the power 
of evil. Two factors inhibit readers today from 
appreciating this type of exorcist authority. 

First, the spirit world is minimized in Western 
culture by the use of abstract terms: “fate” or “the 
stars.” Demonic forces are explained away, 
rationalized as being simply vestiges of an ancient 
worldview, or placed in modern categories of 
mental illness. The latter category may have 
something to offer at times, but it does not tell the 
whole story, since some mental illness may be the 
product of deeper realities. The perspective of 
these accounts is harder for us to understand than 
for many in the so-called Third World.” They are 
more open to the reality of such forces, while the 
miracle accounts often strike the modern 
Westerner as odd. But Jesus’ genuine authority 


over such beings is what gives the account its 
point, power, and relevance. If the spirit world 
does not exist, then Jesus is merely a motivator or 
encourager and these stories lack substance. In 
fact, the accounts would be lies, since Luke 
presents Jesus as having authority over such 
forces.” In other words, without a basis in history, 
these accounts have no basis to teach theology or 
their fundamental Christology. Luke’s goal is 
surely not just to place Jesus in the mundane 
category of encourager or psychologist. Luke 
4:18-19 tells us that Jesus is more than a “positive 
thinker.” To lower Jesus to such levels destroys 
the biblical portrait of him and rids the gospel of 
one of its connections to God’s power, which can 
reverse evil (see note on demon possession in 
Arndt 1956: 146-47). 

Second, and perhaps more tragic, the stories 
about Jesus tend not to strike us as fresh events 
because they are so well known. Most know that 
the Bible teaches that Jesus did wonders; so these 
events no longer amaze. But to read the story as 
Luke wishes it to be experienced, one must read it 
as a fresh account. Luke’s perspective places the 
reader into the event as a spectator. The reader is 


in the synagogue or in the crowd, watching the 
event take place. He or she is to see it as 
happening anew. The reader is to identify with the 
characters in the account and sense their reaction 
and amazement. Jesus is not just another run-of- 
the-mill ancient wonder worker. The variety of his 
wonder working points to something more, as 
does his different style. It is this freshness and the 
variety of miraculous activity that give the story 
its emotional power. Luke says, “Imagine what it 
would be like if you, dear reader, were the one 
who witnessed these events or were among the 
ones healed by Jesus.” 


Exegesis and Exposition 


Stand he went down to Capernaum O, a city of Galilee, and 


was teaching them on the Sabbath. ?2And they were astonished at 
his teaching, because his word was with authority. 

SS And in the synagogue there was a man having an unclean 
demonic spirit and he cried out in a great voice, °**Ah, what have 
you to do with us, Jesus of LJNazarethL]? Have you come to destroy 
us? | know who you are, the Holy One of God.” 35And Jesus rebuked 


him, saying, “Be silent and come out of him.” And the demon threw 


him down in their midst and went out of him without doing him any 
harm. 

36 and amazement came upon all, and they were saying to one 
another, “What is this word, that he commands the unclean spirits 
with authority and power, and they come out?” ?’And the report 
about him went into all the areas of the region. 

38and rising up from the synagogue, he came into Simon’s 
house. But Simon’s mother-in-law was afflicted with a high fever, and 
they were asking him about her. ??And standing above her, he 
rebuked the fever and it left her; and immediately rising up she 
ministered to them. 

40 Now while the sun was setting, all those who had any who were 
sick with various diseases brought them to him; and he laid his 
hands on each one of them and was healing them. “And also the 
demons came out of many crying, “You are the Son of God.” And he 
rebuked them and would not allow them to speak because they 
knew him to be the Christ. 

42 And when it became day, he went out and proceeded to a 
deserted place. And the crowd was seeking him and came to him 
and would have kept him from leaving them. *?But he said to them, 
“To other cities also it is necessary for me to preach the kingdom of 
God, for it was for this reason | was sent.” “4And he was preaching in 


the synagogues of LJJudeall. 


a. Setting Summary (4:31-32) 


4:31 Jesus comes to Capernaum, located on the 
northwest shore of the Sea of Galilee, some 680 feet 
below sea level (Marshall 1978: 191). A journey 
there from virtually anywhere in Galilee is a journey 
down into the city. The town was a major Jewish 
center in the northern Galilean region, which boasted 
a trade economy centered in agriculture and fishing 
(Josephus, Life 72 8403; Jewish War 3.10.8 8519; 
Godet 1875: 1.242; Plummer 1896: 131). Luke alone 
notes that Capernaum is a Galilean city, since this is 
his first detailed discussion of ministry there. The 
exact location of the ancient village in today’s world 
is somewhat uncertain, though the two sites 
suggested are within three kilometers of each other. 
Most feel it is at Tell Hum (Fitzmyer 1981: 535; 
Schürmann 1969: 246 n. 174). 

Jesus again goes to the synagogue. One may 
question whether 4:31-32 is an introduction to this 
incident or is another Lucan summary. The point of 
a summary, if present, is that Jesus regularly went to 
this Capernaum synagogue. This dispute exists 
because oaßßBaoıv (sabbasin, Sabbaths) is plural, 
which raises the question whether Luke is speaking 
of Jesus’ teaching on a number of Sabbaths 
(Schweizer 1984: 98; Schiirmann 1969: 246 n. 175). 


What complicates matters is that the plural term 
clearly has a singular sense in many passages (Matt. 
28:1; Luke 4:16; the singular is used in 6:1, 7, 9). 
Plummer (1896: 132) notes that, when the term has a 
plural meaning, it is qualified by a numeral, as in 
Acts 17:2. But that rule does not always work, as 
Matt. 28:1 and Mark 1:21 show (Klostermann 1929: 
66 notes that Luke 4:16 is paralleled in Mark 1:21). 
In addition, Plummer claims that the term is plural 
because it is a transliteration from Aramaic. This 
cannot work either, since a plural definite article 
often accompanies the word (Fitzmyer 1981: 544; 
the reference in the parallel Mark 1:21 is clearly 
intended as singular, since it is qualified by eÜOUG 
(euthys, immediately). Thus, it is most likely that 
Luke refers to one Sabbath, so that 4:31-32 
introduces the event. It is not a separate summary, but 
sets up the associated events in 4:33-37. As in 
Nazareth, Jesus has come into the Capernaum 
synagogue to teach. 


4:32 The reaction to Jesus’ teaching was similar to 
the reaction in Nazareth. In fact, €€emANoOoovto 
(exepléssonto, were astonished) is the same term used 


in Matt. 13:54 and Mark 6:2 of Jesus’ teaching in 
Nazareth, as well as in Mark’s description of the 
Capernaum episode (Mark 1:22). The verb also 
recalls the astonishment felt at the answers of the 
younger Jesus (Luke 2:48; other Lucan uses are Luke 
9:43; Acts 13:12). 

The reason for the reaction was the authority 
(£ESouola, exousia) of Jesus’ word. Two ideas are 
key here. First, Jesus’ authority is what impressed the 
people. Hendriksen’s long list (1978: 263-64) of 
items that make up the difference between the scribes 
and Jesus is too generalized to be helpful (e.g., truth 
versus evasive reasoning, preaching versus system, 
raised curiosity through illustration versus speeches 
dry as dust, teaching spoken as a lover of people 
versus teaching with a lack of love). The issue, as 
Luke puts it, is simply a matter of authority. What 
probably caused the reaction is that the scribes would 
teach from tradition, while Jesus would handle the 
text directly and independently. His word alone was 
sufficient. 

The second key idea involves the use of AOyoc 
QUTOD (logos autou, his word), which is another way 
to draw attention to Jesus as a teacher with God’s 
message. The theme of the word’s progress is key for 


Luke, especially in Acts where the word of God 
grows (Luke 5:1; 7:7; 22:61; 24:19; Acts 6:7; 8:4; 
12:24; 19:20; Danker 1988: 111; Leaney 1958: 120). 
The focus on the word and on Jesus’ authority keeps 
the attention right on Jesus and his teaching (Kittel, 
TDNT 4:106). The idea of Jesus’ authority reappears 
in Luke 4:36 to describe his miraculous work, but 
here the attention is only on his teaching. In short, 
Jesus speaks from God (Friedrich, TDNT 6:843). 
Liefeld (1984: 871) notes that the omission of any 
comparison between Jesus and the scribes, as in 
Mark 1:22, may be explained in one of two ways: 
Luke’s audience is basically Gentile and so would not 
be interested in the scribes (Wiefel 1988: 110), or 
Luke’s desire is to focus on Jesus alone. Jesus’ 
teaching makes an impression on the crowd, but later, 
Luke will reveal that this impression does not last 
(10:15). 


b. Unclean Spirit Cast Out (4:33-37) 


i. Demonic Cry of Recognition and Confession 
(4:33-34) 
4:33 Luke 4:33-37 marks the first miracle in Luke’s 


Gospel. That it is a battle with demonic forces is 
appropriate, for it is evil and Satan that Jesus seeks to 


overcome through his ministry. A man has a nveðua 
Satwoviou åkaðápTtov (pneuma daimoniou 
akathartou, an unclean demonic spirit). Aatuóvrov 
(daimonion, demon) is used twenty-three times in 
Luke’s Gospel.“ The combination TTveÜUA 
Satwoviou AKABAPTOL is unique, since usually 
one refers just to an unclean spirit (TTVEUUa 
AakadapTov, pneuma akatharton).' This phrase has 
been variously translated, depending on how the 
genitives are taken (Plummer 1896: 132). Some see a 
genitive of quality: “a spirit consisting in an unclean 
demon” (Alford 1874: 482; Leaney 1958: 120). 
Others see a reference to a genitive of apposition or 
epexegesis: “a spirit that is an unclean demon” 
(Bovon 1989: 222 n. 24). Still others suggest a 
genitive of possession: “a spirit possessed by an 
unclean demon.” Regardless of the classification 
chosen, the idea is that an outside evil force exercises 
its authority on this man. 

The demon’s description as unclean (Aka8apTov) 
is also taken in a variety of ways. Some suggest that 
the reference is material and alludes to the man’s 
filthy personal habits (Alford 1874: 482; Leaney 
1958: 120). Others suggest that the term is moral in 


force and refers to the demon’s evil character, since 
in Greek thought spirits could be good or evil.'* Some 
see both ideas present (Liefeld 1984: 872). 

It seems that dkaBdapTog should be seen primarily 
in a moral light. It refers to the spirit’s evil character, 
since no personal habits are described. Luke’s 
description is not any different from Mark’s (against 
equating Luke’s meaning to Mark’s is Schneider 
1977a: 114; but see Luke 8:2, 27, 29). Mark 1:23 
simply presents the more common description in its 
more concise form: EV TTVEÜHATL AKAHAPTW (en 
pneumati akathartö, with an unclean spirit). 

The presence of demon possession makes the issue 
of the passage clear. A confrontation exists between 
Jesus and the forces of evil, like his earlier encounter 
with the devil in 4:1-13. God’s power manifested in 
the anointed Jesus and the power of evil face off. The 
spiritual nature of this conflict is highlighted in 1 
John 3:8, but in Luke the conflict is put in terms of 
personal confrontation. Judaism knew that demonic 
power would be crushed in the messianic age (T. Zeb. 
cosmic confrontation is cast. The nature of the times 
and the victor are revealed by the battle. 


4:34 The demon’s reaction to Jesus’ presence occurs 
in the midst of Jesus’ teaching: he cries out and 
challenges Jesus. Such cries by demons who meet 
Jesus are common (Mark 3:11; 5:7; Matt. 8:29; Luke 
4:41; 8:28; Grundmann, TDNT 3:900; O. Betz, TDNT 
9:294). Except for €a, Luke 4:34 corresponds exactly 
in wording to Mark 1:24. The man begins with an 
emotional interjection. The origin and meaning of €a 
(ea) are uncertain (A. B. Bruce 1897: 492): is it an 
interjection meaning “ah!” or an imperative form of 
¿áw (ead, to leave alone) meaning “let me be!”?" It 
is clear from its use in 1 Clem. 39.5 that it is an 
emotive expression with imperatival force, for there 
it means “away then” (BAGD 211; BAA 425 [“a cry 
of unwillingness”: oho!]; Creed 1930: 70). BAGD 
regards a connection to the imperative here as 
possible. Either way, the remark is emotive, 
expressing surprise and/or displeasure. The line of 
emotion introduced here continues through the entire 
response. Jesus’ presence leaves the spirit feeling 
opposed and threatened (Van Der Loos 1965: 379). 
The spirit prefers that Jesus leave him alone, since 
he is afraid of what the teacher might do. The phrase 
TL Nut Kal 00L (ti hémin kai soi , what have you to 
do with us?) is a somewhat idiomatic expression for 


saying, “We have nothing to do with one another” or 

“Why interfere?” or “Why bother me?” or “Why bug 
me?” (Danker 1988: 111). The phrase appears in OT 

settings where one is surprised (Judg, 11:12; 1 Kings 
17:18; 2 Kings 3:13). The plural reference to “us” is 
idiomatic and will be discussed below. 

A vocative is used to address Jesus of Nazareth. 

A. B. Bruce (1897: 492) argues that Luke’s using the 
term Nacapnve (Nazaréne, of Nazareth) shows that 
he is using Mark, because Luke prefers to use 
NaCwpatoc (Nazoraios, Nazarean) (BAGD 532; 
BAA 1077). The personal reference to Jesus leads 
into the expression of the spirit’s real fear. 

The note of conflict comes in the question about 
whether Jesus has come to destroy. Such conflict 
between forces of good and evil is common (Isa. 11:4 
[of the root of Jesse against the wicked]; 1 Cor. 15:25 
[of Jesus’ ultimate victory]; Luke 8:28; 10:8-9, 17- 
19; 11:14-23; Mark 3:22-27; Matt. 12:22—30). The 
Spirit fears Jesus’ power. 

The antecedent of the twofold us (NUtv, hemin, 
and nudc, hémas) is debated. (1) Van Der Loos 
(1965: 379-80) suggests that it refers not just to the 
Spirit, but to all in the synagogue audience, as the 
Spirit attempts to alienate the audience from Jesus by 


raising the threat of destruction. But the recognition 
of Jesus as the Holy One is against this approach to 
the verse, for that remark is too positive to inspire 
fear in the audience. That the confession is given in 
the first person also speaks against this view. (2) 
Most opt for a reference to Jesus’ power over all evil 
spirits and see here an allusion to all evil forces that 
Jesus will tame (Plummer 1896: 134; Hendriksen 
1978: 264; Fitzmyer 1981: 545-46; Schürmann 1969: 
247; Luke 8:27, 30, 35, 38). As Schürmann notes, 
this is a reason why Jesus is called the Stronger One 
(3:16; 11:21-22). This view is certainly possible and 
reflects the note of conflict that dominates the 
passage. (3) Intriguing, and perhaps more unifying to 
the passage, is the view of Danker (1988: 111), who 
argues that NUdC is a reference to both the demon 
and the man. Thus the man, possessed by evil, is 
potentially subject to destruction. The demon, in 
effect, is challenging Jesus by saying, “In order to get 
me, you also have to destroy the man.” This 
interpretation explains the Lucan note about the 
man’s emerging unhurt (4:35). The miracle, then, 
would be not only the exorcism, but also the safe 
delivery of the man in the process. Luke knows that 
the possessed can be harmed by their tormentors 


(8:29; 9:39, 42; 11:14; 13:10-17; Schürmann 1969: 
249 n. 214). But in this case, Jesus will extract the 
evil force without harming the man. The power 
exerted involves Jesus’ total control of evil. Both 
Jesus and the man emerge victorious, a point the 
reader is to appreciate. It is hard to know whether 
view 2 or 3 is better here. It is possible that both may 
be correct: the demon senses that he is in trouble, but 
believes that for Jesus to get the demon and what he 
represents Jesus must also destroy the man. 

The spirit reveals the basis of his fear: Jesus is not 
just a Nazarean, he is the Holy One of God. He has a 
special anointing from God and is his servant. In the 
OT, similar titles refer to Aaron (Ps. 106:16 [105:16 
LXX]) and Elisha (2 Kings 4:9) (cf. the description 
of Samson in Judg. 13:7). Thus, some suggest that 
Jesus is seen only as a prophet or a commissioned 
figure here (Fitzmyer 1981: 546; Bovon 1989: 223). 
If one takes the passage by itself, such an allusion 
might be possible, but this association ignores Lucan 
literary factors. Luke makes a connection between 
the Holy One and the Davidic Messiah in 1:31-35. 
This connection appears again here in the 
conjunction of Son and Christ in 4:41 (Schneider 
1977a: 114, 117; Ernst 1977: 179; Schweizer 1984: 


99; Schürmann 1969: 249; Creed 1930: 70). Luke 
clearly sees a messianic conflict. The Lucan 
connections also make likely the view of Procksch 
(TDNT 1:101-2) that the Holy One of God refers to 
Jesus as the bearer of the Spirit. Thus, we have a 
battle between the unclean spirit and the one who has 
the Holy Spirit. As James 2:19 notes, demons have 
knowledge about God (Hendriksen 1978: 265). They 
also appear to know who Jesus is and to have some 
awareness of his power. This unclean spirit is very 
nervous about what Jesus will do. Evil has severe 
angst in the presence of righteousness ready to be 
exercised. 


ii. Rebuke by Jesus (4:35a) 


4:35a Jesus’ response is quick. He exercises his 
authority and rebukes (€METLUNGEV, epetimésen) the 
Spirit. Fitzmyer (1981: 546) notes that in Semitic this 
key word is a technical term for calling evil into 
submission and that this emphasis is absent in Greek 
sources.'® This Semitic lexical point argues against a 
Hellenistic Heiog Avnip (theios anér, divine man- 
wonder worker) approach to Jesus’ miracles. 
"ETULTLUGW is common in Luke (4:39; 8:24; 9:42). 
Jesus, unlike other exorcists, uses only his word and 


forgoes the usual rituals or incantations.” Jesus’ word 
is powerful and shows that he is indeed the “bearer of 
the Spirit.” 

Jesus calls on the unclean spirit to be silent and 
come out, a rebuke that many regard as preventing 
the spirit from making any more christological 
remarks about Jesus. Scholars speculate as to why 
Jesus would silence the spirit in these accounts (Mark 
1:25 = Luke 4:35a; also Mark 4:39). Liefeld (1984: 
872) gives three possible reasons for Jesus’ not 
wanting his position publicly declared: (1) He is not 
going to be a revolutionary against Rome; (2) he 
prefers his works to testify for him (Luke 7:18-23); 
and (3) Judaism had a belief that only certain types of 
self-proclamation were appropriate for Messiah 
(Longenecker 1970: 71-74). To this list could be 
added a hesitation to have positive testimony from 
such an inglorious figure. Such a confession might 
lead to the wrong conclusion about the source of 
Jesus’ power. However, it is not entirely certain that 
the silencing is only because of demonic confession 
(Theissen 1983: 144). Jesus may well be responding 
to the entire set of demonic remarks, including the 
demon’s hesitation to have Jesus deal with him. This 


comprehensive approach to Jesus’ call for silence is 
in harmony with the passage’s note of conflict. 


ii. Departure of the Demon (4:35b) 


4:35b The demon throws the man down. The 
description includes a term unique to exorcisms, 
BUTTW (rhiptö, to throw down).*: Luke’s account 
here is condensed in comparison to Mark 1:26, which 
speaks of convulsions and the voice’s crying out. The 
exorcism occurs amid the synagogue crowd. Luke’s 
note stresses the public character of the act. The 
demon departs, and the man is unharmed. The devil 
is defeated, and the man is protected. God’s power 
overcomes evil. God expresses his power 
dynamically through Jesus. Round one goes to Jesus. 
Such synagogue healings are frequent in the 
Synoptics (Mark 1:23-27 = Luke 4:33-36; Mark 
1:39 = Matt. 4:23; Mark 3:1-5 = Matt. 12:9-13 = 
Luke 6:6-10; Matt. 9:35; Luke 13:10-17; Schrage, 
TDNT 7:830 n. 210). 


iv. The Crowd’s Amazement at Jesus’ 
Authority (4:36) 


4:36 The crowd’s reaction to the exorcism is 
straightforward: they are amazed and begin to discuss 


the significance of what they have seen. The 
amazement reflects the occurrence of a work of 
divine power.” These are not everyday events. The 
crowd wonders, “What is this matter?” AOyoc 
(logos, matter; lit., word) describes the entire action 
surrounding the exorcism. The event is characterized 
as teaching, because it is a lesson in action. Mark 
1:27 makes clear that the idea of teaching is a focus 
in the discussion. The question by the crowd reflects 
a curiosity about Capernaum’s situation, especially in 
light of their dealing with a person with such power. 
The reason for their reaction follows. They are 
curious because (OTL, hoti) his teaching has authority 
and power. The phrase €v E£oVola Kal SUVALUEL 
(en exousia kai dynamei, with authority and power) is 
in an emphatic position in its clause, showing that 
Jesus’ power is the point. AUVAULC is used often by 
Luke for this miraculous type of exercise (Luke 5:17; 
6:19; 8:46; 9:1; Acts 3:12; 4:7; 6:8). Jesus is the 
Stronger One about whom John the Baptist talked 
(Luke 3:16; Schtirmann 1969: 247, 250). He 
possesses command over the world of evil. The evil 
forces obey him, even while they dominate people. 
Jesus’ first miracle, appropriately enough, is against 


the forces of evil, for he offers that which is good and 
holy to humanity. 


V. Spread of the Report (4:37) 


4:37 The action made an impression, and news 
circulated about Jesus throughout Galilee (identified 
in 4:31 as the region referred to in this verse). The 
expression EIG MAVTA TÓNOV THC TTEPLXWPOU (eis 
panta topon tes perichorou) emphasizes that the 
report went into each part of the region (Reicke, 
TDNT 5:888 n. 9). The report would highlight how 
the demon testified to Jesus’ power and authority. 
The event would raise questions about Jesus, and as a 
Sabbath healing it may have raised legal questions as 
well. But the word was out about Jesus, and yet 
Jesus’ work in Capernaum for this Sabbath was only 
starting. 


c. Simon’s Mother-in-Law Healed (4:38-39) 


4:38 From the synagogue, Jesus proceeded to the 
home of Simon (i.e., Peter). This is Luke’s first 
mention of him. That he is introduced without 
comment probably suggests that he is so well known 
that no comment is needed. Unlike Mark, Luke does 


not mention anyone besides Peter, perhaps because 
Luke has yet to narrate the disciples’ call. 

Peter’s home is in Capernaum. In John 1:44, his 
hometown is said to be Bethsaida, which is close to 
Capernaum. What we may have here is the difference 
between a boyhood town and a current residence, 
with Capernaum being Peter’s current home (Godet 
1875: 1.248). 

Peter’s mother-in-law lay ill at his house. 
Ilev8epäa (penthera) indicates that Peter was 
married, since it refers to a mother by marriage 
(Matt. 8:14; Ruth 1:14; 2:11; Plummer 1896: 136). 
First Corinthians 9:5 also indicates that Peter was 
married. In fact, tradition says that Peter’s wife was 
actively involved in women’s ministry and that Peter 
had children (Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 
3.30.1). 

The mother-in-law lay ill with a high fever. 
ZUVEXOUEVN (synechomené) refers to affliction with 
disease (Marshall 1978: 194; K6;ster, TDNT 7:877- 
85), and most see in this word an ancient medical 
term for a high-grade fever (TTLPETW UEYAAw, 
pyret megalo) that might have included dysentery.” 
Some reject a medical classification here, because 
Galen is said to reject the distinction between high- 


and low-grade fever, but his rejection of the 
distinction does not mean it did not exist.” 
Regardless, her serious condition led some 
unspecified people to ask Jesus about her, and they 
knew he could do something about it.” 

Schramm (1971: 88) notes that two terms are 
Lucan: OUVEXW (synechö, to afflict), which occurs 
nine times in Luke—Acts and once in Matthew, and 
€PWTAW (erdtad, to ask), which occurs twenty-two 
times in Luke—Acts, four times in Matthew, and three 
times in Mark. Luke has put the incident in his own 
words. 


4:39 Jesus shows his control and power when he 
stands over Peter’s mother-in-law and rebukes the 
fever. Enetiunoev (epetimésen, he rebuked) repeats 
the verb of 4:35 and leads many to suggest that Luke 
has an exorcism here (Ernst 1977: 181). Theissen 
(1983: 185) notes that the language is close to 
exorcism, but lacks a major motif for that 
classification (i.e., the description of the demon’s 
departure). Luke 8:24 uses the verb for a nature 
miracle, so that a demonic connection is not 
necessary. Rather the fever is personified, suggesting 
a connection between sin and disease (Deut. 28:22; T. 


Sol. 18.20, 23).”° In short, if this is an exorcism, Luke 
has not pointed it out by the form. 

The healing here is instantaneous, as the woman 
rises up and immediately ministers to those in the 
house. Her service to others indicates the totality of 
the instant recovery, while also showing a grateful 
response to the healing (Plummer 1896: 137; 
Schneider 1977a: 116; Fitzmyer 1981: 550). The use 
of TAaPaxpNua (parachrema, immediately) is 
Lucan, as is the use of the verb EMLOTNUL (ephistemi, 
to stand at).” In one day, Jesus has shown his 
authority over the demon-possessed and over illness. 
These are special days. 


d. Jesus’ Healings; Demonic Confessions 
(4:40-41) 


4:40 Jesus continued his healing activity after the 
sun had gone down and the Sabbath had passed.” 
Luke moves from describing a public healing of a 
demon-possessed man (4:34-37), to a semiprivate 
healing of a woman with a severe illness (4:38-39), 
to a public healing of people with a variety of 
diseases (4:40-41). The scope of what Jesus does 
gets broader and broader. Luke will also distinguish 
between the sick in 4:40 and the possessed in 4:41.” 


The account is similar to Mark 1:32—34, though 
Luke’s description of the event’s timing is simpler 
than Mark’s by taking only one of Mark’s two 
temporal phrases (the sunset). Interestingly enough, 
Matthew 8:16 has Mark’s other phrase, a reference to 
its becoming night, a point that adherents of Marcan 
priority say shows that Mark is the first Gospel.” 
Five elements distinguish Luke’s presentation: (1) 
shortening the temporal reference, (2) separating the 
sick from the possessed, (3) omitting the setting at 
the city gate, (4) mentioning of the laying on of 
hands, and (5) specifying the confession of the 
possessed (Fitzmyer 1981: 552). 

Jesus attends to each of the sick individually, an act 
that shows his concern and compassion. He also lays 
hands on them (so also Luke 13:13; Mark 5:23; 6:5; 
7:32; 8:23, 25; 16:18). The significance of this act is 
variously understood. Some see a magical quality in 
the laying on of hands, but this ignores Jesus’ healing 
by various means; for example, he did not always 
touch the person (Plummer 1896: 138; Luke 7:1-10). 
More likely it represents the touch of personal care 
(Godet 1875: 1.250), or is a sign of blessing (Ernst 
1977: 182; Plummer 1896: 138; Gen. 48:14; Lev. 
9:22-23; Luke 13:13), or pictures the connection 


between Jesus and the one healed so that the sick one 
is “recreated” (Van Der Loos 1983: 321). The use of 
hands for healing is rare in Judaism, but does exist 
(Marshall 1978: 196; Fitzmyer 1981: 553; 1QapGen 
20.28-29; Lohse, TDNT 9:428; Flusser 1957). 

Jesus’ care here has a personal touch to it. Luke 
often mentions this “to each one” character of Jesus’ 
ministry.** The summary’s presence indicates that the 
healings specifically referred to in the Gospel are but 
a sample of Jesus’ work. The response to Jesus shows 
his initial popularity. 


4:41 Jesus deals not only with the possessed, but 
also with the sick. He exorcises these hostile spirits 
and can do so on a regular basis. Such battles are 
common for Jesus (Luke 8:2; Mark 1:34; 3:10-11; 
Matt. 12:22; 17:18; Beyer, TDNT 3:130). As they 
depart, the demons confess Jesus to be the Son of 
God. The world of spirits knows who Jesus is. This 
perception stands in contrast with the man’s struggle 
to determine who he is (Liefeld 1984: 874). The 
spirits’ confession shows that they recognize the 
presence of the program Jesus outlined in Luke 4:18- 
19. Once again, Jesus rebukes the spirits as he 
exorcises them (4:35, 39). That the rebuke is heeded 
shows his authority. 


With the rebuke comes a call to be silent. The most 
likely reasons why the silence might have been 
commanded are that the demons represented an 
“undesirable” endorsement (Danker 1988: 113) and 
that the popular reaction to a Messiah might have 
included political expectations that Jesus wished to 
avoid.” The description here is paralleled in another 
summary, Mark 3:10-11. 

The key to this passage is the christological 
confession of 4:41. What does Luke intend by his use 
of the terms 0 UiOc TOD BED (ho huios tou theou, 
Son of God) and TOV YPLOTOV (ton christon, 
Christ)? Many see a confession of Jesus’ divinity in 
the first title, citing 1:31—35, while the second title 
refers to his regal office (Godet 1875: 1.251; 
Marshall 1978: 197; Schürmann 1969: 253-54). 
Others see the terms as synonymous here (Schneider 
1977a: 117 [who calls the two almost identical in 
force]; Klostermann 1929: 67; Fitzmyer 1981: 554). 
The key is given at the end of the verse, where the 
reason for the silence is indicated by the second use 
of OTL (hoti, because). The silencing is because the 
demons knew him to be TOV YPLOTOV. This 
additional explanation appears only in Luke, and it 
argues against seeing the terms 0 LLOG TOU HeoÜü 


and TOV YpLoTOV differently here. It is Jesus’ 
anointed position as the Christ that Luke stresses, 
though the christological presentation later in Luke— 
Acts indicates that Luke sees even more in Jesus. If 
the titles had been reversed then a more 
comprehensive christological confession could be 
defended. Luke’s christological presentation is well 
thought out and is designed to let the reader see who 
Jesus is one step at a time (Bock 1987: 63, 66, 262— 
70). Again, the issue in the exorcisms is the authority 
of Jesus, which points to the presence of a special 
time. 


e. Jesus’ Mission to Preach the Kingdom (4:42—44) 


4:42 The citizens of Capernaum attempt to keep 
Jesus in their city, but fail. Luke 4:42—43 is paralleled 
in Mark 1:35-38. Luke has five differences in the 
paragraph, but the changes do not alter the passage’s 
basic meaning (Fitzmyer 1981: 556). Jesus begins the 
new day by venturing out to a secluded locale,” 
which he often did (Matt. 14:13; Mark 1:35, 45; 6:31; 
Luke 5:16; John 11:54; Kittel, TDNT 2:658). Mark 
tells us that he goes specifically to pray. That Luke 
lacks this point is interesting in light of his emphasis 
on prayer (3:21; 5:16; 6:12; 9:18, 28). The normal 


explanation for this omission is that Luke wanted to 
focus only on the issue of mission here and so will 
refer to prayer in 5:16 (Creed 1930: 72; Luce 1933: 
125). This explanation seems lame. Luke uses 
references to prayer close together (9:18, 28), while 
the mention of it here would fit his tendency to speak 
of it at key transition points. It seems better to see an 
additional source here distinct from Mark. Marshall 
(1978: 197) and Lohmeyer (1959: 42) allude to such 
a traditional source.” It might even be possible that 
Luke did not use Mark here at all for this summary. 

The crowd seeks out Jesus. Mark refers specifically 
to Simon and company, but goes on to mention in 
Mark 1:37 that they represent others. Luke’s version 
is compressed (Hendriksen 1978: 272). But only 
Luke points out that they wish for him to stay. This 
desire stands in contrast to the Nazareans’ reaction to 
Jesus in Luke 4:28-29. Jesus will reply that his 
mission requires that he move on. 


4:43 Jesus refuses to stay in Capernaum, because 
staying in one place would be counter to his mission. 
It is interesting that two of the terms appearing here 
also were found in the description of Jesus’ mission 
in 4:18: edayyeAloaodau (euangelisasthai, to 


preach the good news) and ATTEOTAANV (apestalén, I 
was sent). Jesus has a commission, which he must 
heed. It involves the message of the kingdom’s 
nearness (Danker 1988: 114; Schürmann 1969: 255). 
There is a necessity to his work, as the use of dei 
(dei, it is necessary) indicates.” The message is the 
powerful means that Jesus uses to announce 
salvation’s approach. 

Jesus’ message concerns God’s kingdom (Nn 
Baoıketa Tov Beoü, he basileia tou theou), a phrase 
that appears thirty-one times in Luke and six times in 
Acts. In addition, the single term BaoUsia appears 
with reference to the kingdom of God six more times 
in the Gospel (Fitzmyer 1981: 557; on the Jewish 
concept, see C. F. Evans 1990: 284-85). The 
kingdom’s meaning in Luke is complex. It has both a 
present and a future element in it and at any point 
either emphasis or both ideas together can appear, 
depending on the context (Marshall 1970: 128—36; 
Ellis 1972). The kingdom is the topic not only of 
Jesus’ preaching but also of his disciples. The 
messages of the apostles, including Paul, include the 
message of the kingdom (Luke 8:1, 10; 9:2; 10:9; 
Acts 8:12; 28:23, 31; K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:583; 
Friedrich, TDNT 2:718). The carryover of this term 


into Acts shows a key point of continuity between 
Jesus’ message and the apostolic preaching. Some 
passages emphasize the kingdom’s nearness or its 
having come (Luke 10:9, 11; 11:20; 12:32; 16:16; 
17:20-21; 23:42-43), while other texts clearly look 
to the total manifestation of that rule in the 
millennium and thereafter (21:31; 13:29).”” This 
“already—not yet” quality to the kingdom is like many 
other areas in NT theology,” and one should not seek 
to remove either side of the tension. In the “already” 
period come the demonstration of Jesus’ authority 
over evil, his ability to deal with sin, and his reign at 
the right hand of God (Luke 10:9; 11:20; Acts 2:30- 
36). In the “not yet” period will come the total 
demonstration of that authority on earth and the 
fulfillment of all the promises made to Israel, as Acts 
1:10-11 and 3:19-25 suggest. In terms of 
contemporary theological systems, amillennialism 
tends to minimize the “not yet” period, while older 
dispensationalism has tended to understate the 
“already.”*? It is the message of this total program 
that Jesus brings. 


4:44 So Jesus takes his message into the synagogues 
of other cities and preaches there. Conzelmann 


(1960: 38-41) argues for Lucan imprecision here, 
since Luke clearly sees Jesus in Galilee. But it is 
better here to see a broad meaning for lovédata 
(Judea), which refers to the entire land of the Jews, as 
occurs in Luke 1:5; 6:17; 7:17; 23:5; Acts 10:37 
(Creed 1930: 73; Klostermann 1929: 68; Ernst 1977: 
183-84; Fitzmyer 1981: 558). So Jesus preaches his 
message in Galilee and Judea. But Luke will also use 
Touéaid more narrowly (Luke 1:39, 65; 2:4; 3:1; 
9:17; 21:21). Jesus ministers to all the Jews. Luke’s 
summary is broader geographically than Mark’s or 
Matthew’s. Luke highlights the scope of Jesus’ 
ministry. 


Summary 


Luke 4:31—44 shows that Jesus’ ministry is a 
mixture of authoritative teaching and healing. 
Jesus’ first miracle is an exorcism. The conflict 
that it depicts is fundamental to the Lucan picture 
of Jesus. The Anointed One has great authority 
and power. His power extends into the hidden 
world and rules cosmic forces. Such power can 
free a person from the evil forces that affect life. It 
is teaching in action, an illustration of his power. 
Jesus is no mere moralist. Neither is he merely a 


great motivator and psychologist. He is one with 
authority to defeat the evil forces that can 
dominate humanity. The reader is put in the place 
of those in the synagogue who ask about Jesus’ 
power and authority. The story makes clear where 
ultimate power resides. It is not in the spirits of 
evil that oppress humans. Jesus can deal with the 
evil one and restore people. 

In addition, Jesus’ authority is presented in an 
ever-widening scope. He heals the relative of a 
friend, Peter; he ministers to multitudes, heals the 
sick, and exorcises the demon-possessed. So 
impressed are those around him that they ask him 
to stay. But Jesus’ mission calls him to all of his 
people, so he must journey through Israel with the 
message of God’s approaching rule. Jesus’ call 
requires that he press on. As he goes he will 
continue to demonstrate the authority that allows 
him to lay claim to people’s devotion and 
commitment. Any reader who does not know 
Jesus is challenged to see that Jesus came to 
minister and present God’s kingdom. One need 
only respond to him. Those who know him stand 
reassured that he delivers what he offers. 


Additional Notes 


4:31. Variant spellings of the ancient city’s name lead to a minor text- 
critical problem. The spelling Kanepvaoúu is found in A, C, L, 
0, Y, family 1, family 13, and Byz. Greater distribution between 
families exists for the spelling Kagapvaov U, which is found in 


X, B, D, and W. In either case, the village is clearly Capernaum. 


4:33. Fitzmyer (1981: 542-43) classifies miracles in various forms: 
exorcism, healing, resuscitation, and nature. Theissen (1983: 81- 
118) divides miracles into six categories: exorcism, healing, 
epiphany, rescue, gift, and rule. The differences are easy to explain. 
Theissen further classifies some of the nature miracles in terms of 
their express purpose, that is, to rescue or to give provision. Rule 
miracles involve healings whose goal is not just to heal, but to show 
authority (e.g., the healing of the paralytic; see the exegesis of 5:24). 
The epiphanies, on the other hand, are postresurrection phenomena 
and do not involve the presence of an outside figure who needs 
healing. The difference between exorcisms and healings is 
determined by the express mention of evil forces in the case of 
possession, a biblical distinction that is interesting in light of modern 
attempts to reduce all the miracles to physical or psychological 
explanation.*2 Healings have no mention of hostile forces. What is 


present in this account is an exorcism, since a being possesses this 


man. The next account, in contrast, is a healing (4:38-39). 


4:33. What is demon possession of a person? It is clear that 
something other than just sickness is in view, since a distinction 
between illness and possession exists (Matt. 4:24; Luke 4:40-41; 
7:21; 9:1; 13:32). On the other hand, some overlapping also exists, 
for a possessed person can exhibit physical consequences (11:14; 
13:11, 16; 9:39; 8:29). Hendriksen (1978: 264) resists any attempts 
to tie these possessions to illness or insanity, probably out of fear 
that the supernatural character of the description is then removed. 
The dispute is a worldview issue. Those who reject the spirit world 
seek natural or literary explanations for these exorcisms and regard 
naturalistic classification as exhausting the issue. Others recognize 
that possession may manifest itself in various ways, which may look 
on the surface like simple illness or psychosis. Yet though noting the 
presence of physical symptoms, they realize that more is here than 
mental or physical illness. This latter approach is taken by Van Der 
Loos, who (1983: 371-78) sees the manifestation of possession as 
akin to multiple personality. Hendriksen (1973: 437) rejects sucha 
description, arguing that in exorcisms the spirit is portrayed as 
physically departing (as into the swine) and that the healing is 
instantaneous and not prolonged, as in psychotherapy. Hendriksen 
speaks instead of distinct “personality possession.” But neither of 
Hendriksen’s objections is decisive in proving that it is wrong to 
describe a possessed person’s appearance and behavior in physical 


or psychological terms. As long as the description is not reduced to 
purely natural terms, illness may describe how the possessed one 
manifests his or her condition. 

The work of Van Der Loos has the merit of comparing accounts of 
how people in the Third World describe such phenomena. What 
demon possession looks like to the outside observer may be little 
different from other purely medical or psychological conditions, but it 
is clear in Luke’s view that sometimes there is a spiritual presence 


behind the scenes that is the real cause of the problem. 


4:34. Luke uses Nacapnvoc in Luke 4:34; 24:19; and 
Nalwpaiog in Luke 18:37; Acts 2:22; 3:6; 4:10; 6:14; 22:8; 
24:5; 26:9. Interestingly, the uses in Acts tend to come in speech 
material, which may suggest that Luke’s usage is also traditional. 
Mark prefers Nacapnvoc (Mark 1:24; 10:47; 14:67; 16:6), while 
not using Nacw patoc at all—which suggests that Luke follows 
Mark here. 


4:35b-37. The wording of Luke 4:35b-37, though very close to Mark 
1:25-28, is distinct from it. In fact, the two accounts almost 
paraphrase each other while dealing with similar matters in similar 
sequence. Bothered by the claim that Mark was used by Luke, 
Godet (1875: 1.247) asks why Matthew would omit this account, 
which would seem to suggest that Luke used an independent 
source, a question that on the surface looks quite valid. Most reply 
that Matt. 8:28-34 with its healing of a demoniac is sufficient in 


Matthew’s mind to show how Jesus dealt with the possessed.*+ But 
the omission is a little out of character for Matthew. Those who prefer 
Matthean priority and place Mark last must attribute the account of 
this miracle to a Lucan special source, which Mark has taken over 
and altered in wording. If Mark is the second Gospel in order, then 
Mark still had access to a source which Luke drew from through 
Mark. 

The issue of whether Luke used an independent source can be 
discussed with more confidence. Schramm (1971: 87) and Plummer 
(1896: 135-36) together list six elements in these verses that are 
characteristic of Luke: 


1. The combination EVEVETO and EITL occurs 
five times in Luke’s Gospel (1:65; 3:2; 4:25, 36; 23:44), 
once in Mark (15:33), and once in Matthew (27:45). Since 
the two non-Lucan examples are parallel to Luke 23:44, 
the expression’s use in those Gospels is probably a 
reflection of tradition. 


2. OauBoc is unique to Luke (Luke 4:36; 5:9; 
Acts 3:10). 

3. IIpoc GAANAOUG occurs twelve times in 
Luke-Acts, four times in Mark, and not at all in Matthew. 

4. DOAAAAEW occurs in Matt. 17:3; Mark 9:4; 


Luke 4:36; 9:30; 22:4: and Acts 25:21. However, the 
sample for this point is small. 


5. Of the thirteen uses of WOTE in Mark, none are 
repeated in Luke, though Luke does use the term four 
times himself (Luke 4:29; 5:7; 12:1; 20:20). 

6. “"Hxoc is used by Luke alone among the 
Gospel writers (Luke 4:37; 21:25; Acts 2:2; Heb. 12:19). 


These arguments are of varying weight, but 
suggest that Luke has done some stylistic 
work on his sources and that he is probably 
responsible for the wording of Luke 4:36-37. 
Both Mark and Luke make the same point 
about Jesus’ authority, despite these 
differences of style and wording. 

4:44. Most manuscripts (Byz, D, Y, A, A, ©, family 
13) read TaAtAatac (Galilee) instead of Tovdatac 
(Judea) (D, Y, and family 13 also read the accusative 
TAC OLVAyWYGG, not the dative Tac 
ovvaywyatic). Godet (1875: 1.252-53) favors this 
reading. Nevertheless, most scholars see TouSatac 
as the original text here, because it is hard to explain 
how it came into the text tradition as a variant. Thus, 
it is the harder reading and more likely to be original, 


reading are P”, X, B, and Lect. TadAtAatac as a 


variant can be explained as assimilation to Mark 1:39 
and Matt. 4:23. 


B. Gathering of Disciples (5:1-6:16) 


Luke introduces a new key element in Jesus’ 
ministry: the gathering of disciples. In fact, much of 
4:31-6:16 reflects this focus. Luke 4:31—44 relates 
one day’s ministry in Capernaum and explains why 
people became interested in Jesus. But where should 
Jesus’ mission and an interest in him lead? What type 
of people come to him? Luke 5:1-11 gives Jesus’ 
answer in the picture of the miraculous catch of fish. 
Here is the first discipleship passage, which also is a 
call to mission. Those who respond to Jesus are to 
follow him in calling people to God. They are to be 
“fishers of people,” even though they, as fishers, are 
sinners. Luke 5:12-26 contains two more miracles of 
authority, further confirming the scope of the leader’s 
power. Luke 5:27—32 describes the call of Levi, the 
hated tax collector, who joins the cause. Luke 5:33- 
6:11 presents three controversies surrounding Jesus. 
They show that his way is a new way, which cannot 
be mixed with the current form of Judaism. The new 
way rests on the Son of Man’s authority and 
ministers to the needs of all with compassion. Luke 
6:12-16 narrates the call of the Twelve, as Jesus 
singles out a group of disciples for a special role. 


Theobald (1984) argues for a sevenfold structure in 
this unit: Luke 5:1-11, 5:27-39, and 6:12-16 are call 
scenes; 5:12—16 and 5:17—26 are healings; 6:1-5 and 
6:6-11 are Sabbath episodes. The contrast is between 
gathering disciples and the rise of opposition. 

With the disciples in place and apostles chosen, 
6:17—49 presents Jesus’ teaching to those disciples in 
the Sermon on the Plain. The disciple is to trust God 
and love people. Jesus’ earthly ministry has three 
elements: teaching, miraculous work, and gathering 
of disciples. In addition, there is hostile reaction to 
Jesus, because he does not follow all of the Jewish 
customs. Jesus brings a new way and is forming a 
new community, but he also brings God’s promise 
and rule. Those whom Jesus calls come from various 
backgrounds: fishers, tax collectors, lepers, 
paralytics, and other people in need (like the man 
with a withered hand). His ministry is open to all, and 
the disciples who follow him are to gather even more 
people, like themselves, to him. The means that God 
uses to “catch” others include the disciples’ faithful 
walk with God, their message, and their ministry of 
love and compassion to all. 

Though these disciples come from various 
backgrounds, they all have one thing in common: 


They do not come because they deserve God’s gift; 
they come because they know that they need his 
grace. Peter, at first, thinks that his sin means that he 
can have nothing to do with Jesus. But Jesus, by his 
actions and teaching, shows that the realization that 
one is a Sinner is fundamental to spiritual growth. In 
fact, this sinful condition is the very reason one 
should experience God’s grace and encourage others 
to enter into it. Disciples are sinners who consciously 
enter into the Physician’s transforming care (5:30- 
32). They are fish rescued by the saving net of God’s 
grace. Peter is a sinner, but the Son of Man has 
authority on earth to forgive sin (5:24) and, as the 
Great Physician, to bring healing to the wounds 
caused by it (5:31-32). Jesus gathers disciples not 
because he needs them, but because they need him. 


1. Miraculous Catch and Peter (5:1— 
11) 


In Luke 5:1-11, the focus is on Jesus’ knowledge, 
the human condition, and the opportunity to share 
in God’s task. Jesus can be trusted. In fact, he 


knows people better than they know themselves. 
This is pictured in Jesus’ knowing how to fish 
better than the fishermen do. What they could not 
do the night before, even though fishing was their 
profession, Jesus enables them to do with amazing 
results. More importantly, despite the presence of 
sinfulness in the fishermen, Jesus still asks sinful 
people like Peter to join him in fishing for people. 
To be a “fisher of people” is to be a “fish” who is 
able to relate what it means to be pulled out of 
dangerous waters by God’s grace. 

In the event itself, several points are worth 
noting (Liefeld 1984: 876). (1) The focus in this 
account is largely on Peter. He is isolated as the 
first disciple chosen by Jesus. In fact, this account 
may well explain the prominence that Peter will 
come to have. Jesus called Peter early in his 
ministry. (2) The miracle highlights Jesus’ 
knowledge and holiness. Peter knows that he 
stands as a sinner before Jesus. Peter knows that 
such a catch is possible only because Jesus has 
access to divine power. (3) When the account 
ends, a change of vocation is suggested. The 
called follow Jesus and leave their nets. The 
response to Jesus’ ministry is not all negative, 


despite the setback of the Nazareth incident (4:16— 
30). Many are responding to Jesus and some are 
responding completely. Jesus ministers to sinners 
and calls them to let him transform them. They 
have new lives and vocations as a result of 
knowing him. 


Sources and Historicity 


The nature of the event and its relationship to other events in the 
Gospels (in particular, Mark 1:16-20 and John 21:1-14) are much 
discussed. Some see this account as a postresurrection event 
projected back into the life of Jesus;4 conversely, others see it as an 
event from Jesus’ life that John projected forward into the 
postresurrection period (Schweizer 1984: 103). R. Brown (1970: 
1090) notes ten points of connection between John 21 and Luke 5:2 


1. The disciples have fished all night and have 
caught nothing. 

2. Jesus tells them to cast their nets (in John: from 
the beach; in Luke: from the boat). 

3. Directions are followed, and a large catch results. 

4. The catch affects the nets (but differently in each 
Gospel). 


5, Peter reacts to the catch (though the beloved 
disciple also speaks in John). 

6. Jesus is called Lord (but the sense of this title in 
the two Gospels differs). 

T. The other fishermen say nothing (only if one 
excludes the beloved disciple’s comments in John). 

8. The theme of following Jesus ends each account 
(Brown appeals to John 21:19, 22, which, however, 
belongs to a subsequent event). 


9. The catch symbolizes a successful missionary 
endeavor. 
10. Some vocabulary overlaps, especially the name 


Simon Peter, which appears only here in Luke. 

11. To Brown’s list, Fitzmyer (1981: 561) adds the 
absence of any mention of Andrew in either account (cf. 
Mark 1:16). 


Though the miracles in Luke 5 and John 21 are similar, they are 
distinct and should not be identified (Van Der Loos 1965: 670). The 
main reason for the separation is not only the clearly distinguished 
settings, but also the differences in the description of the nets, 
Peter’s reaction, and Jesus’ location during the event. In Luke 5:6 
the nets are breaking; in John 21:11 they are not. In Luke 5:8 Peter 
bows before Jesus; in John 21:7 he flees. In Luke 5:3 Jesus is in the 
boat; in John 21:4 he is on the beach. Surely if the same event were 


in view, these differences would not be present. 


The relationship to Mark 1 is much more difficult, and its resolution 
is less than certain. Many see Luke developing Mark 1:16-20 by 
filling in details that Mark chose not to discuss.2 This approach is 
possible because the call to become fishers of people is shared in 
both texts and the same group of people are present in the accounts, 
with the exception of Andrew. In addition, the setting at the Sea of 
Gennesaret (Galilee) is the same. 

Nevertheless, seeing two events is also possible (Carson 1984: 
119; Alford 1874: 484-85; Geldenhuys 1951: 180-81; Marshall 1978: 
201 [apparently]). (1) In Mark 1:19 the fishermen are mending nets, 
not washing them as in Luke. This difference is not great, as both 
might occur at the same time, but the difference in detail is 
noteworthy. (2) In addition, a distinct set of nets may be in view in 
each account (Marshall 1978: 202; see the exegesis of 5:5). (3) The 
absence of Andrew is peculiar, if Mark’s account is being developed 
by Luke, since the structure of two pairs of fishermen from Mark is 
ignored here. Good arguments can be assembled either way. It is 
quite possible to explain the differences simply as Mark’s telescoping 
his account, especially since the mended nets belong not to Peter, 
but to James and John (Luke 5:2 with 5:7; Matt. 4:21; Mark 1:19).4 
Nevertheless, it can also be argued that Luke is narrating a distinct 
account here, one that gives rationale for why these disciples were 
so quick to leave all for Jesus. The difficulty is that Luke could simply 
be filling in details for an event that Mark told in summary form. If 
one event is present, then Luke has probably delayed his account, 


so he could first give a summary of Jesus’ preaching and active 
ministry. The delay allows him to develop the theme of gathering 
disciples in one section. On the other hand, seeing two events here 
may explain Jesus’ previous contact with Peter in Luke 4:38-39 in 
that they also had contact in the Mark 1 account, which Luke has 
omitted. Two events may suggest that Jesus’ teaching and activity, 
as noted in Luke 5:1-11, helped to solidify the association between 
Jesus and these men. It is a difficult choice. Matthew 4:18-22 
parallels Mark in terms of its placement and description of a 
nonmiraculous call. It may be that two events are in view here, with 
Luke narrating the final event of the pair. 

In fact, Fitzmyer (1981: 560) notes three differences between 
Mark and Luke that seem to suggest distinct events. (1) Jesus 
teaches in Luke 5:1-3 and is not merely passing by as in Mark 1:16 
and Matt. 4:18. (2) In Luke, the call is made after the miracle (Luke 
5:4-9); in Mark 1:16-17, 19-20 and Matt. 4:18-19, 21-22, the nets 
are merely being cast and washed. In other words, in Luke’s Gospel 
Jesus causes the men to fish, while the other Synoptics have them 
fishing already. To Fitzmyer’s observation on this point, | add one 
more detail. In the one-event view, it is strange that the “developed” 
Lucan account has only one call, while the “simpler” Matthew and 
Mark have two. (3) The call in Luke 5:10 is made exclusively to 
Simon but all follow, whereas in Mark and Matthew, all are called. In 
Mark 1:17 and Matt. 4:19, the call to be fishers of people is made to 
both Simon and Andrew. Though Fitzmyer explains the differences in 


his own way (see below), they seem significant enough to suggest 
distinct events. 

Obviously, the source issue relates to the discussion of parallel 
texts (Luce 1933: 127; Marshall 1978: 199-200; Fitzmyer 1981: 
559-62). Four approaches exist: (1) Luke represents a mixing of 
John and Mark (Creed 1930: 74); (2) the account is strictly Lucan 
and allegorical;2 (3) Luke uses an independent source; or (4) Luke 
uses mostly an independent source but with touches of Mark. The 
position one takes here is determined by how one sees the 
relationship between the events, though positions 3 and 4 are each 
possible. If one sees an independent event, then an independent 
source becomes likely (view 3). The differences in the accounts lean 
in this direction. Of course, Matthean prioritists will see Luke as 
either independent or as drawing on Matt. 4:18-22. 

One’s view of the event’s historicity is tied to one’s view about 
miracles. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 281-82) 
rejects the sayings in the scene by arguing that the account is a 
rewrite of Mark (5:4, 10 is printed in black type). Though they 
acknowledge that Jesus may have used the metaphor of fishing to 
catch people, they argue that such a saying would not have 
circulated in the oral tradition. But this is a mere assertion. Did not 
the oral tradition tell miracle stories? Could not such a saying be 
included in this type of account? Most scholars see a developed 
tradition-history here. Even Crossan (1991: 410) argues that the 
miracle was deleted from the tradition at a later stage, with Mark at 


the end of a John—Luke—Mark sequence! Against Crossan, my 
earlier analysis questions linking this event to John or seeing a 
strong link to Mark. Something other than fabrication must explain 
this account’s miraculous thrust, unless one’s worldview shuts out 
the option of miracle. Nolland (1989: 220) rightly argues that the 
saying and miracle are tightly linked and cannot be separated. | 
prefer to see the account this way and to acknowledge that the event 
has historical roots. (On the historicity of 5:8, see the additional note 
on that verse.) 


The form of the account is discussed by 
Bultmann (1963: 217-18) in his section on 
miracle stories, where he calls it a nature miracle.® 
Theissen (1983: 321) calls it a gift miracle, 
because of what is provided. Fitzmyer (1981: 
562) prefers the classification “pronouncement 
story” because of the key saying at the end. What 
this debate really evidences is the presence of a 
mixed form: miracle and pronouncement. Talbert 
(1982: 60-61) describes the account as a 
“commission narrative,” which also emphasizes 
the importance and function of the 
pronouncement.’ There is no need to insist that a 
form must be simple and have only one point of 
focus. The miracle lays the basis for the 


realization about who Jesus is in comparison to 
other people. In doing so, it lays the groundwork 
for the commission." 

The outline of Luke 5:1-11 is as follows: 


a. Setting: teaching from Simon’s boat (5:1-3) 
b. The marvelous fisherman and his promise 
(5:4-11) 
i. Miracle of the catch (5:4-7) 


(1) Jesus’ command (5:4) 
(2) Peter’s trust (5:5) 
(3) Full catch (5:6-7) 


ii. Response to the miracle: confession and 
commission (5:8-11) 


(1) Peter’s confession and fear (5:8— 
10a) 

(2) Promise of new fish (5:10b) 

(3) Departure to follow Jesus (5:11) 


Numerous themes dominate the account. The 
knowledge of Jesus stands out as he points the 
way to the catch. Jesus’ greatness is clearly 
confessed by Peter. The gathering of a special 
group of disciples begins. Peter is the first among 
many who will follow him. So, Jesus’ call to 
mission is compared to fishing. Luke does not 


hide the key role of Peter in this gathering of 
disciples. But more significant still is Peter’s 
transformation from sinner to “fisherman.” 
Though the call of these disciples is the callto a 
special group, many of their responses are 
exemplary. Peter’s humble perception of himself 
as a sinner before the Lord is a key realization 
about Jesus’ greatness and humanity’s condition. 
It leads to a sense of dependence on which 
discipleship is based. Peter’s faith is also 
exemplary. The importance of mission is a key 
theme. The picture of Peter’s transformation from 
sinner to “fisher” is significant. The 
transformation results in action when Peter leaves 
his nets, with others following. Jesus is the one 
capable of leading people; accordingly, they 
should respond totally to what he asks of them. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


1 While the people pressed upon him to hear the word of God, he 
was standing by the Lake of Gennesaret. ?And he saw two boats by 
the lake; but the fishermen, having gone out from them, were 
washing their nets. *And getting into one of the boats, which was 


Simon’s, he asked him to put out a little from the land and, sitting 
down, he taught the crowd from the boat. 

f And when he finished speaking, he said to Simon, “Put out to 
sea and let down your nets for a catch.” “And Simon replied, “Master, 
we have labored through the entire night and caught nothing; but 
upon your word | shall let down the nets.” ŝAnd when they did this, 
the nets enclosed a great many fish, and the nets began to break. 
“And they signaled to their partners in the other boat to come and 
help them. They came and filled both boats so that they began to 
sink. And when Simon Peter saw it he fell at Jesus’ knees, saying, 
“Go away, for | am a sinful man, Lord.” 2For he was astonished, and 
all that were with him, at the catch of fish that they had taken; *°and 
so alSo were James and John, sons of Zebedee, who were partners 
with Simon. And Jesus said to Simon, “Do not be afraid; for you will 
be fishers of men.” “And when they had brought their boats to land, 
they left everything and followed him. 


a. Setting: Teaching from Simon’s Boat 
(5:1-3) 


5:1 Before telling about the miraculous catch, 5:1-3 
contains a summary to indicate that Jesus was 
teaching the crowd. Tov 6yAov (ton ochlon) here 
refers simply to the curious masses, not to the 
responsive (R. Meyer, TDNT 5:586; Luke 6:19; 7:9; 
8:40; 9:18; 19:3; 23:48). Jesus obviously was 


becoming a popular figure, for the crowd pressed 
near him, straining to hear him (niKetua,, 

23:23; Acts 27:20). Eventually Jesus will withdraw to 
Peter’s boat to avoid the crush (5:3). 

What the crowd has come to hear is the word of 
God (TOV AOyov TOD Beoü, ton logon tou theou). 
This is probably a genitive of source—“the word 
from God”—that is, a message based on revelation 
from the heavenly Father. The phrase is a key one for 
Luke in that he later applies it to apostolic and early 
church teaching (Luke 8:11, 21; 11:28; and fourteen 
times in Acts; Fitzmyer 1981: 565; note that three of 
the fourteen uses in Acts [13:44, 48; 16:32] are 
disputed on text-critical grounds). The phrase in the 
other Synoptics occurs clearly only once in Mark 
7:13 and probably also in Matt. 15:6, so it reflects a 
Lucan emphasis.“ The expression stresses not only 
the source but also the authority of Jesus’ message. It 
also serves, by its usage in Acts, to suggest continuity 
between what the apostles offer and what Jesus has 
taught. Their message is nothing less than 
revelation. '* 

The locale of the teaching is the Lake of 
Gennesaret, also known as the Sea of Galilee (Matt. 


4:18; Mark 1:16). It was named after a region south 
of Capernaum that was situated on a fertile and 
thickly populated plain (BAGD 156; BAA 312; 
Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.1 828; Jewish War 3.10.7- 
8 88506-21; 1 Macc. 11:67); the current name is el- 
Ghuweir. In the OT, the site was called the Kinnereth 
or Chinnereth (Num. 34:11; Josh. 11:2; 19:35; 


(1981: 565) notes that the description of Gennesaret 
as a lake (Aluvnv, limnén) is precise.” The lake is 
about eight miles by fourteen miles in size and was a 
popular locale for fishing. This is the only time in 
Luke that Jesus teaches by a lake, but Jesus is often 
portrayed as teaching in natural settings (Matt. 5:1; 
Luke 6:17; Mark 8:1, 4; Hendriksen 1978: 281). 
Conzelmann (1960: 42) says that the lake represents 
a locale of the manifestation of power, but Jesus’ 
miracle here is not a particularly powerful display. 
Rather, the miracle shows his knowledge and ability 
to guide. 


5:2 Jesus is looking for a place to get away from the 
crowd and spots two boats (Schürmann 1969: 267 
notes that this detail differs from John 21). However, 
the fishermen are away from their vessels, washing 
their nets. Evidently Luke is describing the nets used 


for evening fishing in deep water (see the exegesis of 
5:5; Marshall 1978: 202). It is not clear that this verse 
is a Lucan modification of Mark 1:19, with its 
description of the fishermen repairing their nets (so 
argues Fitzmyer 1981: 566). As 5:4 shows, when 
Jesus calls them to cast their nets, the fishermen are 
ready to go. 


5:3 The attention turns to Peter. Jesus goes out of his 
way to involve Peter by consciously choosing to 
enter his boat. Peter becomes representative of the 
others with Jesus in the boat. Yet Peter is clearly 
portrayed as the first of the inner circle of the 
disciples, a portrayal that legitimizes his key role in 
the church despite his denials at Jesus’ trial and his 
struggle to respond to Gentile table fellowship (Luke 
22:54-62; Gal. 2:11-14; Danker 1988: 115; 
Schweizer 1984: 101; Marshall 1978: 199; Cullmann, 
TDNT 6:101-2).'* That Peter allows Jesus to use the 
boat indicates his positive response, and it will be the 
first of many such responses from him. The boat is 
probably about twenty or thirty feet long, since later 
it will hold several men at once (Ellis 1974: 102). 

Jesus sits and teaches the crowd, a posture that he 
often takes when he teaches (Matt. 5:1; 13:1-2; 


15:29; 24:3; 26:55; Mark 4:1; 9:35; 13:3; John 6:3; 
8:2; C. Schneider, TDNT 3:443). The specifics of his 
message are not related, but everywhere that Jesus 
goes, Luke consistently shows him teaching to any 
who will hear (Luke 4:31-32; 5:17; 6:6). As 
Plummer (1896: 143), puts it, “Christ uses Peter’s 
boat as a pulpit, whence to throw the net of the 
Gospel over His hearers.” 


b. The Marvelous Fisherman and His Promise 
(5:4-11) 


i. Miracle of the Catch (5:4-7) 
(1) Jesus’ Command (5:4) 


9:4 At this point, Jesus begins to draw in his initial 
group of disciples. After speaking to the multitudes, 
Jesus begins to form a more intimate group of 
associates. With the completion of his teaching, he 
calls on Peter to take them out to fish. The first 
command, €mavayaye (epanagage, put out), is a 
second-person singular directed at Peter, who is 
steering the vessel. But the second command, 
yaAdaoate (chalasate, let down), is plural, so that all 
are called to help in casting the nets (Creed 1930: 74; 


Danker 1988: 116). The son of a carpenter is telling 
the fishermen where to toss their nets! 

This instruction begins a miracle that Theissen 
(1983: 104-5) calls a gift miracle. Jesus initiates the 
whole affair, guides it, and in the end gives provision 
to those around him. In such an account, the details 
of how the provision occurs are not specified. The 
provision just comes. Theissen also calls the account 
allegorical, because it depicts material need 
transcended by Jesus and points to spiritual realities. 
But the term allegory is best avoided here (Van Der 
Loos 1965: 674 n. 2). It might be better to speak of 
the action’s parabolic or illustrative quality, since not 
every feature in the miracle has a spiritual point to 
make. Nonetheless, the miracle points to Jesus’ 
guiding power in giving people the gospel. It also 
pictures a call to mission (5:10b). Such a missionary 
thrust is the call of disciples in the Gospel and of 
believers in Acts (as well as being the call of the 
church today). Blomberg’s characterization of 
miracles as parables is correct; they point to Jesus’ 
spiritual work and call the reader to respond to Jesus 
and his mission. 


(2) Peter’s Trust (5:5) 


5:5 Peter responds with respect and openness to 
Jesus’ request. The term of address, €71LOTATA 
(epistata, Master), is Lucan. It is often used in place 
of PaBBt (rhabbi, rabbi) and is always found on the 
lips of disciples, except in 17:13 (8:24, 45; 9:33, 49; 
Danker 1988: 116; Oepke, TDNT 2:622-23; Lohse, 
TDNT 6:965 n. 40; Glombitza 1958). That Peter uses 
a title that recognizes Jesus’ authority is important 
since Peter is clearly in charge of the boat (see 
Peter’s reference to his issuing a command at the end 
of this verse). 

Peter speaks from two perspectives. First, Peter the 
fisherman speaks as he notes the lack of success his 
crew had on the previous evening. The participle 
chosen to express their labor, KOTLAOAVTEG 
(kopiasantes), refers to wearisome work.” The plural 
reference almost certainly includes Andrew, and 
possibly James and John (5:7, 10). They had worked 
to the bone, but had caught nothing. Though night 
was the best time to fish, last night had been fruitless. 
So Jesus’ daytime request that they cast their nets has 
two strikes against it. The description of the 
premiracle conditions is common to these accounts 
and serves to set up the action’s greatness when the 
miracle brings the reversal. 


Second, Peter the man of faith responds. Despite 
the fisherman’s professional view of the situation, at 
Jesus’ word Peter gives the command to his 
companions to cast the nets.' This part of the verse 
shows that Peter is in charge, since YaAdOW 
(chalaso, I will let down) is first-person singular. 
Peter’s responsiveness to the word reflects a proper 
reaction to God’s messenger (1:38; 6:46; 8:21; 
11:28). Atktva (diktya) describes nets used for 
evening fishing in deep water, in contrast to the terms 
for nets in Mark 1:16 (4u@LBaAAOVvTAac, 
amphiballontas) and Matthew 4:18 
(AUMLBANOTPOV, amphibléstron), which refer to 
nets used for shallow-water, day fishing (Van Der 
Loos 1965: 671 n. 1). And so, willingly, they cast 
their nets to see what they might find. 


(3) Full Catch (5:6-7) 


5:6 The good response met with such immediate 
success that disaster almost resulted. The nets found 
the fish, but they were so full that they were 
breaking. This situation, if allowed to continue, 
would have meant the loss of the catch. 
ALEPPNOOETO (dierrésseto) is best taken as 
ingressive in force, so Luke says the nets “began to 


break” (Luce 1933: 128; Plummer 1896: 144). The 
rope is straining and fraying to bring in the load. 

The miracle’s nature is somewhat disputed. Is it a 
miracle of knowledge (Jesus knew the fish would be 
there), of will power (Jesus brought the fish there), or 
both? No detailed discussion occurs in the account, 
but usually in a nature miracle, when forces are taken 
over by Jesus, there is some verbal indicator in the 
account. That is, Jesus rebukes the wind or gives 
some other indication that he is acting on nature. 
Thus, it seems better to see it as a miracle of Jesus’ 
knowledge (with Godet 1875: 1.257; but against 
Hendriksen 1978: 282, who sees both). Whatever the 
exact nature of the act, it makes a strong impression. 


5:7 Now the action gets somewhat frantic. The 
fishermen signal for help.” The partners in view are 
probably James and John (5:10; Creed 1930: 75). 
Such team fishing in the lake is common when 
making big catches (Hauck, TDNT 3:804 n. 49). It is 
not clear whether the partners are in the water or on 
shore. Help is needed to pull in the catch, and, as is 
mentioned next, space is also required. The catch’s 
size is emphasized: not only are both boats filled, but 
the catch’s weight begins to pull both boats down. 
BuOiceo@at (bythizesthai) is also ingressive, 


meaning that the boats “began to sink” (BDF 8338.1; 
Polybius 2.10.5). What a day at the lake! God is 
working through Jesus. The teacher has guided the 
fishermen to the catch, so he will guide them in other 
matters of a more spiritual nature. God in all his 
power is present and expressing himself through 
Jesus. Jesus knows their vocation better than do the 
fishermen. He knows their needs better, too. Even in 
the chaos and strain that following God often means, 
there will be opportunity if one depends on him. 


ii. | Response to the Miracle: Confession and 
Commission (5:8-11) 


(1) Peter’s Confession and Fear (5:8-10a) 


5:8 All the repercussions of the miracle follow. 
Simon Peter’s reaction to the catch is immediate. The 
use of the full name Litwv IIETPOG (Simon Peter) is 
unique in Luke.” Until now, he has been Simon, so 
the expanded name may point to the developing 
importance of this figure, since traditionally Peter is 
the name he came to receive as a result of his 
encounter with Jesus (John 1:42; Matt. 16:17-18). 
Falling to his knees pictures the humility that one 
displays before a superior of any kind (Mark 5:22 = 


Luke 8:41; Luke 17:16; Matt. 17:6; 1 Cor. 14:25). 
Peter recognizes Jesus’ authority in this action. In the 
presence of God’s agent, the chaos becomes 
secondary to sorting out where he stands with the one 
who has made himself known. 

Peter’s confession falls into three parts. First, he 
asks Jesus to depart. The amazement (Luke 5:9) of 
God’s working through Jesus produces the request. 
The awareness of God’s presence, directly or via a 
surrogate, produces such a response in people; it 
yields a sense of unworthiness at receiving God’s 
bounty (Luke 1:13, 30; Isa. 6:1-6; Ezek. 1:1—2:3; 
Nolland 1989: 222; Danker 1983: 401). 

Second, the reason (OTL, hoti, for) Peter bows 
before Jesus is his realization that he is a sinful man. 
This is not a confession of individual transgressions; 
rather it is a recognition of his character before the 
divine and his representative. So Peter responds with 
respect and honesty (Luke 3:15-18). One’s mortal 
frailties stand exposed in the face of such total 
knowledge. God’s presence means the presence of 
power, knowledge, and purity (Tiede 1988: 118). 
Peter’s reaction is a confession of unworthiness 
before God’s chosen Holy One (4:34; Liefeld 1984: 
877). Such confessions are the means to acceptance 


by God (7:37-50; 15:18, 21; 18:9-13; 19:1-10; 
Grundmann, TDNT 1:304; Rengstorf, TDNT 1:330- 
31). It is disputed whether part of this confession 
includes the first-century cultural perspective that 
fishermen had a less than honorable profession.” 

Peter correctly has a definite sense that there is a 
vast difference between Jesus and him. 

Third, Peter addresses Jesus as Lord (KUpLE, 
kyrie). The title’s use reveals a confession that 
recognizes Jesus’ authority along with God’s working 
through him. KUptoc is a key term and stands as a 
stronger term in contrast to the use of €MLOTATA 
(epistata, master) in 5:5. In its nonvocative forms, 
KUPLOG does not appear on people’s lips with 
reference to Jesus before the resurrection, but the 
vocative form is common, because it was a form of 
polite address equivalent to “Sir” (5:8, 12; 6:46 
[twice]; 7:6; 9:54, 59, 61; 10:17, 40; 11:1; 12:41; 
13:23, 25; 17:37; 18:41; 19:8; 22:33, 38, 49; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 568). It was used to recognize one of 
a higher station or authority. Here, in combination 
with the act of bowing, it is more than mere polite 
address. It is a recognition of sovereignty, but how 
much is intended in that recognition is not clear. 


What does Peter mean by the title? Some see a full 
confession of deity here, but this is unlikely at this 
point in Peter’s understanding (against this less-than- 
deity view is Nolland 1989: 222, who sees Peter’s 
use of KUPLE as a reference to the “supreme Lord” of 
1:43; 2:11). The disciples are still discussing who 
Jesus is in 8:25, where they wonder what type of 
person Jesus is because he calmed the wind. If they 
had his deity already in mind, this would not bea 
question. The great confession of Jesus as the Christ 
and the pondering of the significance of his 
miraculous works have yet to occur. But this catch 
begins a series of events that start the disciples to 
thinking. Jesus is recognized as God’s agent here, and 
the beginning of the disciples’ growth in 
understanding starts with this confession. God is 
manifesting himself through this Galilean. In fact, 
one can say that as a result of actions like this 
tensions are introduced about who Jesus is. These 
tensions will be resolved as Luke proceeds. What is 
more interesting is how Jesus does not turn his back 
on the sinner, but includes the sinner in his task. 
What a reversal and what a token of God’s grace this 
is. 


9:9 It is the size of the catch that amazes the 
disciples (yap indicates the explanation of 5:8). Here 
is a carpenter-teacher delivering the goods as a 
professional fisherman. They all know something is 
going on. God’s goodness is bringing them to an 
awareness of who they are (Acts 17:25-28; Rom. 
2:4). Repentance is not mentioned in the account and 
should not be inserted into it to make Peter’s act a 
full paradigm of believing confession. But there is a 
significant spiritual point here. Jesus will take the 
faith and humble attitude exhibited in Peter and turn 
them into a call to serve. Peter’s attitude reflects an 
openness that allows Jesus to transform the sinner. 
Peter’s responsiveness and humble approach to 
Jesus’ word reflect exemplary attitudes about how 
people should respond to God’s message. Peter 
reflects the essence of faith. Luke does not so much 
emphasize responsiveness to personal sin as stress 
that one should change one’s mind about Jesus and 
thus become humbly obedient to him. Jesus can 
transform the sinner’s life and vocation, as the 
disciple comes to serve God. 

Grace is at work. An unworthy Peter and his 
companions receive and observe the benefits of a 
gracious God through his agent. They are 


overwhelmed. Thus, the awe in view here is focused 
first of all on the visit of the holy God— much like 
Elizabeth’s awe in 1:43. Holiness and awesome 
knowledge are displayed in God’s working through 
Jesus. Second, the awe is fueled by the recognition 
that this God would be so kind to them in providing 
the bountiful catch. Third, the catch also points to 
Jesus’ greatness and power (Van Der Loos 1965: 671; 
Schürmann 1969: 270). Jesus is the agent of God’s 
beneficence (Acts 10:38). 


5:10a Attention now turns away from Peter. Peter 
and those with him (probably Andrew) were not the 
only ones amazed at these events. James and John, 
the sons of Zebedee, also were amazed. Kotvwvot 
(koinönoi) probably identifies James and John as 
business companions of Peter (Schiirmann 1969: 
270). The term differs from UETOXOLG (metochois, 
companions) in 5:7, and the change may well suggest 
this additional idea, provided that the terms are not 
synonymous, which also is possible. 

Jesus does not chastise the humble sinner. He 
calms him with the call not to fear (1:13, 30; 8:50; 
12:32; Balz, TDNT 9:212 8SD2c; Ellis 1974: 102; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 568). Seeing God’s power is nota 


cause to fall back and withdraw from God, but is an 
opportunity to draw near to him. Thus, Jesus 
comforts the fishermen (Creed 1930: 75). They will 
share in his work and vocation. The call to share in 
the mission is the call to participate in the building of 
the current form of the kingdom. 


(2) Promise of New Fish (5:10b) 


5:10b Jesus again addresses Peter only, though the 
response of 5:11 suggests that the promise applies to 
more than him. Again, Peter represents the disciples. 
Jesus does not call Peter, as in Mark 1 and Matt. 4, 
and ask Peter to follow him in discipleship. Rather, 
Jesus promises him what his vocation will be. This 
difference may well confirm that this event is 
different from the formal call in Mark and Matthew 
and that the Lucan event serves, historically 
speaking, to confirm that call. In other words, Luke 
presents this event to explain the call to discipleship 
found in Mark 1 and Matt. A, an event that is well 
known if either of the other Gospels is known to his 
audience ( Luke 1:1). Again, the knowledge and 
directing work of Jesus are stressed here. The 
disciples are in capable hands. The Lucan cto TOU 
VÜV (apo tou nyn, from now on) stresses, as Luke 


often does, that things change from this moment on 
as a result of encountering Jesus (Luke 1:48; 12:52; 
22:18, 69; Acts 18:6; Marshall 1978: 205). A genuine 
meeting with Jesus alters one’s perspective. We can 
see why Luke presents this account as a key 
description of the disciples’ gathering in the Galilean 
ministry. 

The promise specifically is that Peter will catch 
people (AvOPWITOUG Eon Çwypõv, anthröpous esë 
zögroOn).““ The figure is one of rescue from danger, as 
the OT and Jewish usage of the concepts “to let live” 
and “to save alive” show (Num. 31:15, 18; Deut. 


Hab. 1:14-17; Fitzmyer 1981: 569; Schürmann 1969: 
271 n. 64; Marshall 1978: 205-6; Wuellner 1967: 
114). The figure focuses on the catch. Some have 
been bothered by the figure in that fish are caught to 
die, while people are rescued for God. Others are 
bothered that much of the OT imagery is negative (cf. 
the verses listed just above). However, the point is 
the idea of gathering and rescue. The reversal of the 
normal imagery is revealing as well as surprising. 
God is in the business of saving humanity, and some 
will help him in the catch. The idea of being caught 


alive pictures an entry into a new and vibrant life and 
does not describe just the moment of saving 
(Schneider 1977a: 126). In addition, Eon Cwyp@Vv 
(will be catching alive) portrays the mission as an 
ongoing task. The promise is one of being engaged 
continually in evangelism. This account concludes a 
series of contacts between Jesus and this small group 
of disciples (John 1:35—42; Mark 1:16-20; Luke 
4:38-39 [Peter’s family]). 


(3) Departure to Follow Jesus (5:11) 


5:11 So, the life of discipleship begins for all the 
witnesses of this event. Upon returning to shore, they 
leave their ships behind. The subject here is plural, so 
other men leave in addition to Peter. The priority of 
their lives is no longer fishing, but following Jesus 
(14:27) and fishing for people. At the height of surely 
one of their greatest catches, certainly the most 
memorable one, they leave their profession behind. 
Danker (1988: 117) notes that Peter is now the 
amateur fisherman! The idea of following 
(AKOAOUVOEW, akoloutheö) will be a standard image 
for discipleship, one that is grounded in tradition 
(Luke 5:27-28; 9:23, 49, 57, 59, 61; 18:22, 28, 43; 
Mark 1:18; 2:14; Matt. 8:1; 9:9). In Jewish idiom, 


students or proteges often followed their teachers 
(Kittel, TDNT 1:213). The nature of the commitment 
is stressed in the idea of “leaving all” (AMEvVTEC 
TAVTA, aphentes panta). Now the center of their 
lives is Jesus. 


Summary 


For Luke, the gathering of disciples begins with 
the fishing bonanza of Luke 5:1-11. These 
disciples will become the great witnesses of the 
Book of Acts. They will declare with great 
boldness the way to Christ. Fishing for people will 
become a dangerous calling. The miracle of the 
catch depicts Jesus’ knowledge and authority as 
the agent of God, who guides the disciples into the 
great haul. The account focuses on Peter as the 
leader and representative of the group. Peter has 
simple faith. He responds to Jesus’ call to go into 
the deep and cast the nets, despite a failure to 
catch fish the previous night. After the catch, the 
initial realization that God is working through 
Jesus brings a confession of unworthiness from 
the professional fisherman. Yet Jesus does not put 
him off. Rather, Jesus promises Peter a ministry 
that will share in the task of gathering people. In 


turn, Peter and those with him drop their nets and 
begin the lifelong task of following Jesus in the 
pursuit of catching people. Jesus has company, as 
he undertakes his mission. Those who know they 
are unworthy at the time of Jesus’ gracious 
invitation undertake to follow him in ministry. A 
higher call causes them to abandon their nets. God 
transforms sinners into servants. 


Additional Notes 


5:8. Many regard 5:8 as an insertion, perhaps from a 
postresurrection account (Fitzmyer 1981: 561).22 As such, its 
historicity is challenged. Objections to its originality have three 
elements: (1) the confession is postresurrection in character with the 
use of the term KUPLOG and the mention of sin; (2) Peter would 
not fall to his knees in a boat full of fish; and (3) Jesus could not 
depart from the boat, thus the request is unrealistic (Klostermann 
1929: 70). Others suggest that Luke combined two accounts here, 
with the original miracle ending at 5:7 and the confession occurring 
on land in another account (Schneider 1977a: 125). 

None of these objections is substantial and some reflect 
overrationalization. The encounter between humans and the divine 


often produces fear and the awareness of human finitude (1:13, 30). 


Falling before Jesus is natural in such an encounter (Isa. 6:1-6; 
Ezek. 1:1-2:3), and there is no reason to press the language so 
much as to suggest that there was absolutely no room to move on 
the boat because of the fish. In addition, a fisherman is used to fish, 
so falling on them would not be a problem! The detail is important, 
because the action shows just how overwhelmed Peter had become. 
The problem of the sinking boat and the abundance of fish had 
become clearly secondary to dealing with who Jesus was and the 
risk that that entailed for a sinful Peter. Next, the request to depart 
need not be taken as a command to be heeded literally in an instant, 
but to be acted on after arrival on shore. It would be a request 
equivalent to “please pack your bags” (Luke 8:37). So the need to 
posit an additional source with a “land-based” action is unnecessary. 
The account fits together very nicely as is. Danker (1983: 401) notes 
that in a first-century setting God’s beneficence is sufficient to 
produce this kind of humble prostration. What the reaction depicts is 


Peter’s extreme sensitivity and emotional character. 


5:10. Allegories of various kinds have been constructed from this 
account throughout church history. The water is seen to represent 
evil from which people are rescued (Mänek 1957-58a). More 
elaborately, fishing in deep water is seen as a reference to Gentile 
mission, so that the fish represent the many Gentiles who come to 
faith (noted and rejected by Plummer 1896: 147-48). The latter idea 
is refuted because James and John, in helping Peter in the Gentile 


mission, must picture Paul and Barnabas, a connection that is hardly 
obvious. Also, there is no corresponding fishing in shallow water to 
depict Jewish mission (Nolland 1989: 222). The former allegory 
tends to portray people as neutral entities who need only to be 
removed from their evil environment. As long as this suggestion is 
avoided, seeing the sea as picturing evil is possible, since the catch 
is a rescue. A third variation speaks of the boats as picturing the 
church, and the mention of two boats indicates the two missions of 
the church to Jews and Gentiles (Bovon 1989: 235). This goes in the 
right direction, but also goes too far. The most one has here is the 
picture of Jesus as leader of the mission to rescue people. The boat 
can picture rescue, but the real metaphor is the “catch,” which 
rescues people from death and brings them into life. The gospel 
brings people safely to shore. Jesus says laborers will be brought 
together for this task. 


2. Two Miracles of Authority 
(5:12-26) 


Luke turns from the call of the new disciples to a 
fresh display of Jesus’ authority. He does so by 
recounting two miracles: the cleansing of the leper 
(5:12-16) and the healing of the paralytic (5:17 


26). Both healings raise questions. Jesus touches 
the leper, an act that would make him unclean by 
tradition, but he also commands the healed man to 
go to the priest, which is in accordance with the 
law. Jesus claims to forgive sins as he heals the 
paralytic, a claim of unique authority. This claim 
brings the first opposition from organized 
Judaism. The Pharisees and scribes, making their 
first appearance in the Gospel of Luke, complain 
that no one has the authority to forgive sin except 
God. The confrontation of the second miracle sets 
the stage for Luke’s fundamental question about 
Jesus: Who exactly is this one who claims to 
minister for God? Much of the rest of the section 
until 9:50 wrestles with this question, as units 
alternate among miracles, teaching, and 
controversy over Jesus’ claims. 

Talbert (1982: 63) makes an interesting point 
about structure here: just as Jesus’ activity in 
4:31—44 helps to set up Peter’s response in 5:1-11, 
so also the activity of 5:12-26 sets up Levi’s 
response in 5:27-32. Thus, the interplay between 
Jesus’ activity and the gathering of disciples is 
still present. In fact, just as 5:10 had a mission 


statement for disciples, so also 5:31-32 has a 
mission statement for Jesus. 

The two miracles of 5:12—26 are so related to 
each other that it is good to bracket them together, 
even though they are clearly distinct pericopes. I 
will introduce each pericope’s background 
separately, but treat the outline and themes at the 
same time. This bracketing allows one to see the 
escalation between the miracles. 

Luke 5:12-16 describes Jesus’ second encounter 
with a socially ostracized outcast,* the first being 
the demoniac in 4:33-37 (Danker 1988: 118). The 
healing of the leper is the last miracle before a 
series of events where Jesus finds himself in direct 
controversy with the Pharisees (5:17-6:11). This 
larger grouping parallels Mark 2:1-3:5. Even the 
order is the same, except that Luke has a summary 
right before the Sermon on the Plain rather than 
before the selection of the Twelve, as in Mark 
3:7-12 (see the introduction to Luke 6:17-19). 
This is merely a stylistic rearrangement to note 
Luke’s transition into a teaching section. 

Luke focuses more narrowly on Jesus’ positive 
desire to heal the leper in contrast to Mark’s more 
complex account, which stresses some negative 


elements of the healing (e.g., Jesus’ strong tone in 
warning the leper and his subsequent 
disobedience). Luke’s positive emphasis argues 
that Jesus aids those who sense they have need. 
Those who appeal to him for help find grace. This 
positive focus fits this entire chapter’s picture of 
Jesus’ ministry (5:8-9, 12-13, 20, 27-32). 

The healing of the leper is told briefly in a 
relatively straightforward style. Jesus’ ministry is 
to those on the outside, those who have nothing. 
The action illustrates the ministry announced in 
4:16-30. The sequence of healings shows the 
breaking in of messianic times (7:22; Marshall 
1978: 207; Schneider 1977a: 130). Belief in a 
relationship between healing the ill and the 
messianic times was prevalent in Judaism (SB 
1:593-96;_2:747-50;_ Schürmann 1969: 276; Jub. 
23.26—30; 1 Enoch 5.8—9; 96.3; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 


for healing a leper was Elisha’s ministry (2 Kings 
5:1-14, esp. vv. 13-14; 7:3-9). Of course, the 
parallelism of Jesus’ ministry to this period of 
Israel’s history was already alluded to in Luke 
4:25-27. The connection shows Jesus functioning 
as a prophet of old. He touches the leper, an act 


that makes him unclean, but that visualizes his 
desire to show compassion, even at a cost. In 
addition, Luke shows Jesus instructing the healed 
man to follow the law, since Jesus tells him to go 
to the priests and give testimony to God’s work. 
The healing also produces a large popular reaction 
to Jesus, which apparently he tries to avoid. Jesus’ 
power successfully exercised on behalf of those in 
desperate straits is Luke’s major concern. 

On the other hand, Luke 5:17—26 reveals the 
fuller significance of Jesus’ ministry. The healing 
of the paralytic raises the stakes as it takes Jesus’ 
theological claims to higher levels, escalating the 
tension in the narrative. The issue is not just his 
power, but the extent of his authority. The 
theological ramifications of Jesus’ ministry 
become clearer and the reaction to him becomes 
more diverse and defined. According to this 
account, the authority of Jesus includes the right 
to forgive sins (5:20, 23-24). 

This claim produces the first reaction from 
organized Judaism. They immediately oppose 
Jesus and consider such claims to be an affront 
against God. They think Jesus is guilty of 
blasphemy. Meanwhile, Jesus is claiming 


prerogatives that point to the full identity of his 
person (Marshall 1978: 210-11). Clear 
christological lines are being drawn that dominate 
the rest of the Gospel. Is Jesus ultimately a 
teacher, a prophet, a Messiah, or someone much 
greater? 

What is interesting about this account is that it is 
Jesus who initiates the confrontation and, to a 
great extent, has control over events. The account 
is loaded with contrasting characters: the 
authoritative Jesus, the believing paralytic and his 
friends, and the questioning religious leadership. 
The healing, of course, means that Jesus has 
reached out to another man in need, a need 
different from the previous ones he has met. Jesus 
is able to overpower a variety of maladies. 


Sources and Historicity (5:12-16) 


The healing of the leper has parallels in Mark 1:40-45 and Matt. 8:2- 
4 (Aland 1985: 842). Its placement in relation to the chronological 
progress of Jesus’ ministry is disputed and difficult to set precisely.2 
Godet (1875: 1.259) and Plummer (1896: 148) argue that, since 
Matthew gives the only chronological context, the event must come 


after the Sermon on the Mount. But this approach ignores certain 
factors in the construction of Matt. 8-9 (Carson 1984: 196-97). This 
section of Matthew depicts the early phase of Jesus’ ministry without 
concern for exact chronological order, so that Matt. 8:1 should be 
read merely as a general transition marker out of the sermon 
section. Matthew 8-9 clearly shows a sequence different from Mark 
and Luke. The healing of Simon’s mother-in-law’s fever comes in 
Matt. 8:14-15 and it in turn is followed by the summary of Jesus’ 
work in Matt. 8:16-17, which places these events after the healing of 
the leper. Mark and Luke both place the healing of the fever earlier in 
their account, before the leper account (Mark 1:29-31; Luke 4:38- 
39). A double healing of the same person for the same ailment is 
unlikely, since it might raise questions about the quality of Jesus’ first 
effort. So it becomes clear that at least one of the Gospel writers has 
reorganized the order of these events and has proceeded in a more 
topical fashion. Who has done so? 

Matthew has only three short pericopes about Jesus’ Galilean 
ministry before giving the rather lengthy Sermon on the Mount. But 
these early pericopes are summaries or introductions.2 Thus, the 
healings in Matt. 8—9 are the first detailed Matthean descriptions of 
Jesus’ activity. Creed (1930: 76) suggests a plausible motive for the 
Matthean arrangement by arguing that a story where Jesus is 
careful about following the law’s requirements would naturally be 
placed after his potentially controversial Sermon on the Mount. 
Matthew 8-9 gives detail about the early phase of Jesus’ ministry, 


without concern for exact order, moving along topical and broadly 
chronological lines. The leper incident is a particularly illustrative 
healing for Matthew, which also shows that Jesus is not callous 
toward the law. Thus, at this point Mark and Luke probably reflect the 
chronological sequence. 

The wording of the three accounts is very close, especially in the 
dialogue. Where differences do occur, it is hard to tell who influenced 
whom. Sometimes Matthew and Luke agree against Mark;? 
sometimes Matthew and Mark agree against Luke;® and sometimes 
Luke and Mark agree against Matthew. Perhaps this event was a 
well-known tradition that circulated orally as well as in written form 
(Schneider 1977a: 130; Marshall 1978: 206).® 

Fitzmyer (1981: 572) notes five differences between Mark and 
Luke,2 two of them being key: (2) Luke does not describe Jesus’ 
emotion, as Mark 1:41 does (but Mark is often alone in noting Jesus’ 
emotion) and (5) only Luke 5:16 mentions a withdrawal to the 
wilderness, while Mark 1:45 mentions that Jesus was out in the 
country and could not go into the towns because of the crowds. 
Otherwise, Luke and Mark are very similar. Matthew's version is 
more condensed and is introduced in a distinct setting. He lacks any 
mention of the report that circulated as a result of this healing, 
possibly because it is the first event in his sequence. 

As far as historicity goes, Marshall (1978: 207) correctly notes that 
one’s evaluation of the account will be determined largely by 
preconceptions about what Jesus could do. He rightly rejects 


attempts by Pesch (1970b: 78-80) to argue that the account’s 
literary form as a miracle story is alone sufficient to rule out its claims 
to being historical. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 43, 
282) handles the sayings of these texts as they did 4:31-37 (see 
the discussion of sources and historicity of that unit). In their view, 
these miracle-story sayings did not circulate as aphorisms and so 
could not be historical. Apparently they believe that early traditions 
about Jesus circulated where he said much and did nothing—unlike 
the Synoptic Gospels we possess! Also, did the miracle stories 
circulate without dialogue? The seminar’s rejection of these sayings 
is strictly presuppositional. Interestingly, Crossan (1991: 322) 
accepts the traditional origin of the request to be healed, but rejects 
Jesus’ sending the leper to the priests as Lev. 13-14 and Deut. 
24:8-9 require. But it is not clear why following the law in giving 
testimony to God’s work is beyond a pious Jesus. 

There is no reason to reject the account, since all levels of the 
tradition contain remarks about Jesus’ miraculous work with the sick. 
The critical criterion of multiple attestation Supports the miraculous 


background of a healing like this one. 


Sources and Historicity (5:17-26) 


The event recorded in Luke 5:17-26 is recounted in all the Synoptics 
(Mark 2:1-12; Matt. 9:1-8; Aland 1985: 843). Luke’s presentation is 
very full, as is Mark’s, though there are numerous differences of 
wording that are mostly stylistic in character. This similarity leads 


most to reject the idea of multiple sources for this pericope (Marshall 
1978: 211 and Fitzmyer 1981: 578 against Schramm 1971: 99-103; 
Bovon 1989: 245 discusses a possible source in oral tradition). 
Fitzmyer (1981: 578) notes nine differences between Mark and Luke, 
most involving small details.12 These details complement one 
another. 

The exact placement of this event in Jesus’ ministry is hard to 
determine. All the Synoptics have the event early in the Galilean 
ministry, but Matthew has included the account relatively late in his 
topical overview of Jesus’ ministry in Matt. 8—9.44 Mark and Luke 
have many of these Matthean events later in their Gospels, so 
someone has rearranged the material. 

It would seem that Mark’s and Luke’s general placement reflects 
the event's timing (Carson 1984: 221). However, there are no firm 

chronological indicators in any of the Gospels for this event, so any 
conclusion is only a probability (Plummer 1896: 148 prefers 
Matthew’s timing “just after ... the Sermon on the Mount”; Van Der 
Loos 1965: 441). | regard the Marcan-Lucan placement as more 
chronological. In all the Synoptic Gospels, the call of Levi follows this 
miracle (Matt. 9:9-13 = Mark 2:13-17 = Luke 5:27-32). Though all 
the Gospels add the dinner at Levi’s home at the same time as they 
narrate his call, this dinner event appears to have been later, after 
the Gadara healing. This placement is preferred because it appears 
likely that the even later dispute about disciples’ fasting stems from 
this dinner, where they ate and drank with sinners (Luke 5:33 = Mark 


2:18 = Matt. 9:14). Allthe Synoptics mention that the dinner got the 
Pharisees’ attention (Matt. 9:11 = Mark 2:16 = Luke 5:30; see the 
introduction to Luke 5:27-32). Mark and Luke placed the dinner 
before Gadara to describe topically the significance of Levi's call. 
Matthew waited to narrate all the Levi events until after the Gadara 
account, since the final events followed that incident (Carson 1984: 
221). In other words, each writer worked topically to some extent but 
in different directions, with Mark and Luke moving the dinner up and 
Matthew delaying the call. But the events preceding Levi's call 
appear in all the Gospels to be connected to the call. If Mark and 
Luke moved up the dinner, then the call seems to be in its proper 
relative location and the events related to the call—the two miracles 
of Luke 5:12—26—appropriately precede it. 

The historicity of this event and the passage as a whole is tied to 
the Son of Man saying in 5:24, a question that is treated in detail in 
excursus 6. One view to be noted is that of the Jesus Seminar (Funk 
and Hoover 1993: 283). They reject the saying because it would not 
have circulated independently as a “true aphorism.” Apparently they 
regard as suspect a miracle account that has sayings circulating with 
it. The logic of this exclusion is not clear. Crossan’s attempt (1991: 
324-25) to see the event without its theology is not much more 
satisfying. The Son of Man saying is the key to this passage. It 
seems that if one can explain its presence here, one can defend the 


whole account. 


The account of the healing of the leper in 
Papyrus Egerton 2 is generally regarded to be 
based on Luke 5:12-16 (Fitzmyer 1981: 572-73; 
Schneider 1977a: 130). Attempts to locate an early 
church application in a specific baptismal setting 
(Schürmann 1969: 275) are overdrawn. The 
picture of cleansing suggests Jesus’ power to heal 
the effects of sin, since leprosy was often regarded 
as picturing the presence of sin (Lev. 13-14; Num. 
5:2-3; 12:10-12; Deut. 24:8), but baptism narrows 
the focus too much. The cleansing pictured here 
has analogies to what baptism represents, but it 
does not picture only baptism. 

Luke 5:12-16 is a miracle story, specifically, a 
healing.'* It has the standard structure of need 
(5:12a), request (5:12b), healing (5:13a), sign of 
the healing’s presence (5:13b), and popular 
reaction (5:15). 

Luke 5:17-26 combines a healing miracle and a 
theological pronouncement." By emphasizing the 
account’s form, some insist that the tradition 
merged two distinct accounts, on the premise that 
different types of stories are not combined in the 
original setting. A second reason is that one verse 
(Mark 2:10 = Matt. 9:6 = Luke 5:24) is seen as 


problematic to the original setting (Fitzmyer 1981: 
579). However, the claim about sin is key to the 
account and cannot be attributed to just one form 
of the story. Both Jesus’ remarks during the 
healing and his challenge to the Pharisees mention 
sin and forgiveness (Marshall 1978: 211; Carson 
1984: 220). Because of this factor, Theissen 
(1983: 322) calls it a rule miracle.'* Bovon (1989: 
245) speaks of a miracle account and a 
controversy account. It is best to see a rule miracle 
and a controversy account. Jesus is doing two 
things at one time: showing his authority and 
exposing the Pharisees’ opposition. Regardless of 
the name given to the account’s form, there is no 
reason to divide it into two Separate sources in an 
original tradition or to insist that a story originally 
can have only one form. Surely healing and 
pronouncement can go together, both in terms of 
event and especially in a tradition summarizing 
the event. 

The outline of Luke 5:12—26 is as follows: 


a. Cleansing of the leper (5:12-16) 
i. Healing (5:12-14) 
(1) Setting: a Galilean city (5:12a) 


(2) Condition and request of the 
leper (5:12b) 


(3) Jesus’ willing healing (5:13) 
(4) Call to go to the priest (5:14) 
ii. Reaction to the healing (5:15-16) 
(1) Result: report and crowds (5:15) 
(2) Jesus’ withdrawal for prayer 
(5:16) 


b. Healing of the paralytic (5:17-26) 
i. The healing explained (5:17-24) 


(1) Setting: teaching before the 
Pharisees (5:17) 

(2) Faith: the paralytic through the 
roof (5:18-19) 

(3) Jesus’ response: sins are forgiven 
(5:20) 

(4) Official reaction: only God can 
do this (5:21) 

(5) Explanation: the Son of Man’s 


authority (5:22—24) 
ii. Healing and the response (5:25-26) 


(1) Healing: the paralytic departs 
with joy (5:25) 
(2) Crowd’s reaction: praise and awe 


(5:26) 


Numerous themes are present in these two 
pericopes. The healings show that the messianic 
times are arriving. They indicate Jesus’ care for 
those who sense their need. In his work, Jesus 
faithfully points to God’s power working through 
him. The leper’s healing pictures cleansing from 
sin. The leper exemplifies one who humbly 
approaches Jesus. Jesus does not wish to draw 
undue attention to his healing ministry, but this 
desire is having little success. On occasion, to 
avoid the crush, Jesus withdraws to be alone with 
God. 

In the account of the paralytic, additional 
themes arise. The most important point is Jesus’ 
authority over sin. Also present are the first 
official objections to Jesus’ claims. The events 
also exhibit Jesus’ control, since he initiates the 
challenge. The paralytic’s friends demonstrate the 
powerful and active character of faith, while the 
miracle itself pictures Jesus’ spiritual power. The 
reaction leads to praise for God’s saving work. 
God responds to aid and intercession from others. 
There also is the recognition of Jesus’ uniqueness. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


12 \\hile he was in one of the cities, behold, there came a man full 


of leprosy; and, behold, when he saw Jesus he fell on his face and 
implored him, “Lord, if you are willing, you can make me clean.” 
13And stretching out his hand, he touched him, saying, “I will; be 
clean.” And immediately the leprosy went out from him. *4And he 
commanded him not to speak to anyone; but, “Go and show yourself 
to the priest, and make an offering for your cleansing, as Moses 
commanded, for a testimony to them.” 

gut even more the report went abroad concerning him; and 
great crowds gathered to hear and be healed of their infirmities. 
16But he was withdrawing to the wilderness and was praying. 

lon one of those days, he also was teaching, and there were 
seated Pharisees and teachers of the law, Llwho had comel] from 
every village of Galilee, Judea, and Jerusalem; and the power of the 


Lord was with Ohim to heal. 18 


And, behold, men were bringing a 
man who was paralyzed on a bed, and they were seeking to bring 
him and place him before Jesus, t9and finding no way to bring him in 
because of the crowds, they went up on the roof and let him down 
with his bed through the tiles, into the midst before Jesus. 7°And 
when he saw their faith he said, “Man, your sins are forgiven.” 24And 
the scribes and the Pharisees began questioning by thinking, “Who 
is this who utters blasphemies? Who is able to forgive sins but God 


alone?” **But Jesus, knowing their reasonings, said to them, “Why 


do you question in your hearts? 2?What is easier to say, ‘Your sins 
are forgiven you,’ or to say, ‘Rise up and walk’? ?*But in order that 
you might know that the Son of Man has authority on earth to forgive 
sins’—he said to the paralytic—“I say to you, rise up, and taking up 
your bed, go home.” 

25 And immediately rising up before them, taking up that on which 
he lay, he went out to his house, glorifying God. 2®And amazement 
seized them all and they glorified God and were filled with awe, 


saying, “We have seen wonderful things today.” 

a. Cleansing of the Leper (5:12-16) 

i. Healing (5:12-14) 

(1) Setting: A Galilean City (5:12a) 

9:12a The healing has a general setting but lacks a 
specific locale. In mentioning “one of the cities,” 
Luke alludes to the continuation of Jesus’ 
commission presented in 4:43-44, where TTOALG 
(polis, city) also appears. Galilee is still in view here, 


because the context of the previous account describes 
an event on the Lake of Gennesaret in Galilee. 


(2) Condition and Request of the Leper (5:12b) 


5:12b The approaching man is full of leprosy. 
NE£rtpa (lepra) appears to be a broad term for a 
whole series of skin diseases, rather than referring 


just to Hansen’s Disease (Bacillus leprae), as it came 
to be known in the nineteenth century.'° The disease 
comes in various forms and creates lesions or swollen 
areas on the skin. It can attack the nerves as well. 
Besides what is technically known as leprosy, the 
term could also refer to psoriasis, lupus, ringworm, 
and favus. Support for a broad sense here is 
indicated by the description for identifying a leper in 
Lev. 13-14, where the disease described has more 
variation than the disease called leprosy today. 

To have leprosy was to face ostracism, which was 
commanded in Lev. 13:45-46 (also 2 Kings 7:3; 
Luke 17:12). To have leprosy and be excluded from 
normal society was difficult both socially and 
psychologically. The ostracism was not cruel; it was 
necessary because the condition was contagious. The 
disease’s association with ritual uncleanness also 
produced associations of the disease with sin. Godet 
(1875: 1.259) describes the overall effect of the 
disease as a form of “living death.” Leviticus 14 
details what happens if and when the uncleanness 
passed, but in the OT the priests were not expected to 
for this man to approach Jesus was not only brave, it 
put the leper’s entire self-esteem at risk. Whatever 


hope that he might have about a return to normal life 
was wrapped up in Jesus’ power. The leper must have 
heard that Jesus was healing those in need. Great 
emotion underlies the passage. An ancient reader or 
observer would sense the tension and pathos. One 
might compare this situation to the situation with 
AIDS today (Tiede 1988: 119-20). 

The humility of the man is evident: he bows before 
Jesus as someone would to any superior in this 
culture. E8eNON (edeéthé, he implored) describes the 
tone of his request. A€ouat (deomai) is often used of 
prayer and suggests an urgent request (Luke 8:28; 
address KÜpLE (kyrie, Lord) is more than polite 
address. It reflects a recognition that Jesus has the 
capability to deal with the problem, though a 
reference to full deity is unlikely, given that even 
Jesus’ disciples did not see him this way yet 
(Hendriksen 1978: 289; Marshall 1978: 209). Jesus is 
addressed with respect because God is working 
through him. The leper probably sees Jesus as a 
prophet. 

The request centers on Jesus’ willingness to heal, 
not on his capability to do so (Hendriksen 1978: 289; 
Schürmann 1969: 276). The question in Greek is put 


in a third-class condition form (indicated by Eav, 
ean), that is, the leper is not sure what Jesus might 
do. Custom and law suggest that the leper should be 
isolated, maybe even that he is guilty of severe sin, 
but the isolated man knows that Jesus can reverse his 
condition and cleanse him. The reference to cleansing 
places a spiritual focus over the entire event. Itis an 
abnormal and polluted condition with which Jesus is 
asked to deal. The request for healing is clear, and 
any suggestion that the man is simply asking for 
recognition of an already accomplished natural 
healing is clearly wrong. If that were the case, all the 
leper would need to do is see a priest. This 
“recognition” view—-rightly rejected by Godet 

(1875: 1.261)—attempts to remove the miraculous 
character of the healing. Such a view is naturalism 
gone awry when it encounters Jesus’ works in the 
Gospels. Luke 5:13-14 leaves no doubt that the leper 
had the disease before coming to Jesus and that he 
left without the disease. 


(3) Jesus’ Willing Healing (5:13) 
9:13 Jesus answers the question with a gentle touch. 


The stretch of his hand depicts physically his 
willingness to respond to the request. The leprous 


man is not sent away nor is he warned about coming 
near to Jesus. Rather, he hears and feels Jesus’ tender 
willingness. Luke often mentions touch (7:14; 13:13; 
18:15; 22:51). Jesus’ word would have been 
sufficient, but his touch confirms his care. So Jesus 
touches the man, despite the tradition that said such 
an act would render him unclean (Lev. 14:46; m._Neg. 
3.1; 11.1; 12.1; 13.6-12; SB 4:745-63).'” Charity has 
taken precedence over a strict application of tradition, 
since Jesus can reverse the condition and his ministry 
involves meeting needs. Jesus’ expression of 
willingness serves to calm the leper, much as Jesus’ 
word calmed Peter in Luke 5:10. God’s agent is 
approachable. The healing itself comes simply with 
an expression of willingness (éw, thelö) and the 
command to be clean (KadapLodNTrı, katharistheti) 
(Matt. 8:2; 10:8; 11:5; Mark 1:40, 42; Luke 4:27; 
7:22; 17:14, 17; 2 Kings 5:13; BAGD 387 _81ba; 
BAA 785 81ba). 

Luke notes the instantaneous nature of the leper’s 
healing with EV8EWs (eutheös; also Matt. 8:3). Such 
was also the case when Jesus healed Peter’s mother- 
in-law of fever (Fitzmyer 1981: 574—75; Luke 4:39 
notes her immediate service). Mark 1:42, with its 
variant spelling, €UV8Uc (euthys), also emphasizes 


this point. Luke does not discuss Jesus’ emotion, as 
Mark does, but Jesus’ actions reveal his compassion 
clearly enough. Unlike Mark 1:42, there is no 
mention of cleansing at this point in describing the 
healing. All the Gospels mention that the leprosy left 
the man, but only Mark adds that he was cleansed. 
Luke’s focus is solely on the healing, as Luke often is 
more concise in his style (Creed 1930: 77; 
Klostermann 1929: 71; as in Luke 4:40, where Luke 
also has only half of what Mark says). Schürmann 
(1969: 276 n. 17) notes that there is no high priestly 
language in the account. In Jesus, God’s power is at 
work, but there is no hint within the account as to his 
office. In the larger scope of Luke’s Gospel, he is 
Messiah and prophet (4:18-20, 25-27; 7:22). The 
power of disease is not only nullified but is reversed 
at his word. Only disease is in view here, not 
exorcism.” 


(4) Call to Go to the Priest (5:14) 


5:14 Jesus gives explicit instructions about what the 
leper should do. Luke lays out the instruction first in 
indirect language and then in the middle of the verse 
goes to a more direct form of discourse, as my 
translation makes clear (Godet 1875: 1.262; Marshall 


description continues the note of authority. 
Ilapnyyeılev (parengeilen, he commanded) is 
rarely used in Matthew (Matt. 10:5; 15:35) and Mark 
(Mark 6:8, 8:6), but is a Lucan favorite (Luke 8:29, 
56; 9:21; Acts 1:4; 4:18; 5:28, 40; 10:42; 15:5; 16:18, 
23; 17:30; 23:22, 30; Plummer 1896: 149). The 
instruction has three parts. 

First, the leper is to be silent. Various reasons are 
suggested for Jesus’ command of silence (Plummer 
1896: 149-50): 


1. Jesus wants him to be silent until he is 
officially declared to be clean (Schürmann 1969: 
277; Marshall 1978: 209; Wiefel 1988: 117). 

2. Jesus wishes to prevent the leper from 
becoming proud. However, there is no hint of 
such a concern in the account. 

3. Jesus wishes to prevent the priests from 
hearing about the healing early and thus stopping 
the leper’s return to society. However, up to this 
point in Luke’s Gospel, there is no hint of official 
opposition. 

4. Jesus wishes to prevent excessive popular 
excitement as a result of his healing ministry (so 


Marshall 1978: 209, with view 1). This point is 
quite possible, as the following verse suggests. 
5. It shows Jesus’ humility. This idea is not 
developed in relationship to miracles anywhere 
else. 

6. Jesus wants to avoid having to offer himself to 
be ritually cleansed for touching a leper. This 
motive, too, seems unlikely. When Jesus did not 
follow tradition, he did not hide his actions. It is 
also probable that since Jesus is a prophet he has 
the freedom to touch these people, as the Elisha 
example suggests. 


The most likely explanations are that the silence was 
appropriate until the leper went to the priest (view 1) 
and that such silence also would prevent undue 
popular excitement over Jesus’ miraculous work 
(view 4). The account vividly shows how Jesus 
downplays his miraculous work. Often he tries to 
restrict the spreading of a message about miracles 
(Luke 4:35, 41; 8:56; Matt. 9:30; 12:16; Mark 1:34; 
3:12; 5:43; 7:36; 8:26; Plummer 1896: 150). 
Second, the leper is to show himself to the priest, a 
command paralleled in Matt. 8:4 and Mark 1:44 
(Schrenk, TDNT 3:264). The healing of a leper in 


Luke 17:14 also carries this instruction with it (Creed 
1930: 77; Fitzmyer 1981: 575; Luce 1933: 130). The 
instruction reflects Lev. 14:1-32. Getting the priest to 
declare one clean was a weeklong process.” The 
process began with two birds, one of which was 
sacrificed, while the other was released after being 
dipped in the blood of the sacrificed bird. The person 
was sprinkled seven times with the blood of the 
sacrificed bird. The entire ritual portrayed the 
cleansing and removal of sin. On the eighth day, a 
sacrifice was required, either two lambs or, if one 
was poor, a lamb and two doves. Jewish practice of 
the second century A.D. is recorded in tractates 
Toharot and Nega.im of the Mishnah. The mishnaic 
material describes how priests diagnosed leprosy, and 
m. Neg. 14 deals with the process of declaring a leper 
clean. After the eight-day period, the leper was free 
to return to society. 

Third, the leper is to offer sacrifice before the 
priest. The sacrifice is specifically described as being 
for cleansing, the third time this idea is mentioned. 
To be offered in fulfillment of what Moses 
commanded, the sacrifice is designated “a testimony 
to them” (gig UAPTUPLOV AUTOIG, eis martyrion 
autois). The meaning of this phrase and the 


antecedent of the plural aLTOIc have created some 
discussion: 


1. The testimony about Jesus’ power is for the 
priests (Danker 1988: 119). 

2. The testimony to the priests is that Jesus does 
not disregard the law (Geldenhuys 1951: 186; 
Hendriksen 1978: 291; Godet 1875: 1.262-63; 
Danker 1988: 119). This explanation is difficult 
in the contexts of Luke and Mark, where legal 
conflict has yet to emerge. But it is possible that 
Jesus is anticipating a problem. 

3. The testimony is for the leper’s return into 
society. This explanation is difficult, because the 
testimony is specified as directed to the priests, 
not to the leper. 

4. The testimony is to the people, not just to the 
priests, that Jesus does not disregard the law 
(Plummer 1896: 150; Nolland 1989: 228). 
However, the absence of legal conflict to this 
point applies here just as it did against view 2. 
5. The testimony, which is for all, is to the 
presence of messianic times (Schürmann 1969: 
276-78). 


The problem is that aLTOIG can refer to priests or to 
all people. Those who see a reference to all argue that 
only one priest is referred to in the verse, so “priests” 
cannot be in view. But this explanation assumes that 
no one will talk about the testimony given to the 
priest. On the other hand, if the leper obeys Jesus, 
then the only one who hears the testimony is the 
priest who handles his cleansing (so Lev. 14). But 
surely such a dramatic testimony will be shared, as 
were reports of other miracles. Thus, it seems best to 
restrict the testimony to the priestly circle, though it 
must be remembered that the priest is a representative 
of the nation. What Luke is suggesting is that the 
religious leadership, as representatives of the people, 
should come to know that God is at work in Jesus. It 
may be no accident that some of the leadership are 
present in the next pericope (Luke 5:17). But does 
such testimony refer to Jesus’ obedience to the law? 
This conclusion is unlikely, because Jesus has had no 
legal conflicts up to this point in Luke. The testimony 
most naturally would be to God’s power expressed 
through Jesus in cleansing the man. The command 
does evidence Jesus’ obedience to the law, but it is 
hardly the major concern. This type of cleansing 
might well testify to the presence of messianic times 


(7:22). So the combination of views 1 and 5 seems 
most likely. The leper is one of the “signs of the 
times” that declare God’s power in Jesus. 


ii. | Reaction to the Healing (5:15-16) 
(1) Result: Report and Crowds (5:15) 


5:15 The reaction to the healing was the gathering of 
greater crowds. Mark 1:45 tells us that the leper was 
not silent. Luke does not contain that remark, but 
notes instead the consequences of the word getting 
around. Aunpyeto (diércheto) indicates that the news 
about Jesus spread through the public grapevine 
(Klostermann 1929: 71; Thucydides 6.46.5; 
Xenophon, Anabasis 1.4.7). Schürmann (1969: 278) 
notes that the news about Jesus extends ever wider in 
Luke’s portrayal (first to Galilee and Capernaum in 
4:14-15, 37, and then to Judea and Jerusalem in 5:15, 
17). The mission of 4:44 is being fulfilled. The crowd 
comes to hear the message and to be healed. In such 
simple terms, Luke summarizes the expanding 
influence and response to Jesus’ work (other 
summaries are 4:14-15, 40; 6:18; 7:21). Mark notes 
that the crush of people trying to see Jesus is so great 
that Jesus can no longer enter the city. He must 
minister in the country (Mark 1:45). 


(2) Jesus’ Withdrawal for Prayer (5:16) 


5:16 The large gatherings did not prevent Jesus from 
withdrawing habitually and finding time to commune 
with God or his disciples (Luke 4:42; also Matt. 
14:13; Mark 1:35, 45; John 11:54). Luke regularly 
notes Jesus’ praying (Luke 3:21; 6:12; 9:18, 28-29; 
11:1; 23:46; Leaney 1958: 124). Despite all the 
activity, Jesus is portrayed as seeking time with God, 
rather than fanning his fame. Perhaps the activity’s 
very scope and importance required that time be 
spent with God. Jesus’ prayers tend to come at key 
times, and this summary is no exception. Jesus was 
headed for a series of conflicts in the events that 
followed. Luke makes clear that before Jesus got into 
trouble, he was spending time with God (Danker 
1988: 120). 


b. Healing of the Paralytic (5:17-26) 
i. The Healing Explained (5:17-24) 
(1) Setting: Teaching Before the Pharisees (5:17) 


5:17 The description of the healing’s setting is given 
in general terms. Kal €y€vetTo (kai egeneto, and it 
happened) is a frequent Lucan transition phrase into a 
new event,” and it simply refers to one of the days 


that Jesus was teaching. Mark 2:1 mentions that the 
event was in Capernaum. Schürmann (1969: 281) 
argues that Luke purposely omitted Capernaum to 
keep the reference to geographical expansion clear, 
but this is speculative, especially in light of Luke’s 
already clear indication that Jesus’ audience has 
come from various locales.” In fact, Luke 5:17 shows 
that people came from Galilee, Judea, and Jerusalem. 
Luke does not need to omit the locale to make the 
point Schürmann raises. The difference has no clear 
motive, other than Luke’s tendency not to mention a 
locale. As was his custom, Jesus teaches with others 
seated about him. 

The audience now has some new members. The 
Pharisees and teachers of the law come from the 
entire region, even from as far as Jerusalem. The 
officials of organized Judaism are starting to take an 
interest in Jesus. The Pharisees were one of four 
major religious groups in first-century Judaism— 
Sadducees, Essenes, and Zealots being the others.” 
The Pharisees were a nonpriestly or lay separatist 

movement whose goal was to keep the nation 
faithful to Mosaic faith. In order to do this, they had a 
very developed tradition that gave rulings on how the 
law applied to a variety of possible situations not 


addressed directly by Scripture (Marshall 1978: 212; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 581). 

The teachers of the law (vouo0ö1L8A0KaAo0L, 
nomodidaskaloi) were religious lawyers who 
supported the development of this extrabiblical 
tradition. Their motive was to preserve and 
contextualize the biblical teaching into new settings. 
Usually called scribes (ypQUUATEUG, grammateus), 
they are often linked with the Pharisees (5:21, 30; 
6:7; 11:53; 15:2) or the chief priests (9:22; 19:47; 
20:1, 19; 22:2, 66; 23:10). They could rule on the 
religious legality of an issue from a pharisaic point of 
view, although, as the Mishnah attests, the opinions 
on any given issue were hardly unanimous. This is 
the only occurrence of VOUO8LSAOKAAOG in the 
Synoptics, but it does appear elsewhere in the NT 
Rengstorf, TDNT 2:159). These legal assistants 
helped in recording the tradition for future 
generations. They functioned like religious 
parliamentarians for the sect and were Pharisees 
themselves. The Pharisees were a strict movement 
that had little popular appeal, but they held much 
influence in key places.” 


As already noted, this is Luke’s first mention of the 
Pharisees’ observing Jesus’ ministry. Mark will 
introduce them in his Gospel in the next event, the 
call of Levi (Mark 2:16), though Mark 2:6 does 
mention the presence of scribes at this healing.*° 
Matthew 9:9-13, Levi’s call, is Matthew’s first 
mention of these figures in reference to observing 
Jesus’ ministry. Their presence at these events shows 
that the reports about Jesus were not going unnoticed. 
News had reached the highest levels of Judaism. 

After mentioning the future opponents, Luke adds 
another unique note: the Lord’s power to heal is with 
Jesus. What Jesus is about to do is in conjunction 
with God’s power working through him (Luke 4:14, 
36; 6:19; 8:46; Acts 10:38; Grundmann, TDNT 2:301; 
Danker 1988: 120; Plummer 1896: 152). It may be 
one teacher versus several religious authorities, but 
God is working through the teacher, who is also a 
healer. Jesus is teaching. The Pharisees are present. 
Jesus is ready to heal and make great claims in the 
process. 


(2) Faith: The Paralytic Through the Roof 
(5:18-19) 


5:18 As the crowd congregated, some men (four 
according to Mark 2:3) brought a paralyzed man on 
his bed toward Jesus. Matthew and Luke use the 
same term to describe the bed, KAtvn (kliné; nine 
times in the NT), while Mark 2:4 uses a different 
term, KpAßaTTog (krabattos, pallet; eleven times in 
the NT). Both terms refer to the stretcher on which 
the lame man rested (BAGD 436, 447; BAA 887, 
909). Luke describes the man as crippled, using one 
of four NT terms to describe this condition.** The 
men were coming to bring him before Jesus. But, as 
the next verse makes clear, getting access to the 
teacher proved difficult. 


5:19 The normal entry into the house was blocked 
by the crowd. However, that would not stop this 
group of men. The typical house in Palestine had two 
stories, with the roof area serving as the second story. 
Steps up to the roof often lay in the open (Safrai 
1976a: 730-32). The roof was usually somewhat flat 
and about six feet above the ground. Wooden beams 
were laid across the top of the stone or mud walls, 
with a layer of reeds, thorns, and several inches of 
clay on top of them. Such a roof was the answer for 
the blocked path to Jesus. 


Luke gives the most detail at this point. The men 
go up on the roof, make a hole, and begin carefully to 
lower the man through the “tiles” (kepauwv, 
keramön). This account is challenged on two levels: 
(1) how could the crowd watch such a thing? and (2) 
many claim that Luke erred in saying that the roof 
had tiles (Schürmann 1969: 282 n. 17; Creed 1930: 
79). The scene, however, is not impossible. To cut 
through the mud layer above the beams would not be 
a major problem and debris would not be a factor 
(Plummer 1896: 153). As long as Jesus remained 
calm, the action would proceed. The reference to the 
tiles has been explained as Luke’s accommodating 
the description to his Greek audience; but this is not 
necessary. The term KEpauOG can also mean clay, 
and Luke may be describing the removed lumps of 
clay with a word that also indicated their function.” 
It is also suggested that tile roofs were used in 
ancient Palestine.” What is clear is that this man’s 
friends went to great lengths to get him before Jesus. 
Not only did they clear the roof, they also had to rig a 
way to lower him. Obviously, Luke gives these 
details to underline their faith’s persistent character. 
With this effort, the man gets to Jesus. 


The reference to “before Jesus” (EUTPOOVEV TOU 
IncoÜ, emprosthen tou Iésou) is very dramatic, 
trailing at the end of the verse. Now the man sits right 
before Jesus. The detail of the account leads the 
reader to identify with various figures in the story. 
What would Jesus do? How would the paralytic and 
his friends feel? What is the crowd thinking? 


(3) Jesus’ Response: Sins are Forgiven (5:20) 


9:20 Jesus responds with more than healing. All the 
Synoptics explain that Jesus sees the faith of the 
friends and addresses the paralytic. The help of 
others has aided this man (Liefeld 1984: 880). Faith 
(TTLOTLG, pistis) is often mentioned by Luke, and this 
is its first mention in the Gospel (7:9, 50; 8:48, 50; 
17:19; 18:42; Plummer 1896: 154; Fitzmyer 1981: 
582-83). Faith in this context emerges clearly as the 
belief that Jesus can provide graciously to meet the 
paralytic’s need. God’s help can be found through 
him (Nolland 1989: 235). Turning to God for help 
means that he will reply. These men understand what 
Luke notes in 4:18. Jesus has God’s power to heal. 
Just how much healing authority Jesus possesses they 
are about to discover. He has more than they 
bargained for. 


Despite the aid and the notation about the faith of 
many, Jesus addressed only the ailing man. The 
vocative, ÄVOPWITE (anthröpe, man), is not 
derogatory as it is in American English (Marshall 
1978: 213). It is like saying “friend” (BAGD 68 
Slay; BAA 135 81ay). Mark 2:5 and Matt. 9:2 have 
TEKVOV (teknon, child or son). Luke is paraphrasing, 
perhaps for his audience, which either may not 
appreciate TEKVOV as a term of affection or may 
mistakenly conclude that the man was a boy. Bovon 
(1989: 244) rightly prefers the latter explanation. 

The man’s sins are forgiven (APEWVTAL, 
apheontai), a key term in Luke. The passive voice 
indicates that God does the healing and forgiving 
(7:48), while the perfect tense emphasizes the state of 
forgiveness into which the paralytic enters through 
Jesus’ declaration (Danker 1988: 122; Fitzmyer 
1981: 583). The significance of this statement is not 
lost on the professional theologians in the audience 
(5:21). The hope of 1:77—79 is beginning to be 
realized. Jesus is showing that his miraculous work 
Carries a message about spiritual realities (Marshall 
1978: 213). 

It is not clear whether specific sin is in view in the 
healing or whether Jesus indicates that disease is a 


reflection of a fallen created order. Numerous texts in 
Judaism saw paralysis as the product of sin (1 Macc. 
9:55; 2 Macc. 3:22-28; 3 Macc. 2:22; C. F. Evans 
1990: 301). But John 9:2—3 shows that one should 
not be quick to make a one-to-one correspondence 
between specific, personal sin and disease. The 
general disorder of creation is more likely the point 
(Danker 1988: 122; Liefeld 1984: 880-81; 
Hendriksen 1978: 296).*° What is clear is that Jesus 
claims to have the power and authority to reverse the 
unfortunate situation. The theme of forgiveness of sin 
or of accepting the spiritually needy is frequent in 
Luke and the emphasis is on who provides it, namely 
Jesus or God (5:29-32; 7:34, 36-50; 15:3-7, 11-32; 
18:10-14; 19:8-10; 23:40-43).** The claim to forgive 
means that Jesus’ ministry has taken on a greater 
significance. Jesus begins gradually to reveal what 
his ministry is all about. 


(4) Official Reaction: Only God Can Do This 
(5:21) 

9:21 Jesus’ comment gains a reaction, especially 

since the man, for now, remains paralyzed before 


him. Luke here refers to VPauUUATEILG (grammateis, 
scribes), a different term from that used in 5:17 for 


this same group of people. In the OT, scribes served 
as legal counselors (Ezra 7:6, 11; Neh. 8:1; Jer. 8:8; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 583). Their legal, scriptural training 
causes them to react to Jesus’ statement theologically, 
correctly understanding Jesus’ claim to be 
significant. But they reject the claim, the first of 
many such rejections. Matthew 9:3 briefly recounts 
their thinking with one statement: “This man is 
blaspheming.” Mark 2:7 is very close to Luke, but he 
states their thinking with a question-statement- 
question format: “Why does this man speak thus? It 
is blasphemy. Who can forgive sins but God alone?” 
Luke has two questions: “Who is this that speaks 
blasphemies? Who can forgive sin but God only?” 
The idea in all these passages is the same, with each 
writer summarizing events in his own way.” The 
leaders’ questioning involves their private reflection. 
It is not an open, verbal objection, as the comment of 
the next verse about the attitude of their hearts makes 
clear (Plummer 1896: 155; Fitzmyer 1981: 584; 
Marshall 1978: 214; Schtirmann 1969: 283 n. 28). 
Blasphemy is a serious charge, one that will 
eventually become the basis of Jesus’ conviction. It 
involves an overt defilement of the divine name, that 
is, abusive speech or action directed against God (Isa. 


66:3; 1 Macc. 2:6; 2 Macc. 8:4; 10:34-36; Van Der 
Loos 1965: 445 n. 3; Beyer, TDNT 1:622; SB 
1:1008-9; Bock 1994b: 1834-86; see the exegesis of 
Luke 22:69). Conviction was punishable by death, 
which involved stoning in the OT (Lev. 24:10-16, 
century is uncertain. Some rabbinic materials that 
define blasphemy are slightly later than the NT 
period and have a narrow definition of the term, one 
not followed by other later rabbinic sources. The 
Mishnah’s narrow definition requires that the divine 
name be used (m. Sanh. 7.5), while other materials 
suggest three possible ways to blaspheme: (1) 
speaking ill of the Torah (Sipre 112 on Num. 15:30 [= 
Neusner 1986: 2.168—70]), (2) engaging in idolatry 
(Sipre 112 on Num. 15:31 [= Neusner 1986: 2.170]), 
or (3) bringing shame on Yahweh’s name (b. Pesah. 
93b). The point in all of these possible ways to 
blaspheme is that God’s majesty is somehow 
violated. 

Such a violation is what the leadership claims is 
present, as the next question shows. They see Jesus 
claiming a divine prerogative and therefore violating 
God’s majesty by taking to himself something 
reserved for God. Forgiving sin is God’s work only 


(UOVOG, monos, is somewhat emphatic). Their 
reading of what Jesus is doing and claiming is largely 
correct, though there is some precedent for God’s 
having an agent who communicates this forgiveness 
(Nathan in 2 Sam. 12:13 or the priests’ sacrificial 
work; Godet 1875: 1.267; Marshall 1978: 214; 
Plummer 1896: 155; Ernst 1977: 193). However, 
forgiveness itself is the work of God (Exod. 34:6; Ps. 
103:12; Isa. 1:18; 43:25; Jer. 31:34; Hendriksen 
1978: 297). 

What probably causes the reaction is the directness 
of Jesus’ claim, coupled with his lack of any official 
tradition or training. Jesus introduces a theological 
tension into his ministry. Those who observe him 
must wrestle with who he is. He also fulfills the 
commission laid out in 4:18. Jesus’ claim to perform 
God’s role and have authority over God’s 
prerogatives forces Jesus’ (and Luke’s) audience to a 
decision. A healing would be seen as an act of 
forgiveness by God, but it is another thing to claim to 
give that forgiveness directly (James 5:15; b. Ned. 
41a; Ellis 1974: 104).** Jesus will repeat this “crime” 
in Luke 7:48—49. Even the use of the passive voice, 
which lays forgiveness at God’s feet, does not 
prevent the sense that Jesus is too direct here. 


(5) Explanation: The Son of Man’s Authority 
(5:22-24) 


9:22 Jesus is not unaware of the religious leaders’ 
thinking. He knows their reasonings.”° Jesus’ ability 
to see the heart is an initial fulfillment of 2:35. 
Division comes to Israel, and Jesus knows his 
listeners’ hearts. Mark 2:8 closely parallels Luke, 
except that Mark includes an additional reference to 
Jesus’ knowing these things in his spirit (TW 
TVEVUATL AUTOÜ, tō pneumati autou). 

What Jesus’ insight reveals about him is a matter of 
debate. (1) Some argue for natural insight because 
Jesus has just observed the religious leaders’ 
response. He is simply portrayed as perceptive 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 584; Luke 4:23; 6:8; 7:40; 9:47). (2) 
Others argue for prophetic understanding (Schneider 
1977a: 134). (3) Still others hold that divine insight is 
alluded to here. Jesus reflects “divine knowledge” 
(Schiirmann 1969: 283) or is revealing his divinity 
(Hendriksen 1978: 298). It is hard to be certain of the 
specific nature of the intention here. The theme’s 
consistency in Luke suggests more than natural 
perception, as does the use of €7ttyVvous (epignous), 
which means he “knew fully” their thoughts. At the 


least, Jesus operates like a prophet.” Jesus’ 
description of his authority in 5:24 as tied to the Son 
of Man suggests someone who is more than a 
prophet. Jesus decides to challenge the Pharisees 
directly, having realized what they are thinking. He 
simply begins by asking why they should question 
him. 


9:23 Jesus issues the challenge in language that is 
virtually the same in all three Gospels. Mark 2:9 has 
an additional phrase when he speaks of the man’s 
taking up the mat (kai Apov TOV KpAßattöv cov, 
kai aron ton krabatton sou), a detail that highlights 
the presence of a cure. Luke is often more concise 
than Mark. Each Gospel repeats Jesus’ earlier 
statement in the exact words used originally, with 
Matt. 9:5 (9:2) matching Mark 2:9 (2:5), while Luke 
differs slightly. The renderings mean the same thing 
and are merely stylistic differences. 

The question that Jesus raises is asked from the 
observer’s perspective (Marshall 1978: 214; 
Schürmann 1969: 283): “What is easier to say?” 
EÜKOTIWTEPOV (eukopöteron) means “easier labor” 
(16:17; 18:25). The logic of the question is easy to 
follow: it is easier to say something that cannot be 


visually verified than to say something that can be 
visually substantiated. The easier claim from the 
observer’s point of view is the claim to forgive sins, 
since one cannot prove it wrong!” The issue is this: 

Is Jesus’ claim an empty word or the real thing? Does 
Jesus’ declaration of forgiveness have God’s word 
and power behind it? In this way, Jesus links the 
healing tightly with the spiritual message he bears in 
his person. One will reveal the truth of the other, as 
he is about to show. Such a challenge shows that the 
miraculous character of Jesus’ ministry was not a 
peripheral matter that could be easily discarded from 
the early church’s portrait of Jesus. These works had 
a crucial function against the objector in 
substantiating Jesus’ claims. The miracles also served 
as pictures of deeper spiritual realities. Material and 
Spiritual realities could be compared to one another. 
Miracles put rejection into the “without excuse” 
category, since miracles provided divine attestation 
(Acts 2:22; 3:6, 17; 4:9; 10:38). 


5:24 Jesus places the miracle in the context of his 
own authority. The wording of the verse, with the 
unusual parenthetical break in the middle, is virtually 
identical in all three Gospels, which suggests a 
similar source (Hendriksen 1978: 301; Plummer 


1896: 156). This is Luke’s first use of the title Son of 
Man (0 vids TOU AVOPWITTOU, ho huios tou 
anthropou). Mark’s first use of the title occurs in the 
parallel Mark 2:10; Matthew’s first use is Matt. 8:20 
(which is not parallel to this account), and his second 
use is 9:6 (= Luke 5:24).** Luke uses the title twenty- 
five times. The text is also unique, since it is the only 

Son of Man saying tied directly to a miracle (as 
opposed to a summary passage that mentions 
miracles). The Aramaic background of this title, its 
character, and its importance in Jesus’ ministry are 
discussed in detail in excursus 6. 

O vidc TOU AVOPWITTOD is Jesus’ favorite way to 
refer to himself. Jesus eventually will reveal that the 
designation comes from Dan. 7:13-14, where the Son 
of Man is simply a human figure in contrast to the 
four beasts. Yet his authority, derived from the 
Ancient of Days, is extensive, since this figure rides 
on the clouds and brings vindication to the saints. All 
of this background emerges explicitly through Jesus’ 
later use and development of the phrase, as argued in 
excursus 6. In Luke 5, Jesus simply introduces the 
cryptic designation, a term that in Aramaic can also 
be an idiomatic way to say either “me” or 
“someone.” By his actions, Jesus reveals himself as 


the Son of Man and indicates the extent of the 
authority he possesses. If the paralytic walks, the 
miracle talks about the Son of Man’s authority to 
forgive sin. If the Son of Man possesses such unique 
authority, then who is the Son of Man other than 
God’s unique agent of salvation? That is the question 
that the miracle raises. 

Jesus turns to the paralytic and gives him three 
commands: get up, take the mat, and go home. The 
man’s being able to walk home attests to his healing, 
and it should cause the observer and the reader to 
reflect on what this healing says about Jesus and 
what Jesus’ claim to have authority over sin really 
means. If God is the source of healing, what does this 
healing mean? Moreover, since God does not work 
through impostors or liars, what does this healing 
mean? The miracle’s success narrows the options. It 
leaves the audience both of the event and of Luke’s 
Gospel to ponder the appropriate conclusion. 


ii. Healing and the Response (5:25-26) 


(1) Healing: The Paralytic Departs with Joy 
(5:25) 


5:25 The healing is narrated in a rather simple form. 
Though the wording of each Gospel differs, the 


message is the same: the paralytic got up and walked 
away. Both Luke and Mark note the immediacy of 
the healing. Luke 5:25 says he got up immediately 
(TapaxpNua, parachrema [Matthew twice, Mark 
never, Luke ten times]), while Mark 2:12 notes that 
he picked up his mat immediately (eVOUc, euthys 
[Matthew five times, Mark forty-one times, Luke 
once]). Matthew 9:7 simply notes he went out to his 
house. The differences are a matter of style in 
summarizing. Each of the three commands given in 
Luke 5:24 is paralleled with a fulfillment in 5:25: the 
paralytic got up, took up his mat, and went to his 
home. Luke adds an additional note. As the formerly 
paralyzed man walks home, he is praising God. Luke 

often notes that with the saving action of God, there 
comes gratitude and joy (Luke 2:20; 4:15; 5:26; 7:16; 
13:13; 17:15; 18:43; 23:47 [at the cross!]; Acts 4:21; 
11:15-18; 21:20). God’s saving work brings a song to 
one’s heart. 


(2) | Crowd’s Reaction: Praise and Awe (5:26) 


5:26 Luke concludes the account with the crowd’s 
response: amazement gripped them. Mark 2:12 has 
distinct but parallel language, which makes the same 
point.” The crowd gave God praise, a common 


Lucan note that is shared by all the Gospels at this 
point. The audience was filled with awe, a reaction 
that Luke’s readers should have as well (Schürmann 
1969: 285; Marshall 1978: 217). Luke notes the 
crowd’s comment about seeing Tapadocéa 
(paradoxa, wonderful things), a common LXX word 
that appears only here in the NT.“ The term also 
appears in Josephus’s description of Jesus as 
performing surprising works (Antiquities 18.3.3 
8863-64; F. F. Bruce 1974: 36-41). In Matt. 9:8, the 
amazement centers on such authority being given to 
humans, a comment that suggests that the crowd did 
not get the event’s uniqueness. They failed to see (or 
focus upon) Jesus’ uniqueness. Luke’s comment 
makes it clear that the unusual character of Jesus’ 
ministry was noted. The events of today (ONUEPOV, 
semeron) were unusual. The crowd knew it was 
dealing with God’s surprising presence. The positive 
implication in this remark means that people other 
than the leadership saw the event and took note. They 
may not have understood everything, but they could 
see that something was happening. ÜUnuEPpOV recalls 
Luke 4:21 and is a note that Luke frequently makes 
(2:11; 13:32-33; 19:5, 9; 23:43). Jesus’ present 
ministry means that God is doing something unique, 


and even today this crowd has had the privilege of 
seeing it. 


Summary 


Luke 5:12-16 showed Jesus ministering to the 
rejected of society. Perhaps no one pictures this 
separation more than lepers. These people were 
isolated socially and physically so that others 
would not contract their contagious disease. Jesus 
power overcomes the disease and reverses the 
man’s condition. The healing is placed in a 
context of Jesus’ willingness to cleanse. The man 
is to give testimony to God for his goodness 
through Jesus. The result is more crowds. As his 
ministry grows and enters into anew public 
phase, Jesus is found alone with God in prayer. 
The healing of the leper is but another evidence of 
Jesus’ power and compassion. It points to a 
special time and to God’s special agent. Just how 
special the time is will be seen in the controversy 
that his continuing ministry generates as the issue 
of his person emerges even more in the miracle 
that follows. 
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The healing of the paralytic in 5:17-26 is a 
turning point in Jesus’ ministry, as Jesus measures 
his ministry in terms of forgiveness of sins. 
Accordingly, the healing takes on an additional 
importance beyond the mere reversal of physical 
ills. The paralytic’s restoration shows that God is 
committed to Jesus’ ministry. The healing 
substantiates Jesus’ claims about the extent of his 
authority. The faith of the paralytic and his friends 
moves Jesus to act and exercise his authority on 
behalf of people who recognize their need. 

But the event also represents a more ominous 
development as Luke describes the first official 
rejection of Jesus. The charge of blasphemy is 
raised, and the lines of opposition are forming. 
Decisions about Jesus are being made. The 
inexorable movement toward the cross is 
beginning as the Lucan “it is necessary” plays 
itself out in Jesus’ ministry. Readers are 
confronted with the choice of how they will 
respond to God’s agent, who has authority to 
forgive sins. Is he a blasphemer or is he sent from 
God with authority to forgive transgression? 
Would God support a fraud with such works? Or 
is someone else behind him? Is Jesus the one that 


God promised? This event forces such questions 
and does not permit anyone to sit on the fence 
about the answer. 


Additional Notes 


5:17. The reading Ot OAV EANAVOBOTEC has the best 
manuscript distribution: B, C, L, W, A, O, Byz, Lect. X and D omit 


the relative pronoun OL but differ between themselves. 


5:17. The more difficult reading is GLÜTOV as the subject of the 
infinitive (“in order that he might heal”); it is supported by X, B, L, W, 
=. However, the reading AUTOUG (“in order that he might heal 
them”) has better manuscript support: A, C, D, A, ©, ©, Byz, Lect, 
family 1, family 13, most Itala. It is hard to be sure which reading is 
Original, but the sense is not greatly influenced by the decision. 
Either God’s power enables Jesus to heal or God’s power enables 
him to heal others. 


3. Call of Levi and a Complaint 
(5:27-32) 


Jesus’ outreach to outcasts continues. But now he 
deals with the social outcast rather than the 
physically handicapped (Danker 1988: 125; 
Liefeld 1984: 883). The section focuses on Jesus’ 
association with sinners, an association that he 
initiates. The action produces a negative response 
from the Pharisees and scribes, since they reject 
such fellowship with the unrighteous. The contrast 
between the separatism of these Jewish officials 
and the outreach of this single teacher is clear. 
Jesus’ example teaches the church community that 
they need to seek and associate with the outcast as 
a part of their mission, even though there might be 
some who would frown on such personal 
relationships (Fitzmyer 1981: 589; Michel, TDNT 
8:105; Luke 15:1-32; 19:1-10; 18:9-14 [for the 
contrast]; Matt. 20:13-16). Jesus has gone from 
forgiving sinners to openly associating with them. 
Mission requires more than casual contact. Jesus 
engages with those in the culture. They sense that 
he cares for them and does not just preach at them. 
Thus, this passage exposes the personal character 
of his mission. 

An additional significant note is the change in 
the sinner. This idea, though only alluded to here, 


is still of great significance for Luke. Levi will 
leave all. Jesus asks for repentance (pictured in 
5:31-32). The sick need healing and are made 
well by Jesus’ ministry. Levi pictures such a 
transformation and represents the model disciple. 
Luke’s description of Levi shows that discipleship 
is part of Jesus’ goal in reaching out to the sinner.* 
Fitzmyer (1981: 588) notes eight differences 
between Luke and Mark.” But none of these 
differences, as shall be seen, are substantive, 
though Luke is able to emphasize discipleship and 
repentance through his unique material. 


Sources and Historicity 


The texts parallel to Luke 5:27-32 are Mark 2:13-17 and Matt. 9:9- 
13 (Aland 1985: 844). There are no additional written sources to 
appealto besides the sources that stand behind the Synoptic 
accounts. Two events are in view here: Levi’s call in Luke 5:27-28 is 
followed by a banquet where Jesus dines and fellowships with tax 
collectors and sinners in Luke 5:29-32. As noted in the chronological 
discussion at Luke 5:12-26, the later placement of the call and the 
meal in Matthew makes it likely that the call preceded the dinner by 
some break in time (Marshall 1978: 217-18 discusses the source 


issue as it relates to Mark; Matthew differs from both Mark and Luke 
here). However, the events’ clear relationship to one another has 
caused all the Synoptics to place them side by side, though in two 
distinct time frames. 

Levi’s call and association with Jesus create a controversy 
between Jesus and the Pharisees about personal relationships. 
Jesus does not shy away from the opportunity to challenge social 
outcasts with the gospel of the kingdom and the call to discipleship. 
Jesus sees what looks bad to the Pharisees as an opportunity for 
significant healing and restoration. His ministry reconciles people to 
God and preaches peace to them (Acts 10:36-39). 

The two parts of the passage display different forms. Luke 5:27- 
28 is a brief story about Jesus that is also a call narrative.2 Bultmann 
(1963: 28) calls the Marcan parallel a biographical apophthegm, 
which means a pronouncement story. However, that no climactic 
teaching is present speaks against this classification (Fitzmyer 1981: 
588). 

Luke 5:29-32 is a pronouncement story that is also a controversy 
account. Luke 5:31-32 also has a mission statement or an “I- 
saying.” Fitzmyer (1981: 5838-89) argues that the tradition’s setting is 
a product of the early church, though the sayings themselves 
apparently are from Jesus. He notes that the shift of persons to the 
disciples in 5:30 shows that they are the real objects of complaint in 
the original tradition. In addition, the Pharisees’ appearance at the 
meal is impossible and shows that the setting is a later product. The 


tradition, in his view, served as a polemic for the Palestinian church 
to defend their association with undesirables. 

Interestingly, the Jesus Seminar is less skeptical about these 
sayings than they are about most of the other sayings up to this point 
in Luke (Funk and Hoover 1993: 284-85). On the basis of Jesus’ 
challenge to disciples in 9:57-62, they question Jesus’ call to be 
followed. But they misread that text as Jesus’ refusing to have 
disciples. Surely Jesus called disciples (6:12-16; 9:23, 59; 18:22). 
The presence of disciples, especially figures like Peter, is too well 
attested at various source levels to be rejected. The Jesus Seminar 
accepts as likely (using pink type) the saying, comparing Jesus’ 
work to that of a physician; they do so on the grounds of the saying’s 
proverbial character. But they question (using gray type) the mission 
statement about Jesus’ calling others to repentance. They regard it 
as too similar to 19:10 and the parables in chapter 15. But would 
Jesus engage in a controversial ministry of outreach without a 
rationale for doing so? These grounds are not sufficient to deny 
authenticity. The authenticity of such mission statements is well 
defended by Jeremias (1967a: 166-67) and Van lersel (1967: 223); 
see also the additional note on 5:31-32. 

Fitzmyer’s point that Luke 5:29-32 is a teaching message about 
the church’s association with undesirables is correct, at least in part. 
The issue of association is a major theme. However, there is no 
need to question the setting’s authenticity. The Pharisees are not 
attending the dinner; rather, they are grumbling about what they 


know about Jesus. Their apparent presence at the meal in 5:30 is a 
result of literary compression, as their reaction probably followed 
their learning about the meal. 

In addition, the Pharisees’ address of the disciples is natural 
enough. They may have feared taking on Jesus directly at this point, 
especially given his recent successes and their limited exposure to 
the teacher. The approach to the disciples is one of timidity and does 
not indicate an original early church setting. The tradition about 
Jesus is full of his association with what the Pharisees saw as 
reprobates. The sayings relate directly to that tension. One suspects 
that an unwarranted assumption is creeping into the analysis, that is, 
that an unmixed form was the original form. However, traditional 
reflection may have put together these two distinct events into a 
sequence, an association that was natural, given the relationship of 
the events.2 These events are historical. The sayings fit the 
occasion, revealing a key emphasis in Jesus’ ministry. 


The outline of Luke 5:27—32 is as follows: 


a. Call of Levi (5:27-28) 
i. Jesus calls Levi to follow him (5:27) 
ii. Levi leaves all to follow Jesus (5:28) 
b. Controversy over association and mission 
(5:29-32) 
i. Dinner with tax collectors and sinners 
(5:29) 


ii. Controversy: Jesus’ company (5:30) 
iii. Reply: Jesus is called to the sick and the 
sinner (5:31-32) 


Several themes are key. Jesus associates 
compassionately with the outcast in need, despite 
the impression this gives to outsiders. Such 
association is necessary because Jesus’ mission is 
to call the outcast to be healed. He offers an 
accepting hand, while calling on them to turn to 
God. Levi pictures a called outcast, who in turn 
leads others to hear Jesus. The Pharisees and 
scribes picture those who are too concerned about 
Separation to reach out to those in need. It is clear 
that their approach to mission comes in for rebuke 
by Jesus’ remark. 

Association with outcasts is a part of outreach. 
Jesus sees in the outcast an opportunity for God to 
show his grace. He extends to Levi the chance for 
fellowship with God. He communicates that, like 
any sinner, Levi can have a walk with God. In 
contrast, the Pharisees want nothing to do with 
these sinners. How do those who associate with 
Jesus view those who do not know his message? 
Isolation from sinners is not the call of the 


disciple. Jesus rejects the approach of the Jewish 
leadership to this question. Engagement, 
willingness to associate with sinners, and offering 
them hope are the role of the one who follows 
Jesus. There is also an awareness that spiritual and 
emotional healing can be offered to such people. 
They are accepted first as people, as the challenge 
and invitation to walk with God come. In fact, 
God’s invitation to experience his grace can be 
offered only to those who realize that they are 
sinners in need of God’s help. Everyone 
experiences God’s healing grace the same way— 
because they realize they need it, not because they 
earn it through their own merit. Before God, all 
stand equally in need (Rom. 3:9-31). 


Exegesis and Exposition 


ZT And after these things he went out and observed a tax collector 


named [JLeviLJ, who was seated at the tax office, and said to him, 

“Follow me.” 23And leaving all, Levi arose and was following him. 
29 And Levi prepared a great feast for him in his home; and there 

was a large company of tax collectors and others reclining at the 


table with them. 2°And the Pharisees and their scribes were 


grumbling to the disciples, saying, “Why do you eat and drink with 
tax collectors and sinners?” *4And Jesus replied to them, “Those 
who are well do not have a need for a physician, but those who are 
sick. %2] have not come to invite the righteous but sinners to 
repentance.” 


a. Call of Levi (5:27-28) 
i. Jesus Calls Levi to Follow Him (5:27) 


5:27 Luke describes Levi’s call. With more detail at 
this point, Mark 2:13 notes that this event followed a 
teaching setting and occurred as Jesus passed beside 
the sea. Luke often lacks such details about the 
setting. As Jesus goes along, he spots Levi. 
"E8eaoato (etheasato, looked at, observed) 
indicates that Jesus consciously singles this man out.° 
It is no accident that Jesus selects Levi. Jesus shows 
the type of person to whom he wishes to minister and 
to whom he wishes to show God’s way. Jesus takes 
the initiative with the rejected. The action takes into 
account that tax collectors were held in the lowest 
esteem (see the exegesis of 3:12). Levi is called a 
TEAWVNG (telön2s), which is not a chief tax collector 
(APYLTEAWVNG, architelönes) like Zacchaeus (19:2), 
but a lower-level tax collector who would have 
reported to someone like Zacchaeus. He was one of 


the men at the tax booth who collected the levy as 
people traveled from city to city. The controversy this 
call will produce is no accident, since the conscious 
selection of this man challenges all cultural views of 
who is the potential object of God’s mercy. 

Matthew 9:9 calls this tax collector Matthew. Since 
at least the days of Origen in the third century, there 
has been debate whether Levi and Matthew are the 
same person (Plummer 1896: 158; Fitzmyer 1981: 
590; the gnostic Heracleon [in Clement of 
Alexandria, Stromata 4.9] and Origen, Against 
Celsus 1.62, distinguish Levi and Matthew). Two 
factors lead many to equate these two names: (1) the 
detailed agreement between Luke’s and Matthew’s 
accounts and (2) the inclusion on the list of the 
Twelve of only one tax collector (Matt. 10:3). Others 
argue that two figures are present. Pesch (1968a) 
suggests that the Levi story is used in Matthew’s 
Gospel but that the name Matthew is substituted for 
Levi, so that the story can be about one of the 
Twelve.” This approach is not likely since many 
figures in the first century had double names.” Godet 
(1875: 1.271) suggests that Levi was given the name 
Matthew by Jesus, while Hendriksen (1978: 302) 
argues that he had the double name all along. There is 


no way to answer this subquestion about the name’s 
origin. However, there is no need to challenge the 
names used in the accounts. 

Jesus issues Levi a call to follow him. Other such 
calls occur in Luke 9:23, 59; 18:22. The account runs 
similar to 5:10-11, except for the mention of an 
additional promise. There, Peter receives a promise 
that he will share in Jesus’ mission of seeking people. 
In contrast, Jesus asks Levi simply to join his cause. 
But these are really the same request. 


ll. Levi Leaves All to Follow Jesus (5:28) 


9:28 Levi accepts Jesus’ invitation. Great 
commitment is expressed with amazing brevity: Levi 
leaves all and follows Jesus. Luke alone notes that he 
leaves everything behind.’ For Luke, discipleship 
means a priority commitment to Jesus, which is what 
Levi’s leaving the tax booth describes.'® The call of 
Jesus has taken priority over the old vocation. 

Some see a problem in the “leaving all” language. 
How could Levi leave his job and still throw the 
elaborate dinner of the following verses? Fitzmyer 
(1981: 589) notes that asking this question 
undermines the story, since it does not address such 
issues (his literary point is correct). However, the 


event need not be out of character with the later 
action. One does not know if Levi was an efficient 
man with his share of the tax revenue. That such a 
question is raised reveals excessive skepticism. There 
is no rule that says a tax collector must be a financial 
fool with his earnings. What is clear is that after 
meeting Jesus and receiving a call from him, Levi 
puts his relationship and responsiveness to Jesus first. 


b. Controversy Over Association and Mission 
(5:29-32) 


i, Dinner with Tax Collectors and Sinners (5:29) 


5:29 Levi holds a feast with Jesus as the honored 
guest. The phrase €m0inoev Soxynv WEyaAnv 
(epoiesen dochen megalen, he made a great feast) 
occurs in the LXX.” Only Luke explicitly refers to a 
feast. Levi takes his call seriously and opens up his 
home to his friends to introduce them to Jesus. As in 
Mark 2:15 and Matt. 9:10, the reference is clearly to 
Levi’s home. Mark’s language is a little more 
ambiguous than Luke’s as to who is the host; but the 
need to insert a specific reference to Jesus in Mark 
2:15 shows that Jesus’ own home is not in view 
(correctly Godet 1875: 1.272; Plummer 1896: 160; 
Creed 1930: 81; incorrectly Leaney 1958: 126). Luke 


often likes to mention events at meals (7:36-50; 
9:10-17; 10:38-42; 11:37-54; 14:1-24; 19:1-10; 
22:7-38; 24:29-32, 41-43; Danker 1988: 125). The 
table is a place where spiritual points are made and 
fellowship occurs. Levi seeks to use his home and 
resources to bring the message of Jesus to his friends. 
The issue is not the party, but who is invited to it. 
Luke speaks of a large company of tax collectors and 
others, identified as sinners by the Pharisees in 5:30." 
Luke lets the Pharisees make the full charge against 
Jesus and his disciples. Levi has gone to great trouble 
to bring Jesus to many who might not normally be 
expected to have contact with a religious dignitary. 
The turnout is clearly not the moral upper crust of 
society. Nevertheless, Jesus reclines with them in 
meal fellowship. In doing so, he is carrying out his 
ministry to the spiritually needy. At the same time, 
Jesus offends the separatism of the Pharisees, who 
would have never shared a meal with such rabble.” 


il. Controversy: Jesus’ Company (5:30) 


5:30 The official response to the meal occurs some 
time after the event when the Pharisees and their 
scribes approach the disciples with a question. That 
this encounter comes after the party is clear, because 


the Pharisees would not have come to such a party, as 
their question shows, even in the unlikely event that 
they had been invited (Marshall 1978: 220; Tiede 
1988: 128). The appearance that the leaders are near 
or at the party is a result of literary compression. 

The leaders wish to register a complaint. The verb 
chosen, €yOyyuCov (egongyzon, were grumbling), is 
a graphic, emotive verb whose pronunciation sounds 
like the action. One can almost hear the grumbling 
described by €yOyyuCov. Luke reserves this word 
group (yoyyuCw and dtayoyyvCw) for complaints 
about Jesus’ relationship to outsiders (15:2; 19:7; 
Schweizer 1984: 111; Rengstorf, TDNT 1:733 §C1). 
It was also used in the OT to describe Israel’s 
complaining against God in the desert, so that often 
the term describes inappropriate grumbling (Exod. 
15:24; 16:7-8; Num. 14:2, 26-35; 16:11; 17:6, 20). 
In Judaism, some grumbling was wise (Sir. 31:24, 
grumbling about injustice in the distribution of food), 
while other grumbling was unwise (Sir. 10:25, 
grumbling about a wise ruler). 

In Luke, the complaint attacks Jesus indirectly by 
aiming at the disciples, while Mark 2:16 and Matt. 
9:11 complain only about Jesus. In addition, only 
Luke mentions both eating and drinking with 


undesirables, slightly intensifying the charge. When 
Luke speaks of Jesus’ and his disciples’ association 
with tax collectors and sinners, the charge is 
expanded in its natural direction, since Jesus and the 
disciples engaged in this behavior. The Pharisees’ 
complaint was with Jesus, but they also questioned 
anyone who had such associations. 

The problem in their view is not mere contact with 
sinners, but table fellowship that seeks out and 
welcomes these people. As Jesus’ reply in 5:32 
makes clear, AUAPTWAGV (hamartolon, sinners) 
refers to a wide group of people, including the 
potentially impious, like tax collectors. In other 
words, it refers to any who need to be healed and not 
only to the worst sinners in the harshest possible 
sense. The judgment by the Pharisees is not 
necessarily harsh. It may accurately describe these 
people, but for Jesus, recovery is the issue, not 
quarantine.“ The Pharisees regard the disciples’ and 
Jesus’ association with such people as inappropriate 
for any religious leader. Luke 7:34, 36-50 and 15:1— 
32 also treat the theme of associating with sinners, 
explaining why Jesus does so (Ernst 1977: 198). 

As noted, Luke alone mentions drinking alongside 
eating, which strengthens the complaint. The issue of 


eating and drinking is a frequent charge against Jesus 
in Luke (5:33; 7:33-34; Marshall 1978: 220). Thus, 
both additional details about the disciples and about 
drinking are unique to Luke, expand the charge in 
scope, and heighten it in tone. Jesus extends an 
acceptance that the Pharisees reject, especially since 
Jesus is taking the initiative. In the Pharisees’ 

judgment, he reclines with those to whom he should 
respectfully decline fellowship. 

Some argue that the table fellowship of the early 
church is the issue here, even the Lord’s Supper, 
which, it is argued, is the event suggested by the meal 
with Jesus. The question would be, “Who is worthy 
of this meal?” But the association with the Lord’s 
table, though an implication of the passage, is not 
what is directly in view, since an attendee at the 
Lord’s table would be a believer who is already 
forgiven, an insider (1 Cor. 11:17-22, 27-34). What 
Luke makes clear is that outsiders should be invited 
to become “insiders.” A direct connection to the 
Lord’s table is too narrow an approach. This 
suggestion reflects an effort to press for a setting in 
the early church for these traditions. The accounts 
may have implications for the early church, but this 


approach does not explain the origin of these 
traditions. 

Also to be rejected is the view of Walker (1978) 
that Jesus was not as close to these groups as the 
texts suggest.'° As Carson (1984: 160) keenly 
observes, Walker makes an either/or choice out of a 
both/and situation. Jesus associated with sinners and 
condemned all sin—their sin as well as the sins of 
others. Jesus aggressively formed relationships that 
would help lay the basis of an acceptance from which 
the challenge about lifestyle could be made. 

Thus, the issue is the scope of Jesus’ mission and 
the focus of the disciples’ concern, not table 
fellowship in the church. Disciples should seek the 
lost and relate to them in a way that allows the offer 
of God’s grace to be extended to them. If Jesus 
sought to save the lost (19:10), how much more 
should his followers? 


iii. Reply: Jesus is Called to the Sick and the 
Sinner (5:31-32) 

9:31 Jesus responds in wording that is virtually 

identical in all three Gospels. The only difference is 

that Mark 2:17 and Matt. 9:12 have oi toyDovTEc 

(hoi ischyontes, the strong), instead of Luke’s Oi 


vytaivovtes (hoi hygiainontes, the healthy), but the 
meaning is virtually synonymous.” Luke’s reference 
to the healthy fits with the picture of Jesus as a 
physician, helping those in need. 

The reply adopts the Pharisees’ perspective, and 
there is a note of sarcasm in it, as the later account of 
18:11-14 shows. Jesus’ reply shows that he is not 
seeking direct confrontation, because he keeps his 
answer solely in terms of the sinners’ need and does 
not yet criticize the Pharisees explicitly (Danker 
1988: 126). Danker notes the later comment of Greek 
philosopher Antisthenes: “Doctors associate with the 
sick but do not contract fevers” (Diogenes Laertius 
6.6 [A.D. third century]). Jesus probably uses well- 
known proverbial imagery." Jesus seeks out those in 
need who sense their position before God. The 
Pharisees, as the “healthy,” are not prepared to be 
treated for something they do not recognize as 
diseased. As the following verse makes clear, Jesus’ 
remarks have a metaphorical, ethical thrust (Mark 
2:17; Matt. 5:45; Luke 15:7; Schrenk, TDNT 2:189; 
Preisker, TDNT 4:717). The tax collectors and sinners 
have no physical ills, but they need another kind of 
cure." 


9:32 Jesus elaborates on his physician remark with a 
description of his mission. Such mission declarations 
are common (Luke 7:34; 12:49, 51; 18:8; 19:10; 
Mark 1:38; 10:45; Matt. 5:17; 20:28; J. Schneider, 
TDNT 2:668; Fitzmyer 1981: 592). ’EANAuda 
(elelytha, I have come) shows his attitude about the 
mission and can have the force of a present tense (“I 
am come”; Fitzmyer 1981: 592; this is the only 
mission text to use the first person with the perfect 
tense of Epxoual). Jesus’ mission is not to the 
“righteous,” but to sinners. Such concern for sinners 
is the burden of the Luke 15 parables as well. 

The object of the mission—repentance—makes 
clear why this is so. The righteous cannot repent, but 
sinners can. There is a tight link between this and the 
previous verse. The healthy are the righteous and 
allude to the Pharisees’ picture of themselves, while 
the sick and the sinners are those to whom Jesus 
seeks to minister. The remark is rhetorical and 
reflects the Pharisees’ perspective. It is not an 
endorsement of their righteousness. Jesus goes to 
those who perceive their needs and he seeks to meet 
them. The point is not that the Pharisees are 
“Justified” already, so that Jesus will leave them 
alone, but that they are not open to their own need of 


a physician, so he cannot appeal to them nor can he 
heal them. That they are not justified before God 
becomes very clear later in Luke’s account, in Luke 
11-13 (esp. 11:37-52). 

The end of the passage includes a note that only 
Luke has: the call to sinners is for repentance.” 
Matthew 9:13 and Mark 2:17 speak only of calling 
sinners, but the point is the same. Luke is simply 
more explicit. Jesus accepts the sinner as a person 
who needs God and who can approach him, given the 
right frame of mind. However, Jesus’ goal is to 
transform the sinner’s way of thinking about life, as 
well as the way the sinner relates to God. 
Repentance, as noted, is a key Lucan theme and 
refers basically to a change of mind, a shift of view 
(3:3, 8; 13:1-5; 15:7, 10; 16:30; 17:3-4; 24:47). Luke 
24:46-47 shows that the roots of repentance reach 
back to the OT. The change of mind involves not just 
Jesus but an embracing of God that changes one’s 
orientation in life, like the OT concept of tuming 


(IIV, Sib; see the exegesis of 3:3). Repentance is 
part of Jesus’ and the apostles’ gospel message. 
Indeed, Acts includes many summary calls to repent: 
Paul describes his gospel message in these terms 
(Acts 26:20), and one responds to his call with faith 


(26:18). Such turning to God brings one into light 
(26:18, 23). 

Luke also makes explicit what the call to sinners 
requires. The sinner is challenged to look at things in 
a way that is pleasing to God. What is involved in 
this change of mind, in reorienting oneself to God on 
his terms? Jesus challenges people to respond to God 
with humble openness before him about what their 
previous behavior means. They must know that it 
renders them guilty before God and places them in 
need. But Jesus also proclaims the possibility of 
finding forgiveness and God’s grace by coming 
honestly, openly, and humbly to him. Those who 
recognize they are “sick” come to the Great 
Physician, Jesus, so he can exercise his power to heal 
and change them. 

The perspective here is very similar to the 
contrastive parable of Luke 18:9-14, where the 
attitudes of a Pharisee and a tax collector are 
compared. The “sinner,” the tax collector, comes out 
better; the tax collector called on God to have mercy 
on him a sinner, and Jesus says that the tax collector 
walked away from his prayer justified. Just as 5:32 is 
unique to Luke, so is the parable in 18:9-14. The two 
texts show how one in need can humbly come to 


God. For Luke, the spiritually sick coming for 
spiritual healing is a fundamental portrait of genuine 
repentance. 

Thus, the physician imagery of 5:31-32 shows that 
we must recognize our need to be “treated.” This type 
of humble openness to God for healing is what Jesus 
will commend in the tax collector of Luke 18. A 
repentant heart is open, not closed, to God. The 
physician seeks to call people to see themselves 
honestly, as they really are. They are ready to let God 
work on them. This willingness to rest in God and 
have him enter one’s life is the essence of repentance. 
The Pharisees’ attitude prevents this type of work 
from being done on them. So, Jesus goes where an 
opportunity for response exists. Spiritual restoration 
and healing can be accomplished only where the 
acceptance of “illness” is present. These tax 
collectors and sinners come to the table in the clinic, 
and the Physician is not about to reject their response. 


Summary 


In Luke 5:27—32, Jesus shows the universal scope 
of his ministry: he reaches out to all types of 
people. When one looks back at 4:31-5:32, one 
sees a variety of people who have received the 


benefits of Jesus’ labor: the demon-possessed are 
exorcised; the sick are restored; the fishermen find 
a great catch, only to be invited to cast a new kind 
of net; the leper is cleansed; the paralyzed rise; the 
tax collector is called; the sinners are invited; and, 
last of all, paradoxically, the Pharisees stand in 
shock. In all of this activity, Jesus Christ’s 
authority stands out, as it sits in judgment over the 
Spirit world, disease, and most importantly sin and 
humanity. But how will this message go out? Can 
those in need really come to Jesus? Or will they 
need to be cleansed first, as the Jewish leadership 
suggests? 

In this event, Jesus showed that his mission is 
not accomplished by separatism. Jesus will not 
wait for sinners. He will seek them out. He will 
accept them as persons; but he will challenge 
sinners to meet the God who can bind up wounds 
and bring them back to health. 

Some may be startled at the ministry’s 
openness. They may react that such associations 
taint the teacher’s credentials and raise questions 
about his spiritual integrity. But what Jesus’ 
actions show is the extent of his compassion and 
the depth of God’s grace. The Physician seeks out 


the sick and calls them into the hospital room of 
God’s care. In the context of personal acceptance, 
they may begin to listen, open up to God, and find 
the way to spiritual health. What Luke wishes his 
readers to see is that a gracious door of care is 
offered to all. Sinners are asked to sense their 
need. Thus, the mission extends to all and takes 
the initiative in seeking them out. It takes an open 
door to create open hearts. It is that openness that 
Jesus exemplifies in his willingness to risk 
ridicule and associate with sinners. Should not his 
disciples do likewise? 


Additional Notes 


5:27. In agreement with Mark 2:14, Levi’s identification as son of 
Alphaeus is found in manuscript D and the Gospel of Peter 14.60. 
Manuscript D also provides a setting for the account: Jesus is 
walking by the sea (cf. Mark 2:13). The longer reading of D is not 
sufficiently attested; rather, it brought Luke into verbal agreement 
with Mark, perhaps because Mark is the most detailed. 


5:31-32. Pesch (1970c) argues that 5:31 and 5:32 were originally 
separate in the earliest tradition, because 5:31 does not answer the 
Pharisees’ question. He also argues (pp. 74—75) that other 


pronouncement stories do not end with two pronouncements, so that 
Luke’s unique ending becomes suspect. But such a separation is not 
necessary. As noted, 5:31 sets up 5:32, which is relevant to the 
complaint, so that what is present is really one intertwined 


pronouncement. Even if two sayings were present, Pesch 


overapplies form methodology, since many individual NT passages 
do not fit entirely the ideal description of the form to which they 
belong. Thus, Pesch’s approach is to be rejected. The original saying 


was a unit. 


4. Rise of Opposition: Three 
Controversies (5:33-6:11) 


The opposition against Jesus becomes more 
resolute in Luke 5:33-6:11, which contains three 
pericopes that raise the tension between Jesus and 
the Pharisees. 

The first controversy emerges from a question 
about fasting (5:33-39). This discussion leads 
Jesus to declare that a new era is present and that 
many in the old order will not respond to it. This 
is followed by two Sabbath controversies. The 
first has to do with plucking grain on the Sabbath; 


the Pharisees again register abroad complaint 
against Jesus and the disciples (6:1—5). Jesus’ 
reply underlines his authority, even over 
something as sacred as the Sabbath. The new 
order is asserting itself. In the second controversy, 
Jesus takes the initiative by healing a man with a 
withered hand on the Sabbath (6:6-11). He knows 
that the Pharisees are watching him as he comes 
into the synagogue; yet, he acts with instant 
compassion just the same. 

The three parts of 5:33-6:11 show their unity 
not only by sharing the issue of controversy but by 
concluding with the note that the scribes and 
Pharisees discussed what they might do to Jesus. 
Thus, in the space of three short events the 
Opposition moves from mere protest to a resolve 
to stop Jesus. Luke has now recounted five 
consecutive controversies: Jesus’ claim to forgive 
sins (5:17—26) and his openness in eating with 
sinners (5:27—32) were not his only provocative 
activities; now we learn that he does not fast 
(5:33-39), that his disciples pluck grain on the 
Sabbath (6:1-5), and that he heals on the Sabbath 
(6:6-11). Jesus’ authority creates a reaction and 
meets with rejection.* 


Sources and Historicity (5:33-39) 


All the Gospels place the controversy over fasting immediately after 
the meal at the tax collector’s home (Luke 5:33-39 = Mark 2:18-22 = 
Matt. 9:14-17; Aland 1985: 845). The issue of its placement is made 
complex by Matt. 9:18, where this teaching is tied temporally to the 
healing of Jairus’s daughter, an event that is somewhat later in Mark 
and Luke (Mark 5:21-43 = Luke 8:40-56). Hendriksen (1978: 307) 
fully discusses this positioning and suggests that the Matthean 
placement seems more precise, with Mark and Luke moving this 
event up because topically and logically it is associated with issues 
of Jesus’ practice. These issues were first made public at the meal at 
Levi's house, so Mark and Luke associated the later events with that 
catalyst event. If this placement is correct, as seems likely, then each 
Gospel engaged in some topical arranging in its sections on Jesus’ 
early ministry. Matthew 8-9, Luke 5:1-6:17, and Mark 2:1-3:6 
basically proceed in chronological sequence, but each has 
rearranged some events because of their conceptual associations, 
rather than for purely sequential reasons.2 Each writer exercised his 
own judgment as to when to arrange his account along more topical 
lines, but traces of the chronological arrangement are often left clear 
by notes in a given Gospel. 


The Gospel accounts of the question about fasting are very 
similar, but still some differences remain. The following list of the key 
differences is based on Fitzmyer 1981: 594-95 and Marshall 1978: 
222-23: 


1. Luke includes or at least suggests that the 
Pharisees participated in the questioning. 


2. Luke alone ties prayer to the fasting issue. 

3. Like Matt. 9:15, Luke 5:34 relates a shortened 
form of the wedding image reply. 

4. Luke alone calls the final verses parabolic. 

5. Like Matthew, Luke has no allusion to the fasting 


practice of others before the event, in contrast to Mark 
2:18. 

6. Luke 5:35 speaks of days when fasting will occur, 
while Mark 2:20 speaks of a day of fasting, a remark that 
is clearly intended nonetheless to refer to a period of time, 
as the plural at the beginning of Mark 2:20 makes clear. 

7. Luke 5:33 alone speaks of eating and drinking as 
the issue, a remark that alludes back to 5:30. 

8. Luke 5:36b refers to “a patch cut out of a new 
garment,” a variation of Mark 2:21 (“a piece of unshrunk 
cloth”). 


9. Luke 5:39 is a proverb unique to Luke’s version. 


None of these differences significantly alter the basic portrayal of the 
event, but they do allow Luke to make additional points, as well as to 
make some clearer associations with earlier events. The differences 
lead some to suggest that Luke had access to additional material, 
either oral or written (Marshall 1978: 222; Schramm 1971: 105-11; 
against this except for 5:39 is Fitzmyer 1981: 595). In addition, the 
few cases of Matthew’s and Luke’s standing together in agreement 
against Mark are interesting for those who favor Marcan priority. 
Later allusions to the event are found in the Gospel of Thomas 104, 
A7b-c.4 

The authenticity of some of the sayings is questioned, especially 
Luke 5:34—35, because it assumes Jesus’ death so early in his 
ministry. 

The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 285-87) rates the 
verses differently: 5:34 (pink); 5:35 (black); 5:36 (gray); 5:37-39a 
(pink); and 5:39b (black), thus indicating that some of the teaching 
goes back to Jesus (5:34, 37-39a), while much does not (5:35-36, 
39b). They reject Jesus’ allusion to his death (5:35) for the reason 
noted above. They reject 5:39b because Jesus is in effect 
contradicting the common proverb that older is better (Sir. 9:10 is 
noted as an example). But Jesus’ twist on the normal use of an 
ancient expectation is typical of his teaching (e.g., his positive use of 
Samaritans in 10:29-37 or the characteristic twists in his parables). 
Thus the reversal of the normal ancient-young imagery in 5:39 
coheres with Jesus’ teaching. His combative engagement of 


traditionalism is precisely the kind of issue that would have sparked 
opposition. Something must have caused the officials’ rejection of 
Jesus, and dialogues like this one are a good candidate for 
explaining their rejection. 

In addition, two factors argue against any skepticism about Jesus’ 
foreseeing his departure. First, the real, historical position of the 
event probably comes slightly later, so we may be further along in 
the historical sequence of events. Second, the rising tide of the 
opposition surely left Jesus aware of the possibility that his ministry 
might be accomplished in his absence, through a forced departure 
(Marshall 1978: 223; Schürmann 1973). Marshall notes that the 
absence of fasting was not an issue that the early church would seek 
to defend, since in fact it fasted (e.g., Acts 13:2—3). Jesus’ remark is 
dissimilar to Jewish and church practice. The Jesus Seminar (Funk 
and Hoover 1993: 48) speaks of the early church’s reverting back to 
the old practice. But if the early church was as creative in altering the 
tradition as the Jesus Seminar claims, why did it retain the saying 
unless it was authentic? If changes were so readily made, why keep 
a record of Jesus’ difference? This setting would not have been 
created to explain church practice. The sayings are authentic. 


Sources and Historicity (6:1-5) 


The exact chronological placement of the disciples plucking grain 
(Luke 6:1-5 = Mark 2:23-28 = Matt. 12:1-8; Aland 1985: 846) is 
difficult to determine, more because of Matthew than Mark. Luke’s 
sequence parallels Mark’s in that this event and the healing of the 
man with the withered hand follow the fasting issue. The succeeding 
event in Mark 3:7-12 is a summary of Jesus’ ministry, followed by 
the choosing of the Twelve in Mark 3:13-19a. Luke reverses the 
order of those two pericopes, placing the choosing (Luke 6:12—16) 
before the summary (Luke 6:17-19). A general topical order is being 
followed in each Gospel, and each writer chooses when to 
summarize Jesus’ ministry. 

But the problem of placement of the grain-plucking incident is 
made difficult by Matthew’s positioning. Matthew has the disciples 
plucking grain (Matt. 12:1—8) after the gathering of the Twelve (Matt. 
10:1—4), whereas Mark and Luke both have it before that event 
(Mark 3:13-19a = Luke 6:12-16). It is quite possible that this 
Matthean gathering of the Twelve is a topical arrangement whereby 
he associates the choosing of the Twelve with their sending. 
Nonetheless, the problem of the relative position of this grain- 
plucking incident remains. 

It is clear that all the Gospels have engaged in some topical 
rearranging; but where is this grain incident to be placed in terms of 
Jesus’ general ministry? By introducing the next event with the 


comment that it occurred on a different Sabbath (6:6), Luke is the 
only Gospel to put a chronological note on either event. Plummer 
(1896: 165) makes no choice, being content simply to note 
Matthew’s later placement and Luke’s agreement with Mark. 
Hendriksen (1978: 317-18) prefers Matthew’s placement, though he 
gives no explicit reasoning. 

At the end of the next event, there is a resolve to destroy or deal 
with Jesus (Matt. 12:14 = Mark 3:6). Luke 6:11 is less explicit, for he 
says nothing about destroying Jesus, only that the Pharisees wish to 
deal with him. This softening of the account may be a clue to a later 
actual chronological placement. The decisive resolve looks like 
something that would occur later in Jesus’ ministry, rather than 
earlier, especially if the Herodians were also involved (Mark 3:6). 
Thus, although either option is possible, it would seem that 
Matthew’s order is slightly more likely to reflect the real relative 
placement of the event. If so, Mark and Luke have a more topical 
arrangement in order to keep the Sabbath controversies together. 
The wording of Luke 6:11 may omit mention of a plot to prevent a 
reader from making too strong a chronological association at this 
point. This resolve, though it was associated with the withered-hand 
controversy, as Mark notes, is not to be placed very early in Jesus’ 
ministry, since Mark’s and Luke’s arrangement may be more topical. 
As such, Luke’s work complements Mark’s here. Matthew's 
placement of the grain incident is, thus, more likely to be relatively 


chronological, because of Jewish resolve and Herodian presence, 


although his placement of the choosing of the Twelve is likely to 
have been delayed because of topical concerns in Matthew related 
to mission (see also the discussion of 6:6—11 below and the 
introduction to 6:12-16). 

The accounts in Mark and Luke are very close. Most see Luke 
working primarily with Mark’s account (Marshall 1978: 229; Fitzmyer 
1981: 605), but Schramm (1971: 80-81, 111-12) suggests that 
another source might be present. Fitzmyer notes four differences 
between Mark and Luke: Luke has no references to (1) being on the 
way, (2) Abiathar, or (3) the Sabbath’s being for humans (Mark 2:27); 
in addition, (4) Luke 6:5 has a word order different from Mark 2:28. 
Matthew agrees with Luke in each of these points. Fitzmyer notes 
these differences and tries to explain them on the basis of Marcan 
priority, but he realizes that the common omission of the Sabbath 
saying about humans is particularly difficult to explain. It is difficulties 
like these that make the view of Marcan priority with four relatively 
fixed sources so difficult to accept. Some of these differences are not 
really explained by the data. Luke 5:33-39 exhibited similar 
problems (See above). 

Two verses come in for debate with regard to authenticity. One of 
them is the verse peculiar to Mark, Mark 2:27, while the other is the 
line that follows it in Mark 2:28 (= Matt. 12:8 = Luke 6:5). One 
suspects that Mark 2:27 is regarded as not going back to Jesus 
because Matthew and Luke do not include it. Marshall (1978: 209) 
suggests that it may have come into the tradition at a later time, 


which is possible but not necessary, as the points below show. He 
defends the authenticity of the general setting by rejecting the two 
arguments often advanced against the event: the setting is not tied 
to Jesus and the argument looks too scribal for Jesus. Interestingly, 
the Jesus Seminar goes the opposite direction, arguing that the 
remark about humans probably has connection to Jesus (Mark 2:27- 
28 is in pink type), while the application of the Son of Man title to 
Jesus does not (Luke 6:5 is in gray type) (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
49, 288; so also Nolland 1989: 254). The Jesus Seminar also rejects 
Jesus’ appeal to Scripture and David as inauthentic, placing Luke 
6:3-4 in black type (Funk and Hoover 1993: 287-88). 

But Marshall notes that the bread typology of the event fits Jesus, 
because of its Davidic overtones and because Jesus’ appeal to 
Scripture in other texts is similar (Mark 12:10, 26). He also notes that 
the issue of plucking grain on the Sabbath is hardly an issue that 
would have troubled the early church enough for them to create this 
controversy. One might also note that the type of ruling that Jesus 
makes here is not substantially different from the one he made in the 
withered-hand incident, where compassion has priority (Matt. 12:12 
= Mark 3:4 = Luke 6:9).2 Accordingly, there is no reason to reject the 
tie of this saying to Jesus or to this Sabbath setting. It would take a 
great authority to cause the church to forget such a deeply rooted 
tradition. The change of “holy day,” because of the resurrection, 

does not alter the point about practice on such a holy day. The early 
church did not carry over the effort to define labor for the new holy 


day and never treated Sunday as the Sabbath in the way Judaism 
had. They never tried to treat the subject of Sunday and labor in a 
way similar to the way the Jews did the Sabbath. The only adequate 
source for the change is Jesus.® There is no reason to doubt the 


account’s authenticity. 


Sources and Historicity (6:6-11) 


In all three Gospels the controversy over healing the man with the 
withered hand is placed immediately after the grain incident (Luke 
6:6-11 = Mark 3:1-6 = Matt. 12:9-14; Aland 1985: 847). As 
mentioned above with reference to Luke 6:1--5, it is likely that 
Matthew, who has this sequence slightly later than do Mark and 
Luke, has given the relative placement of the event in terms of the 
chronology of Jesus’ ministry, while Mark and Luke are more topical. 

When one compares the accounts, Mark and Luke are close, 
while Matt. 12:11-12 has some details unique to him (i.e., the remark 
about saving the sheep who falls in the pit). Luke also has unique 
details (Fitzmyer 1981: 605): 


1. Luke 6:6a notes that the event is on another 
Sabbath. 

2. Luke 6:6b notes that Jesus was teaching in the 
synagogue. 

3. Luke 6:6c alone mentions the right hand of the 


man. 


4. Luke 6:7 specifies that the Pharisees and scribes 


were present. 


5. Luke 6:8 mentions uniquely that Jesus knew their 
thoughts. 
6. The man’s obedient response to Jesus is noted 


only in Luke 6:8. 


However, only Mark mentions the officials’ silence (3:4b) to Jesus’ 
question and the Herodians’ presence (3:6). None of these details 
alter the essential points of the account. 

There is almost no dispute over the historicity of the account's 
setting (Marshall 1978: 233-34). But debate about its details are a 
different matter. 

The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 289-90) questions 
the dialogue within the miracle, placing 6:8b, 9, 10b in black type and 
arguing that the words were created with the miracle narrative. But 
the logic of such an approach to miracles and the dialogue 
connected with them was criticized above in the discussion of 
sources for 5:17—26. What is curious about the Jesus Seminar’s 
position is that they acknowledge the existence of Sabbath 
controversies, but they appear to argue that the tradition did not try 
to record the events and dialogues that were a part of them (Funk 
and Hoover 1993: 50). This position seems self-contradictory. 

Sabbath healing was not a topic of such concern for the early 
church that it would have formulated an account to deal with the 


issue. However, some do see this account and Luke 14:1-6 as 
doublets drawn from Mark 3:1-6 (Bultmann 1963: 12, 48; Lohse, 
TDNT 7:26). Part ofthe reason for this conclusion is that Luke 14 
shares the illustration of falling into the pit with the Matt. 12 parallel 
to Luke 6. But it is suspect to assume that a teacher never does 
something twice or never uses the same material twice, especially 
since Matthew refers to a sheep and Luke refers to an ox or a son. 
The details in the rest of the event are sufficiently different to exclude 
an identification (Marshall 1978: 578, on the Luke 14 parallel and the 
attempt to connect it to Mark 3:1—6). Jesus’ “new way” seems to 
have made a practice of Sabbath healing, as 4:31-37 suggests and 
as 13:10-17 and 14:1-6 show. Nolland (1989: 259) cites Roloff 
(1970: 63-64) as arguing for historical reminiscence here because of 


unique elements in the form of the account. 


Luke 5:33-39 moves from Jesus’ associations to 
his lack of religious asceticism. The issue now 
becomes the lack of fasting and prayer. 
Interestingly, Luke ties this account closely to the 
previous one by the reference to Jesus’ eating and 
drinking (5:33), recalling the uniquely Lucan 
remark of 5:30. It is more than Jesus’ associations 
that are bothersome. Jesus’ meal with sinners is 
the tip of the iceberg. For Luke, the first direct 
challenge of Jesus comes here. Questions were 


raised as early as 4:22 and musings appear in 
5:21; but in 5:30 public grumbling emerges 
against Jesus’ associates. Such grumbling 
continues in reaction to Jesus’ seeming lack of 
piety. Jesus is emerging as a controversial figure. 
To understand the controversy over fasting, one 
needs to appreciate the significance of fasting in 
first-century Judaism. Fasting had a rich heritage 
in Judaism and was a highly regarded act of 
worship. Fasts were tied to the Day of Atonement 
in the OT (Lev. 16:29). In addition, four daylong 
fasts were held to recall the destruction of 
Jerusalem (Zech. 7:3, 5; 8:19). Fasts were also 
used for penitence (1 Kings 21:27; Joel 1:14; 
2:15-27; Isa. 58:1-9) and mourning (Esth. 4:3). 
The Pharisees had developed fasting into a regular 
practice. Twice a week, on Mondays and 
Thursdays, they would fast and intercede for the 
nation (Luke 18:12; Didache 8.1; SB 4:77-114; 
Behm, TDNT 4:924-35). John’s disciples fasted in 
imitation of the lifestyle of their mentor (Luke 
7:33). In fact, Jesus fasted (Luke 4:2; 22:16, 18; 
Matt. 6:16-18), as did the early church (Acts 
13:2-3; 9:9; 14:23). Clearly, for many in this 
period, fasting was a practice of the pious (for 


more details on fasting, see the exegesis of Luke 
5:33). Jesus could not be a man of God and ignore 
such practices, but he only rarely engaged in them. 
Into this setting comes Jesus’ practice of open 
association with sinners, mixed with no apparent 
fasting (or at least a lack of frequent fasting). 
Jesus in dealing with the issue does not let the 
question remain simply at fasting. He basically 
says that there is a time appropriate for fasting and 
that the present is not such a time for his disciples. 
However, there will be time for fasting (5:34-35). 
Jesus then presses on to the deeper issue through 
his short parables. He notes that what is associated 
with him is different from both old and current 
Judaism (5:36-39). In fact, his new movement 
cannot really mix with the old without the new 
movement being lost. New wine must have new 
wineskins to last. Finally, he notes that those 
attached to old wine will not like the taste of the 
new wine and will prefer the old. Thus, in 
response to the indirect attack on his practice, 
Jesus begins to assert his distance from current 
religious views of piety, rich as its heritage might 
be. An increasing distance between Jesus and his 
opponents is present, and this distancing will 


eventually produce a separation. It is often said, 
and rightly so, that Luke emphasizes Jesus’ 
continuity with the past; but in doing so Luke does 
not ignore the fundamental differences that also 
emerged from Jesus’ ministry. 

The structure of 5:33-39 is clear: an encounter 
over the issue of fasting followed by an additional 
explanation, which comes through two extended 
metaphors and a concluding proverb (the proverb 
is unique to Luke). The form of the passage is a 
pronouncement story, which is also a controversy.” 
Some argue that several sayings and forms were 
added later, since there is such a mix of sayings. 
In this view, 5:35 is regarded as a secondary 
announcement, 5:36-38 as extended metaphors, 
and 5:39 as a proverb.® This argument assumes 
that the tradition carried no mixed or multiple- 
layered forms within it and that the 
pronouncement story ends with a single key 
saying. But is this sustainable? The very linkage 
of the thought in a topical way is something that 

could have circulated in this form from the 
beginning and that could have emerged as a full 
response in a single setting. This is the way that 
oral tradition treated topical ideas, as a look at 


mishnaic texts shows. Surely Jesus talked in more 
than one-liners, and he certainly loved parables.? 
Others argue that the cloth and wine material in 
Mark 2:21-22, and thus its parallels, is 
independent in its own right, because it is more 
radical than the previous statement in Mark about 
fasting after the groom departs (V. Taylor 1966: 
212). Taylor argues that it was added as a remnant 
from another pronouncement story. Nonetheless, 
he sees the remarks reaching back to Jesus. This 
view is possible, though it is just as likely that 
Jesus on this occasion elaborated his reasoning 
why fasting was done differently by his disciples. 
If remnant pronouncement stories were in 
circulation, then it is also possible that multiple 
versions of the same event or of similar disputes 
were in circulation. 

Luke 6:1—11 moves to consider two Sabbath 
controversies after the introduction of the theme 
of the new way in 5:33-39. The first controversy 
involves the disciples’ gathering grain on the day 
of rest (6:1—5). It leads Jesus to cite a scriptural 
example involving David where human needs 
supersede an issue of law. The Son of Man saying 
that concludes the pericope is at the heart of the 


argument and is a difficult saying whose exact 
meaning will be treated in the exegesis. Jesus 
functions in this passage as an authority in 
interpreting the law’s scope. As such, he indicates 
aspects of the new way he is bringing, so the event 
is an elaboration on 5:33-39. Here the new way 
and its view of the law become clearer. The form 
of 6:1-5 is a pronouncement story. It is also a 
controversy." 

The last of the three controversies (6:6—11) 
marks the second consecutive Sabbath 
controversy. Some call it a conflict account like 
5:17-26.” Theissen (1983: 113, 322) calls the 
event a rule miracle, since Jesus is giving teaching 
and revealing his authority as he heals the man 
with the withered hand. Both descriptions are 
correct. Jesus is clearly in controversy with the 
scribes and Pharisees. In the midst of it, his 
healing also makes points about God’s intention 
for the Sabbath and Jesus’ authority in 
relationship to that day. When one considers the 
passage’s placement in Luke, the confrontation 
surrounding the Sabbath is not the only issue. 
Following Jesus’ claim to be Lord over the 
Sabbath (6:5), this healing demonstrates and 


confirms that authority and claim. The other 
Gospels agree on this emphasis (Matt. 12:9-14 = 
Mark 3:1-6). Jesus also confirms an additional 
claim that he made at the end of Luke 5: he brings 
a new way. Jesus is the issue in Luke 6, since the 
disciples’ practices are no longer in view. The 
event is a turning point, because after this 
embarrassment the officials decide they must deal 
with Jesus. Luke 6:11 is less specific than Mark 
3:6 or Matt. 12:14, speaking only of plans in a 
general sense (see the discussion of sources for 
Luke 6:1—5). But all the Gospels agree: Jesus’ 
handling of the Sabbath made him a threat to 
traditional Judaism as the leaders sought to 
preserve it. 

The outline of Luke 5:33-6:11 is as follows: 


a. Question about fasting (5:33-39) 

i. Question: why do others fast and pray but 
not you? (5:33) 

ii. Reply: a wedding is not for fasting, but ... 
(5:34-35) 

iii. Jesus’ explanatory parables (5:36-39) 
(1) One cannot sew new cloth on old 

(5:36) 


(2) One cannot put new wine in old 
wineskins (5:37—38) 
(3) Those attached to old wine do 
not want new (5:39) 
b. Question about plucking grain on the 
Sabbath (6:1-5) 
i. Setting: the disciples pluck grain on the 
Sabbath (6:1) 
ii. Pharisees’ complaint: this is not lawful 
(6:2) 
ili. Jesus’ reply: David and the place of the 
Son of Man 
(6:3-5) 
(1) Example: The needs of David 
and his men come above the law (6:3-4) 
(2) Authority of the Son of Man 
(6:5) 
c. Question about healing on the Sabbath (6:6— 
11) 
i. Setting: officials waiting to make a 
Sabbath charge (6:6-7) 
ii. Jesus’ response: a question (6:8-9) 
iii. Act: Jesus heals (6:10) 
iv. Reaction: decision to deal with Jesus (6:11) 


A variety of themes are present in each 
pericope. Luke 5:33-39 notes the distinctness of 
what Jesus is offering and pictures it as new. Asa 
result, pietistic practice is redefined and refocused. 
Fasting is argued to be inappropriate during Jesus’ 
earthly ministry, though it may be appropriate 
after it. In this unit comes the first Pharisee- 
initiated challenge of Jesus, though it is made 
indirectly by questioning the disciples’ practice as 
well. Jesus’ reply gives the first hint of his future 
departure. It also is becoming clear that some will 
not respond. 

The major point is the recognition of Jesus’ 
distinctive person and teaching. The 
distinctiveness is so strong that even the 
appropriateness of fasting is tied to his personal 
presence. Of course, the issue of religious 
asceticism is also tackled here. The issue is neither 
its presence nor its necessity, but its rationale. 
Fasting is less than central. More important is why 
it is done. The impossibility of a syncretistic 
approach to traditional Judaism and the new way 
is also highlighted by the account. What Jesus 
offers is not mixable, even with a venerable faith 
like Judaism. 


Luke 6:1-5 has its own set of emphases. Law 
must submit to need. Put another way: law is not 
designed to prevent one from meeting needs. In 
addition, the passage supplies pictures of Jesus’ 
position. Jesus’ role is compared to David, and the 
disciples are placed in parallel to men under the 
king. Jesus is also the evaluator of tradition and 
the one who comprehends the law’s scope. In fact, 
Jesus is the one with authority over the Sabbath. 

A major issue is how to apply law and tradition. 
Is law given as an absolute or is it designed to aid 
and serve people? The action of David, though 
technically illegal, was designed to meet a 
fundamental need. The law is to serve people, not 
to be master over them when fundamental needs 
are at stake. There is no reason to make the 
meeting of these needs difficult or to delay their 
being met because of tradition or restraints of law. 
A limited type of hierarchical ethic is implied 
here, where people are placed over rules. A more 
difficult issue is determining if Jesus is saying that 
this is the way the law should have always been 
read or whether he is exercising his claim to have 
interpretative authority over the law. 


In Luke 6:6-11, Jesus demonstrates the Sabbath 
authority he claimed in 6:1-5. The approach of the 
new way reflects an ethical norm at the base of the 
movement. It was the “law of love,” which in turn 
demands that one do good on the Sabbath. This 
passage contains the first direct challenge to Jesus 
without reference to his disciples. The account 
closes with the initial plot to deal with Jesus. 

The passage’s major interest is Jesus’ person. 
However, out of the text comes an approach for 
understanding what the law about the Sabbath was 
designed to do. It was not to restrict one’s ability 
to love people and meet their basic needs. The 
healing could have been put off; but it was not. 
The man had the right to be healed—and as soon 
as possible. Such considerations are not a 
violation of the concept of Sabbath rest. Thus, 
Jesus highlights the importance of acts of love. 
However, unlike the previous text, here it is not 
clear that Jesus makes an explicit challenge to the 
law. The text is concerned with Jewish issues. It 
does not attempt to answer the question of a 
Sabbath rest for Christians, other than to show 
how a basic ethic of compassion should cause the 
Christian to serve those in need. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


5:33 and they said to him, “JThe disciples of John fast often and 


offer prayers, likewise also those of the Pharisees, but yours eat and 
drink.” *4But Jesus said to them, “Are the attendants of the groom 
able to fast while the groom is with them? *°But there will come 
days, when also the groom is taken from them, then they will fast in 
those days.” 

36 and he told them a parable also, “No one having a piece of torn 
cloth from a new garment puts it on an old garment; but if he does, 
he will tear it because the new does not match the old. %’And no one 
puts new wine in old wineskins; if he does, the new wine tears the 
skins, and it will be spilled and the skins will be destroyed. *®But new 
wine Omust be put] into new skins. ®’TJAnd no one drinking the old 
wishes for the new; for he says, ‘The old is AgoodO.” 0O 

6:1 And on a OSabbathO as he was going through a field of grain, 
his disciples plucked and Cate some heads of grain, by rubbing 
them in their hands]. ?And some of the Pharisees said, “Why are 
you doing what is not OallowedO on the Sabbath?” And Jesus 
replied to them, “Surely you have read what David did when he was 
hungry and those who were with him: *how he went into the house of 
God and, taking the bread of the presence, ate it and gave it LIto 


those with him, which was not lawful to eat except for the priests 


alone?” °TJAnd he said to them, “The Son of Man Dis Lord of the 
Sabbath.” 

6on another Sabbath, he entered the synagogue and was 
teaching. And a man was there also who had a withered hand. ‘And 
the scribes and the Pharisees were keeping an eye on him to see if 
he LJwould heall] on the Sabbath, in order that they might accuse 
him. ®But Jesus knew their thoughts and said to the man with the 
withered hand, “Rise up and stand here.” And he rose up and stood 
there. And Jesus said to them, “I ask you, is it lawful on the Sabbath 
to do good or to do harm, to save a life or destroy it?” *°And he 
looked around on them all, and said to him, “Stretch out your hand.” 
And he did and his hand was restored. “But they were filled with 
mindless rage and discussed with one another what they might do to 
Jesus. 


a. Question About Fasting (5:33-39) 


i. Question: Why Do Others Fast and Pray but 
Not You?(5:33) 


5:33 The passage’s first issue is its setting in Luke. 
Reading Luke alone, one could argue that the 
remarks came at the same time as the meal in the 
previous unit.'* But one should probably not read too 
much into this link. Luke tends to shorten his 
introductions to these events, as 5:17 and 5:27 show. 
This “tightening” reflects literary compression and is 


not an argument for the same setting as 5:27-32.'" In 
fact, the verse itself suggests that such compression 
has taken place, for “they” commented on the 
practice of the Pharisees’ disciples. If no shift had 
occurred from 5:30-32, then the statement should 
have used “we” to refer to such practice. Thus, Luke 
reflects a distinct setting. 

This passage presents an encounter between 
differing religious lifestyles. Luke’s reference to 
“they” is closer to Mark 2:18 here, which notes that 
“people” come to Jesus, while Matt. 9:14 says it is 
John’s disciples. John’s disciples and the Pharisees’ 
followers fast and pray, but Jesus’ disciples eat and 
drink. The remark clearly points out the contrast. 
What is especially significant is that the Pharisees’ 
practice agrees with the forerunner’s followers. The 
initial impression is that something is haywire with 
Jesus’ disciples. 

A few minor differences exist in Luke’s 
presentation. The first difference depends on a textual 
issue (see additional note). Luke has a statement, 
rather than a question as in Mark 2:18 = Matt. 9:14. 
Luke’s use of a statement here reflects his summary 
presentation, a presentation that also allows him at 
the end of the verse to speak of “eating and 


drinking,” rather than just fasting as in Mark 2:18 = 
Matt. 9:14. The phrase £00L0LOLV Kal TILVOULOLV 
(esthiousin kai pinousin) is a stock summary Lucan 
phrase for charges about Jesus’ lifestyle (5:30; 7:34; 
Schneider 1977a: 139-40; Schürmann 1969: 294). 
Despite the rewording, the statement functions for 
Luke exactly as the question does for Mark and 
Matthew. In fact, Schneider notes that Luke’s 
statement functions like a question in that it is 
designed to provoke a response from Jesus. 

Mark 2:18 is unclear as to who initiated the 
discussion, while Matt. 9:14 says that John’s 
disciples were involved. The surface impression from 
Luke, by the placement after Levi’s banquet, is that 
Pharisees were the initiators; but the distinct 
reference to the Pharisees in the remark makes it 
likely that Luke has begun a new section. As was 
noted, if the Pharisees were involved, they would 
naturally have used “we” to refer to themselves. Luke 
wishes to portray the remark simply as coming from 
the crowd and has compressed the setting’s 
discussion. By grouping the Pharisees’ disciples and 
John’s disciples, Luke makes clear that an issue of 
the larger Jewish community is at stake. Luke 
probably leaves the issue in an indefinite form to 


portray the community concern (Plummer 1896: 161 
[focuses on the concerns of John’s disciples]; 
Marshall 1978: 224; Schweizer 1984: 111). 

As noted above, fasting was highly regarded in this 
period. The OT discusses fasts for specific occasions 
(Lev. 16:29-34; 23:26-32; Num. 29:7-11; Danker 
1988: 127; Behm, TDNT 4:928-29). Individual fasts 
were taken for differing reasons: some fasted in hope 
of God’s delivery (2 Sam. 12:16-20; 1 Kings 21:27; 
Ps. 35:13; 69:10 [69:11 MTJ), while others hoped to 
turn aside calamity (Judg. 20:26; 1 Sam. 7:6; 1 Kings 
21:9; Jer. 36:6, 9; 2 Chron. 20:3-4). 

In combining prayer and fasting, the hope was that 
God would answer, as often fasting accompanied 
confession and intercession (Jer. 14:12; Neh. 1:4; 
Ezra 8:21, 23). The one who fasted reflected a 
mourner’s mood (1 Kings 21:27; Joel 2:12-13; Isa. 
98:5; Esth. 4:3; Dan. 9:3). Gesturing was often seen 
as important (1 Macc. 3:47; Josephus, Antiquities 
19.8.2 §349). The usual fast lasted one morning and 
evening (Judg. 20:26; 1 Sam. 14:24; 2 Sam. 1:12). 
More severe were the three-day fast (Esth. 4:16) and 
the weeklong fast (1 Sam. 31:13), where food was 
forbidden only during the day (2 Sam. 3:35). The 
three-week fast described in Dan. 10:2-3 was this 


latter type of severe fast. Needless to say, such 
fasting would have an influence on the body (Ps. 
109:24). 

National fasts occurred on the Day of Atonement 
and the four-day memorial to recall Jerusalem’s fall. 
Thus, fasting held a high place in Judaism’s psyche. 
It occurred frequently and had great significance. In 
fact, fasting prepared one for all kinds of activity in 
Judaism. Many apocalyptic materials mention that 
fasting preceded their visions (2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
5:13, 19-20; 2 Bar. 9.2; 12.5). A vow often was 
confirmed with a fast (Acts 23:12, 14). Fasting was 
often regarded as a virtue (T. Jos. 3.4—5; 4.8; 10.1). It 
even was regarded in some circles as meritorious (1 
Enoch 108.7-9; Philo, Special Laws 2.32 8197). 
Only here and there do voices warn that fasting 
without actual turning from sin is useless (Sir. 34:31 
[according to NRSV numbering]). The zealous fasted 
twice a week, usually on Monday and Thursday. 
Didache 8.1 shows that some in early Christianity 
took up this practice. Fasting was not permitted on 
Sabbaths and festival days (Jdt. 8:6; Jub. 50.10, 12). 
religious life, so one can see why Jesus’ lack of 
emphasis raised questions. 


When Luke focuses on prayer and fasting, the issue 
is thus not on the periphery of religion. It is a central 
act of great piety. Luke alone mentions prayer with 
the fasting, probably because the two activities went 
together.'* One fasted in order to spend focused time 
with God. The remark concerns a serious issue in 
ancient spiritual life. Still, Jesus defends his 
disciples’ seemingly irreligious practice. 


ii. Reply: A Wedding is Not for Fasting, but ... 
(5:34-35) 


9:34 Jesus replies with a question that illustrates the 
disciples’ current situation. He uses the picture of a 
wedding. At this joyous time, he asks, do the 
attendants of the groom fast? The question is asked 
with the Greek interrogative particle u) (mē, do not) 
and expects a negative reply: No, the attendants do 
not fast as long as the groom is present. The picture is 
clear and the allusions are significant. 

The images of the groom and wedding express 
God’s relationship to his people and are often used to 
allude to messianic times (Isa. 54:5-6; 62:4—5; Jer. 
2:2; Ezek. 16; Hos. 2:14-23 [2:16-25 MT]; Marshall 
1978: 225). This end-time association existed in 
Judaism," and the image was also used by John the 


Baptist (John 3:29). Interestingly enough, Jesus’ 
questioners make reference to John’s disciples. Jesus 
is alluding to the nature of the times and to his own 
role by this picture. The end has begun to draw near. 

Luke uses only the groom image in this verse. The 
NT also retains the image to refer to features of 
Jesus’ return, another illustration of an image applied 
to both the “already” and “not yet” time periods 
(Luke 12:35-36; Matt. 22:2; 25:1; Eph. 5:23-33; 
Rev. 19:7; 21:2; Rengstorf 1968: 80). When Jesus 
speaks of the groom’s being present, he describes the 
period of his ministry as characterized by joy. Thus, a 
fast is not appropriate. In describing the viovUc 
(huious, guests; lit., sons) at the wedding, Jesus refers 
to those who aid the groom at the wedding, an 
allusion to the intimate relationship his disciples have 
with him (on vuugwv, nymphön, see BAGD 545 82; 
BAA 1103 82; for its secular use as “bride chamber,” 
see Tob. 6:14, 17). 

At this point, Mark 2:19 makes the explicit 
statement that when the groom is present those with 
him do not fast. Luke and Matthew lack this 
statement and move immediately into when the fast 
will be appropriate. The quick transition shows that 
Jesus does not reject fasting. There are a time and 


place for fasting, but the time of Jesus’ ministry is 
not such a period, because the very event that much 
fasting commemorates—the deliverance of God’s 
people—is present in him (Schiirmann 1969: 295 
says, “All fasts are preparation, marriage is 
fulfillment”). 


5:35 The double reference to the coming days shows 
that there is a different kind of period approaching. In 
that period, the groom is taken from the disciples, 
and then fasting will be appropriate. Luke alone uses 
a plural Nuépatç (hémerais, days) in the latter part 
of the verse, but the singular of Mark 2:20b is clearly 
a collective, referring to a period of time, as the 
plural in Mark 2:20a shows. Luke’s plural matches 
his earlier use of the plural in the verse. The 
difference is purely stylistic. 

The change in situation produces a change in the 
nature of the time period and thus in the response. 
Obviously, the allusion to the groom’s being taken 
away is a reference to Jesus’ approaching removal 
through death. Some see an allusion to Isa. 53:8 here, 
but only one word is the same, making an allusion 
uncertain. This reference is one of the first hints of 
Jesus’ approaching death (the initial allusion is in 
Luke 2:35). The picture is grim: a man is removed 


from the scene of his wedding (2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 10:1- 
4; Danker 1988: 128). 

At the time of Jesus’ departure, fasts will again be 
appropriate. It is debated what Jesus means here. Is 
this a reference to fasting during the short time 
between death and the awareness of the resurrection, 
a period of a few days (John 16:16-22; Hendriksen 
1978: 310)? Marshall (1978: 226) argues explicitly 
for this sense, noting that later church fasts were for 
guidance, not mourning. The early church, it is 
argued, did not see the period after the bestowal of 
the Spirit and the resurrection as a period of 
mourning. This might well be a correct approach to 
the passage, though the early church shows evidence 
of fasting in the period of the Spirit too (Acts 13:2--3; 
14:23). Tiede argues that the church did see the need 
for repentance in the interim, though his formulation 
has problems.'” What is clear is that creation is still 
viewed as unrestored in the early church’s view and 
that one longs for the total restoration that is a part of 
Jesus’ return (Rom. 8:17-30; 1 Cor. 15:20-28; Rev. 
19-22). There is a longing for full redemption in the 
early church. The question is whether this period 
should be called a period of mourning. It seems 
slightly better to argue that the groom’s physical 


absence is all that is alluded to here, without trying to 
limit the time or overpress the figure’s significance. 
With Jesus’ departure, the totality of deliverance is 
still an awaited event for the church (Acts 3:12-26). 
Jesus’ point is that fasting will again become 
appropriate and an option in this intermediate period, 
as the church longs for the return and final 
fulfillment. The tone is important. Jesus allows the 
return of fasting, but he does not regulate it or make 
it a test of spirituality (Danker 1988: 128). The 
church may have variety in practice without requiring 
conformity. The materials of the early church also 
reflect this approach to issues of this kind (e.g., 
freedom over food and days in Rom. 14:5—9 and 
avoidance of excessive regulation in Col. 2:16-23). 

What is key about the change of perspective is that 
it all turns on Jesus’ presence. He is the issue that 
defines the practice. There is some deep Christology 
in Jesus’ reply, just as there was in the paralytic 
account. The groom is what really matters, and the 
audience needs to see that he—Jesus—is the key 
point. 


ii. Jesus’ Explanatory Parables (5:36-39) 
(1) One Cannot Sew New Cloth on Old (5:36) 


5:36 Luke 5:36-39 gives a deeper rationale for the 
reply. Jesus goes beyond the issue of fasting and 
prayer, as he explains through three illustrations the 
religious situation of his ministry. In introducing 
these pictures, Luke alone notes that Jesus spoke a 
parable (tapaßoAN, parabole), a term Luke often 
uses to refer to a simple metaphor (4:23; 6:39; 12:16, 
41; 13:6; 14:7; 18:1, 9; 19:11; 20:9, 19; 21:29). In 
fact, Jesus gives two extended metaphors and then a 
proverb to make several related points about the 
nature of the times. In making these comments, Jesus 
issues an analysis of his way versus that of tradition 
found in the Pharisees’ and John’s disciples (Luce 
1933: 135). Here is another text tying John to the old 
period (7:28-35; 16:16). 

Luke’s presentation of this first metaphor is slightly 
different from the picture of Mark 2:21 and Matt. 
9:16. Some suggest that he has altered the picture, 
but this overplays the difference, which is a simple 
matter of perspective. Mark and Matthew highlight 
the result of taking unused cloth and sewing it on old 
cloth. They note that such an action rips the cloth and 
makes the tear worse. Luke focuses on the picture 
from the perspective of the new piece of cloth, a 
difference that heightens the contrast slightly, but still 


keeps the point made by Mark and Matthew. He 
notes that the new cloth is torn and that the new cloth 
does not match the old. All the accounts have the 
same basic point: the mixture of old and new is 
destructive and cannot really be done, because the 
result is damage to both pieces of cloth. Mark and 
Matthew say in effect that to mix the old and the new 
makes matters worse for all. Luke says that to mix 
them is not good, since the new is ripped and the new 
and old do not fit together. Thus, all accurately 
summarize the metaphor. 

The Lucan picture has a touch of irony in it. It 
starts off with a piece of old cloth that needs repair. 
Rather than getting an appropriate piece of old cloth 
to mend it, anew garment is ruined.” The Lucan 
picture is intended to come across as a little absurd. 
The results of the effort will even reinforce that 
mood. This approach to the problem will backfire. 
One cannot put something new on top of something 
old (on old-new contrasts, see Seesemann, TDNT 
5:718). 

The phrase ei S€ un ye (ei de mē ge, if he indeed 
does) is idiomatic, expressing the result of attempting 
to deal with the damaged old cloth in this manner 
(the idiom also occurs in 5:37; 10:6; 13:9; 14:32). 


Two results emerge for Luke: the one taking this 
approach tears the new cloth, and the old and new 
cloth do not match. The mix does not work at all. 
The points are clear. The ways of Jesus and the 
traditions of current religion, even though related to 
the OT, cannot be mixed without significantly 
damaging the new entity. In addition, the two 
approaches really do not go together. What Jesus 
brings is a new approach to God (Nolland 1989: 249 
does not see enough distinction here). Jesus will 
make clear that there is continuity between what he 
offers and what God promised, but one should have 
no doubt that what Jesus offers is decidedly new and 
distinct as well. It is, in every sense of the word, a 
new approach to viewing how people can come to 
God, a new period, and a new dispensation. Jesus is 
the real point of difference, as the previous verses 
showed. It will take the disciples and the early church 
a little time to see the implications of what Jesus is 
saying. The Book of Acts will chronicle the growth 
of understanding in some detail, especially as it 
related to circumcision, food laws, and Gentiles. Acts 
will argue two points at once. A good Jew should 
become a Christian in continuity with the OT 
promise (Acts 13:16—41), but what comes is new, too 


midst of continuity. 


(2) One Cannot Put New Wine in Old 
Wineskins (5:37-38) 


5:37 Luke uses a threefold oùbôeiç (oudeis, no one) 
in 5:36, 37, 39 to mark out the three pictures of the 
passage. Jesus’ second story is about something that 
no one does: no one places new wine in old 
wineskins. Wineskins were usually made from 
sheepskin or goatskin, and the neck area of the 
animal became the neck of the container. The body 
portion was skinned, the hair was removed, and the 
hide was treated to prevent the skin from changing 
the taste of the contents. Finally, it was sewn together 
(Josh. 9:4, 13). Over time the skin of such a container 
would age and become brittle (Gen. 21:14-15, 19; 
Ps. 119:83; Plummer 1896: 164; Fitzmyer 1981: 
601). 

Jesus keeps the note of irony in this second picture. 
He begins by commenting again that no one would 
do what he is about to describe. The results show 
why. Someone foolishly might try to put new wine in 
old skins (note the ei è un ye idiom again). But 
when the new wine ferments, it expands the container 


and the skin bursts, being unable to expand because it 
is brittle. The new wine pours out, and the old skin is 
destroyed. 

The tragic waste is clear. The mood of the 
metaphor is, “What a loss!” The old and new ways 
cannot be mixed without harm to both. This 
illustration is an expansion over the previous 
metaphor. That illustration dealt with pieces of cloth, 
but here whole entities are described. Again, the 
picture is one of lack of continuity between Jesus and 
what has gone before (Fitzmyer 1981: 601). The 
point is simply that the gospel cannot be contained 
within Judaism without destroying both (Marshall 
1978: 227). The new ways in which God is dealing 
with humanity through Jesus cannot be mixed with 
the old ways. The gospel is a new way. And it is the 
picture of the gospel as new that is the presupposition 
for Jesus’ being portrayed later in Luke and in Acts 
as the prophet like Moses (Luke 9:35; Acts 3:12—26). 
The new prophet will bring a fresh message. 


5:38 The conclusion of the second picture is stated 
positively: new wine must have new skins; new ways 
must have new containers. Jesus’ teaching will not 
survive by making it conform to old ways. A new 


form, a new spirit, and a new approach are required. 
Old questions are irrelevant. Such a message had 
relevance beyond the time of Jesus’ ministry. In the 
early church and throughout the new age, to re- 
Judaize Christianity would have missed the newness 
of what Jesus brings. The issue raised here is one of 
the major concerns in the Book of Acts, as the church 
wrestles with the proper limits of the influence of its 
Jewish heritage. The focus is not on a return to 
something old and ancient, but on the presence of 
something new. This does not mean that some forms 
of the old worship, like fasting, cannot continue; but 
it does mean that they are seen differently. The 
remarks fit the situation in Jesus’ ministry, but the 
significance became timeless for the church’s 
perspective.” 


(3) Those Attached to Old Wine Do Not Want 
New (5:39) 


5:39 The additional note discusses the text-critical 
problem of whether 5:39 is part of Luke’s Gospel. 

This proverb was common in the culture (Sir. 9:10; 
m. -Abot 4.20; Marshall 1978: 228). The point is, 
however, disputed. Some argue that Jesus is saying 
that the Pharisees will not change, except slowly, 


while other people may respond quickly (Godet 
1875: 1.282). This is thus a call for tolerance: 
accepting the existence of Judaism, Jesus asks the 
disciples to recognize that change from the law 
comes only after reflection. However, in light of 
Jesus’ later rejection of the Pharisees and the mention 
that the new wine is not even tried, it is better to see 
the point as, “You have set your course, you will 
never change your ways” (Plummer 1896: 164). 
There is a note of rebuke here in the realization that 
some people will not alter the way they look at Jesus. 
They reject the new way he brings. Some people will 
not taste the new wine of the gospel, since some 
tastes never change. Rejection of the new message by 
many in Judaism is very likely. One will not try what 
one does not sense the need for. 


b. Question About Plucking Grain on the 
Sabbath (6:1-5) 


i. Setting: The Disciples Pluck Grain on the 
Sabbath (6:1) 


6:1 There is little introduction to the next event. 
Luke moves right into the action, which is clearly set 
on the Sabbath, although the text surrounding the 
chronological note is one of the most discussed 


textual problems in the Gospel (see the additional 
note). LaBBáTw (sabbatö, Sabbath) appears to be 
the most likely text. 

The disciples are cutting through a field, probably 
on its edge. No additional theological significance 
should be read into the description of the route 
taken.” The account is simply descriptive. As they 
go, they pick from the stalks, rub them in their hands 
to break down the grain, and eat. Luke alone adds the 
detail about rubbing the stalks, while he shares with 
Matt. 12:1 an explicit mention that they ate. These 
are merely details, which do not add any significant 
points to the controversy.” The action seems innocent 
enough, but in the eyes of some, it is not appropriate 
for the Sabbath, as the disciples are about to discover. 


ii. | Pharisees’ Complaint: This is Not Lawful 
(6:2) 


6:2 The Pharisees appear and complain. The 
narrative raises the question how the Pharisees knew 
that the disciples were plucking the grain or, at least, 
how they heard about the practice. The impression 
is given that the Pharisees were keeping a close eye 
on this group. 


The eating of grain from the field in and of itself 
was not the problem, since Deut. 23:25 [23:26 MT] 
allowed for such a situation for anyone. The problem 
was engaging in this activity on the Sabbath (Exod. 
20:8-11). The Mishnah dedicates a whole unit to 
listing what is not allowed in terms of Sabbath 
activity: m, Sab. 7.2 (also m. Pe,a 8.7). These 
regulations are “the forty save one,” as the Mishnah 
puts it, and prohibit thirty-nine tasks on the day of 
rest (Lohse, TDNT 7:12-13). According to this 
detailed and specific list, the disciples were reaping, 
threshing, winnowing, and preparing food—a 
quadruple violation! In an interesting twist, later 
Judaism would not have had a problem with their 
action as long as a tool was not used to prepare the 
food (so b. Sab. 128a—b; Carson 1984: 280). In fact, 
in the Mishnah, there seems to be an awareness of 
how tedious all of this regulation was: “The rules 
about the Sabbath ... are as mountains hanging by a 
hair, for Scripture is scanty and rules many” (m._Hag. 
1.8; Danker 1988: 130; B. Cohen 1930; SB 1:615— 
18), 

The question uses the second-person plural and 
thus alludes to the disciples’ practice. Some argue 
that Luke directs the question to the disciples here, 


whereas in Matt. 12:3 and Mark 2:25 Jesus takes the 
question. But what is happening here is that Jesus and 
his disciples are being treated as a group. Itis a 
collective comment, so Jesus is ultimately the target. 
Since they are his disciples, they are seen as 
following his example (Marshall 1978: 231). The 
issue simply is Sabbath labor. How is a follower of 
Jesus to relate to law and the tradition that grew out 
of it? In Judaism, Sabbath meals were prepared ahead 
of time to avoid this problem (Jub. 2.19; 50.3, 8-13; 
SB 2:202--3; Schweizer 1984: 112). The action of 
Jesus and his disciples is thus a challenge to pharisaic 
custom. The issue is what is allowed, since &geOTLVv 
(exestin, permitted) is the key word in the question.” 
The question is actually a warning (Wiefel 1988: 123 
and n. 5). 


ii. Jesus’ Reply: David and the Place of the 
Son of Man (6:3-5) 


(1) Example: The Needs of David and His Men 
Come Above the Law (6:3-4) 


6:3 Jesus defends the actions of the group against the 
Pharisees’ critique. There is no need to suppose, as 
Fitzmyer (1981: 608) suggests, that the early 
Christian community is being defended here. The 


defense relates to the disciples, though by implication 
it does allude to the church’s practice on the Sabbath. 
Jesus’ teaching about a past issue can be relevant to 
church issues without requiring a disjunction between 
the two situations. 

In appealing to examples from Scripture, Jesus 
uses one of his common arguments (Mark 12:10, 26; 
Matt. 12:5 [parallel to this pericope]; 19:4; 21:16; 
Marshall 1978: 231). He words the question in a way 
to suggest rebuke. The particle oùôé (oude) expects 
a positive reply: “Surely you have read, have you 
not?” The Pharisees are familiar with the biblical 
account about David. They know the story, but miss a 
point in it. 

The example is from 1 Sam. 21:1-7 [21:2-8 MT] 
and 22:9-10. Some points that Jesus makes from the 
OT account are implied from the original. For 
example, the entry of David into the tabernacle is 
implied in the remark that Doeg the Edomite, a 
colleague of Saul, was “detained before the LORD” 
(1 Sam. 21:7; Plummer 1896: 167). That the bread 
was intended to feed more than David is suggested 
by the request for five loaves (1 Sam. 21:3), as well 
as by the priest’s statement that he will give the bread 
only if the men are ceremonially clean (i.e., if they 


haven’t had sexual intercourse recently; 1 Sam. 21:4). 
In addition, it is quite possible that the problem that 1 
Sam. 21 raised with reference to the law was well 
known. In order to avoid the problem, some rabbis 
argued that the bread was not the actual bread of the 
presence—that is, not the legally restricted, priestly 
bread—but bread from the previous week.” Such an 
approach, however, cannot explain the priest’s 
question or the language of 1 Sam. 21:6. 


6:4 Jesus drives the point home. This incident took 
place at Nob while Ahimelech was priest.“ David 
went to God’s house (at this time the tabernacle). At 
the tabernacle David ate the bread of presence, which 
was restricted to the priests as part of the twelve 
loaves set on a table in the Holy Place. It was 
changed once a week and was prepared by the 
Levites (Lev. 24:5-9; Exod. 25:30; 39:36; 40:22-23; 
1 Sam. 21:6; 1 Chron. 9:32; Hendriksen 1978: 319). 
In rabbinic tradition, it is suggested that this event 
occurred on the Sabbath, which is possible since 1 
Sam. 21:5-6 suggests that the bread had just been 
changed (Rengstorf 1968: 81; Lohse, TDNT 7:22). If 
this element is correct, then the illustration is even 
more appropriate, being a Sabbath violation as well 
as being an illegal eating of the priestly bread 


(though the violation is not exact since there was no 
preparing of the food for David, nor were the 
disciples eating a forbidden meal). Jesus is working 
with analogy here. But one cannot be certain that a 
Sabbath event is in view in 1 Samuel, since no point 
of itis made in the OT texts in question (Marshall 
1978: 232). Jesus’ point is clear: in the OT, there is 
an apparent violation by David. Even if the details 
are not the same, the key principle makes Jesus’ 
point. 

That Jesus takes the issue beyond tradition with the 
illustration, however, is clear when the explicit point 
is made that what David did was not lawful 
(EZEOTLV, exestin). By law, only the priests had the 
right to the bread. Jesus is talking about more than 
pharisaic tradition here. The issue of what is 
permitted makes this a “legal” dispute. The letter of 
the law was not followed by David, so does Jesus’ 
remark challenge the scope of the law’s application? 
Is he arguing that the law was never intended to be 
interpreted so literally that compassion was excluded 
in a situation of basic need like David’s? Jesus knows 
the law’s limits, and his remark shows him to be 
interpreting the force, intent, and limits of the law. 
This approach to the law’s limitations requires 


reflection, a point that contemporary theonomists 
may need to grasp. In effect the argument becomes, 
“If you condemn my disciples on this one, you also 
condemn David and his men!” (Danker 1988: 131). 
Jesus advocates a restricted hierarchical ethic, and 
David’s example is his defense: ceremonial 
restrictions of law are to give way to human need.” 
The law should not restrict people in their basic tasks, 
but should encourage them, in the case of the 
Sabbath, to honor the day. There are situations in 
which the law can be waived or transcended. David 
and his men had such a moment. Such a situation 
faces the disciples. One can overdraw the law’s 
scope. By mentioning the men with David, Jesus 
establishes the link to the disciples. 

Jesus places the officials in a dilemma. If the 
Pharisees are right, David and his men were guilty. 
The Pharisees’ problem is that the biblical text does 
not question David’s action and neither did the priest 
at the scene of the “crime.” Do the officials want to 
challenge David and a priest of the OT? While Mark 
and Matthew both contain additional sayings material 


since his account is more succinct.*2 
(2) Authority of the Son of Man (6:5) 


6:5 Jesus’ closing remark centers on KUPLOG (kyrios, 
Lord), which comes at the start of the citation. A 
literal rendering according to word order is, “Lord is 
of the Sabbath the Son of Man.” The passage has its 
fullest development in Mark 2:27, which speaks 
about the Sabbath’s being for people and not people 
for the Sabbath. Many see Mark’s point to be 
humankind’s authority over the Sabbath, with the 
“Son of Man” as a reference to humans in general, 
since the phrase can have this meaning in Aramaic 
(Creed 1930: 84—85; see the exegesis of 5:24 and 
excursus 6). A later rabbinic statement is close to this 
remark in force; nonetheless, many regard Jesus’ 
remark as a likely reflection of an ancient view: “The 
Sabbath is given over to you and not you to the 
Sabbath” (Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, tractate 
Shabbata 1 on Exod. 31:13 [= Lauterbach 1933-35: 
3.198]; Marshall 1978: 232). But Marshall notes that 
this saying is not a broad reference to all people, but 
to Israel’s special authority. So even here, the 
application is narrow. The point of Mark’s text, 
which Luke does not have, is that the Sabbath is not 
to be a master over God’s people, but is a service to 
them (Carson 1982: 62—66). It was created for them 
and was not created as a burden against them.” This 


approach to Mark 2:27 seems the best way to view its 
background, which in turn supports its authenticity 
and its meaning. The Marcan point in the next verse 
is a form of heightened argument. If the Sabbath is 
designed for God’s people, if the Sabbath is created 
to serve people, then certainly the representative 
man, Jesus, has authority over it. 

Luke does not have Mark’s remark about the 
Sabbath and God’s people. Rather, Luke has a more 
exclusive christological focus. Mark’s intermediate 
argument is not made, but the deeper issue about 
Jesus is emphasized. The Son of Man’s authority 
refers to Jesus. Even in Mark, however, this has to be 
the ultimate point. In chasing the background of the 
Son of Man, commentators have ignored the 
contextual clues. In fact, when one detaches this 
saying from its context because of form-critical or 
redactional concerns, the logic of the sayings 
becomes difficult and leads to challenges of the 
authenticity of Luke 6:5. Lindars (1983: 103-6) 
seems to argue for the authenticity of Mark 2:27, but 
cannot accept Mark 2:28 = Luke 6:5 as authentic. He 
argues that the point about David is not found in 
David’s authority, for if the passage is taken with this 
christological force, then “Son of Man” must be 


taken as a messianic title. A messianic force is 
unlikely at this early point in Jesus’ ministry. Thus, 
Lindars argues that Mark 2:28 is a Marcan saying 
that is formed in dependence on Mark 2:10. 
However, the point becomes clear by keeping a 
unity in the Marcan remarks, rather than creating a 
division. The ability of the total context to unify the 
argument strengthens the argument for authenticity. 
The key to the argument is the previous Davidic 
illustration, since the king is a representative figure. 
Jesus’ claim to be Son of Man gives the term a 
representative sense through the contextual linkage. 
Son of Man need not be explicitly messianic to make 
the point; it needs only to be representative, which is 
how the reference to David functions in the analogy. 
There are, however, implications in the usage that 
suggest the nature of the authority referred to in this 
concluding remark. Danker (1988: 131) sees this 
point clearly: the Son of Man is an authoritative 
representative on behalf of his people, much as a king 
would be (Hooker 1967: 100-102; Fitzmyer 1981: 
610; Marshall 1978: 232-33). Jesus, as this 
representative, has authority as Son of Man to 
evaluate and interpret tradition and law. This is why 
authority is stressed by the placement of KUPLOG in 


the emphatic position. Again, great claims for Jesus 
are alluded to here. Jesus uses the title Son of Man in 
this context and refers to himself as this man for a 
second time in the Gospel, with David providing the 
additional backdrop to explain the point (see the 
exegesis of 5:24 [= Mark 2:10]). Jesus heightens the 
stakes with the appeal to David, for he suggests by 
the comparison that the present times are like the 
times of David. Jesus has such a high stature (Luke 
1:32).°* He is an authoritative representative of the 
new way. Lindars takes an either/or approach that 
focuses on a messianic understanding of Son of Man 
as the only alternative that can really work. In so 
doing, he misses the unity of the argument that can 
be found by a more representative emphasis to the 
title. With the remark, Jesus argues that he is the 
authoritative representative of the new way (as David 
was in the old era?) and that he has authority over the 
understanding and administration of the Sabbath. 


c. Question About Healing on the Sabbath (6:6- 
11) 


i. Setting: Officials Waiting to Make a Sabbath 
Charge (6:6-7) 


6:6 The next healing occurs on another (ETEPW, 
hetero) Sabbath, which does not necessarily mean the 
next Sabbath, but simply makes clear that the event 
would be seen in light of Sabbath traditions. The 
introduction also temporally separates this event from 
the previous controversy (6:1) and reveals a topical 
concern about Sabbath controversies that links these 
events. Jesus finds himself teaching in the synagogue 
again (4:16, 31, 44). In the synagogue is aman 
whose right hand is withered. His condition probably 
comes from paralysis, though no details are given.” 
In the Gospel to the Nazareans, the man is a 
stonemason whose hand has been injured so that his 
livelihood is destroyed, but there is no way to 
confirm the origin of this detail (Schneemelcher 
1991-92: 1.160; Jerome Commentary on Matthew 
12:13). What is clear is that the man is not in any 
mortal danger. 

To grasp the tension in this final event of the unit, 
one needs to appreciate how the Pharisees would 
have seen the issue of Sabbath healing. In general, 
healing or medical work was not to be done on the 
Sabbath, unless a life was in danger, a baby was 
being born, or a circumcision needed to be 
performed. Thus, for example, one could do the work 


of a midwife on the Sabbath (m. Sab. 6.3; 12.1; 18.3; 
19.2; m. Ed. 2.5; m. Yoma. 8.6; Mekilta de Rabbi 
Ishmael, tractate Shabbata 1 on Exod. 31:13 
[Lauterbach 1933-35: 3.197-99]; Lohse, TDNT 
7:14-15; SB 1:623-29; 2:533-34; Marshall 1978: 
235). The Mekilta text argues that since one can kill a 
burglar on the Sabbath to protect life, so one can save 
life on the Sabbath. In addition, since one can 
circumcise and thus sanctify one member of the body 
on the Sabbath, how much more can one save a life 
(and the whole body!) on the Sabbath. Someone sick 
or crippled, without life being threatened, could wait 
a day for treatment, just as a child born at twilight on 
Friday could wait to be circumcised until after the 
Sabbath (m. Sab. 19.5). Such waiting would be 
expected in this situation, as the official’s remark in 
Luke 13:14 makes clear. This situation differs from 
the events in 4:31—39, where the confrontation with 
the demon in the synagogue had to be dealt with 
directly and where the fever in Simon’s mother-in- 
law may have been a case of serious illness. In Luke 
6, the event is public and lacks urgency—according 
to those who hold a traditional approach to the 
Sabbath. 


6:7 The scribes and Pharisees were watching Jesus 
closely.*° The graphic term TTAPETNPOÜUVTO 
(pareterounto) is emotive; it means to spy on or 
watch out of the corner of one’s eye, which adds a 
sinister note.” The Pharisees were watching to see if 
Jesus would heal on the Sabbath. A textual issue 
determines the exact sense: Were they watching for 
what Jesus did regularly (present tense)? Or were 
they watching for what his response would be in this 
one situation (future tense)? In this context, a single 
action is more likely (see the additional note). Either 
way, the issue centers clearly on Jesus’ healing on the 
Sabbath. 

If Jesus acts, the Pharisees are ready to charge him 
with working on the Sabbath. The (va (hina) clause 
gives the purpose of their watching Jesus: they want 
him to heal on the Sabbath so that they can level a 
charge against him.” Basically, unless a person was 
near death, the healing could wait (m. Yoma. 8.6).” 


il. Jesus’ Response: A Question (6:8-9) 


6:8 Jesus knows what his opponents are thinking, 
and so he acts. Such references to Jesus’ knowledge 
are common in Luke (5:22; 9:47; 11:17; 24:38; 
Danker 1988: 132; Schrenk, TDNT 2:97; Friedrich, 


TDNT 6:844). As elsewhere in Luke (2:35; 5:22; 6:8; 
9:47), 8LaAOyLOUOG (dialogismos, thought) is often 
negative (Schürmann 1969: 307 n. 51, 128 n. 224; 
more neutral in force are 9:46 and 24:38). Jesus 
knows that they want to get him; but he does not 
back away. The opponents may be secretive; but 
Jesus is open (Plummer 1896: 169). He turns to the 
man and tells him to come forward. The man obeys, a 
point that Luke alone makes. The encounter 
approaches. 


6:9 Jesus takes up the challenge by asking a 
question. He knows his opponents’ thoughts and will 
characterize their action in contrast to his own. The 
contrast is expressed in a pair of descriptions, where 
one element describes what Jesus is attempting to do 
and the other element is suggestive about how the 
Pharisees approach the day. Again the issue turns on 
the term €f€OTLVv (exestin, lawful). 

What Jesus desires to do, and what people should 
desire to do, is to accomplish good, that is, save a 
life. XwWCw (sözö) here is not a technical term for 
salvation, but simply refers to deliverance in a 
general sense—to the restoration and healing that 
again give the man possession of full physical skills. 


Using this term in his question shows that Jesus’ 
action is acceptable, since “saving” on the Sabbath 
was permitted (see n. 38). To do such an act on the 
Sabbath is morally evaluated as “doing good” 
(Ayadortoınoal, agathopoiésai). It is the natural 
expression of operating on the principle of the law of 
love.” 

In contrast stands the Pharisees’ condemnatory 
attitude, not to mention their spying. Because of 
excessive concern over the Sabbath, they are not 
willing to let a man be freed from his condition. This 
attitude and their lying in wait to catch Jesus are 
described morally in terms of “doing harm” 
(KAKOTTOLNOAL, kakopoiésai) or “destroying” 
(ATOAECAL, apolesai). It is almost as if the refusal to 
do good is itself evil (Danker 1988: 133; Marshall 
1978: 235; Fitzmyer 1981: 611). The reference to 
destroying a life may well suggest where their 
attitude is headed. There is an ironic foreshadowing 
in this characterization of their position, given what 
will happen to Jesus. Jesus’ reply has an element of 
precedent in the OT: Isa. 1:11—17; 58:6—14 (Danker 
1988: 133; Hendriksen 1978: 322). The intent of the 
Sabbath was to prevent people from working several 


consecutive days without rest, to provide time for 


rejuvenation, and to give time to contemplate God. 
Certainly it was never intended to prevent one from 
doing good. The question puts the Pharisees in a 
dilemma, since the answer is so clear. In effect, Jesus 
says, “Why delay a healing when good can be done 
now?” Having laid the groundwork, Jesus turns to 
demonstrate God’s endorsement for doing good on 
the Sabbath. The endorsement comes with the 
healing, since God does not respond in such 
situations to a sinner. If Jesus is right, God will heal 
the man through him, even though it is the Sabbath. 
Again, the miracle serves as an audiovisual pointing 
to truth and its agent. 


iii. Act: Jesus Heals (6:10) 


6:10 The healing is a success. There is another touch 
of irony in this verse. Note the amount of labor 
involved in the healing: Jesus merely speaks a 
sentence. Such is his authority. Unlike Mark 3:5, 
Luke does not mention Jesus’ anger at the lack of 
response from the crowd. Luke often lacks such 
criticism of the disciples and others. Rather, he 
describes Jesus’ gazing at all who are present. The 
action is for the public, as is the lesson. The right 
thing is to do good on the Sabbath. He tells the man 


to stretch his hand out; for the man to obey would 
mean that healing has occurred. The attempt would 
show the man’s willingness to respond to Jesus. In 
that request, the “labor” occurs. 

The request meets with response, and the stretched- 
out hand is restored. Danker (1988: 133) notes this is 
not a reflex response or a psychosomatic healing, a 
view he attributes to the excessive rationalism of the 
nineteenth century. Jesus exercises power on the 
Sabbath in the synagogue, power that suggests God’s 
endorsement of what he is doing.“ The account is 
told from the viewpoint of a spectator, for the man’s 
healing is noted and then he is not mentioned any 
more. The main characters in this event are Jesus and 
the opponents. Jesus publicly displays his authority 
on the Sabbath and leaves it to his opponents to 
respond. God has shown his power and compassion 
through Jesus. 


iv. Reaction: Decision to Deal with Jesus (6:11) 


6:11 The officials’ response was strong. The graphic 
term dvotac (anoias; lit., mindless) refers to their 
mindless rage or irrational anger (Schiirmann 1969: 
309 n. 69; Behm, TDNT 4:963, speaks of 
pathological rage). The reaction was caused by the 


frustration that God does not hear sinners or Sabbath 
violators like Jesus, and yet right there in front of 
them was a Sabbath healing! It also would be 
difficult to say that Jesus labored on the Sabbath, 
since he only spoke to the man. They had been 
confounded by Jesus’ action. What could they do? 

In his final comment Luke engages in 
understatement. He notes that the officials begin to 
discuss what they might do (TOLNoALEV, poiésaien) 
about Jesus.“ Luke gives no specifics other than to 
mention that the plotting begins. They are at their 
wits’ end and are not exactly sure what to do, but 
they have the conviction that something must be done 
(Marshall 1978: 236). This challenge to their 
approach to religion and the faith of the fathers is too 
great to ignore. Mark 3:6 and Matt. 12:14 tell us that 
they begin to think about how they might destroy 
him. A turning point has come, since official Judaism 
registers a negative vote against Jesus. 


Summary 


What do these three pericopes tell about Jesus? 
Luke 5:33-39 and its dispute over fasting lead to a 
disclosure about the real distinction between Jesus 


and what has gone before. Jesus’ presence is a 
time of joy, so that activities like fasting do not fit 
the occasion. But the real issue is what Jesus 
brings. What he represents is something new that 
cannot be mixed with old ways without destroying 
the new entity. The new way needs new 
containers. In fact, some people are so wedded to 
old tastes that they will not be interested in the 
new way. When Jesus is gone, fasting will be 
appropriate, but optional. In Jesus, something 
different comes. The reader is asked to pick which 
wineskin to draw from: the one containing 
Judaism’s old wine or the one containing Jesus’ 
new wine. In addition, one must realize that the 
two religions cannot be mixed successfully. 

In Luke 6:1--5, the first explicit Sabbath 
controversy in the Gospel has two fundamental 
points. First, it gives instruction about how Jesus 
viewed the law and the tradition that grew from it. 
The law was not to be read with absolute rigidity. 
There were exceptions to it, when ethical conflicts 
arose, as the incident with David shows. The 
Pharisees’ question reflects an overapplication of 
law, even of the Sabbath law, whose roots lay in 
the Ten Commandments. What is not clear from 


Jesus’ remarks is the more philosophical question: 
Did Jesus supersede the law here or did he 
interpret the law in the way it was always intended 
(and thus did not really violate it at all)? What 
seems clear from the challenge of the Davidic 
example is that law is not always to be read in 
absolute terms. Compassion for life’s basic needs 
is most absolute. David’s eating the priests’ bread 
is at most a violation of the letter of the law, as 6:4 
makes clear. 

Second, Jesus has authority over the Sabbath 
and also has authority over the law’s 
interpretation. The reason Jesus utters this 
corollary is that the Pharisees might have been 
able to object had the argument stopped at 6:4. 
The objection would then have been, “What gives 
you the right to make such claims or to compare 
yourself to David?” By going on to make the 
christological point, Jesus answers the objection 
before it can be raised. He claims representative 
authority. His answer may not be accepted by the 
leadership, but the choice is clearly placed before 
them. As with virtually every other pericope in 
Luke’s Galilean section, the point turns on the 
nature of Jesus’ person. As the previous passage 


showed, Jesus brings something new that those 
used to old ways will have trouble accepting. The 
grain issue ultimately turns on something more 
than the right to eat or Jesus’ practice. It turns on 
who Jesus is. The nature of the times and Jesus’ 
interpretation of them ultimately depend on 
whether Jesus has authority from God to reveal his 
ways. If he has such authority, he is to be heeded 
and new times have come. If he does not, then the 
objections raised against him expose his ministry 
as a charade. The basic issue of the passage is not 
really the disciples’ practice, but Jesus’ authority. 
Does Luke’s reader believe that Jesus is sent by 
God? Does the reader see that Jesus is the Son of 
Man who has authority even over the Sabbath? 
Does the reader see that Jesus has authority to 
explain the law? 

Luke 6:6-11 continues the emphasis on 
authority. Jesus teaches about a proper general 
approach to the law of the Sabbath, while 
confirming the greatness of his own authority. 
God’s law concerning the Sabbath was never 
intended to table the doing of good. People are 
always to be ready to serve others. But more 
importantly, does Jesus bring something new? The 


testimony of a restored hand speaks in favor of his 
claims. However, the testimony hardens the 
position of some scribes and Pharisees against 
him. They decide that something needs to be done 
about Jesus. By choosing rejection, they have 
missed the point of what has taken place. The 
opposition’s solidification has come, but Jesus’ 
ministry will continue, because the new way he 
brings does not rest on the authority of religious 
officials. They may have voted against Jesus, but 
the restoration of the withered hand reflects a 
divine vote of confidence for Jesus. The reader is 
to note the crucial difference. 


Additional Notes 


5:33. UBS-NA has a declarative statement, with some manuscript 
support: P, X‘, B, L, W. However, manuscript support for a 
question (with dla TL appended to the front of the sentence) is 
strong: +2 ac, O, Y, Byz, Lect, most Itala. The latter reading is 
not regarded as original because it looks like a correction made in 


light of Mark 2:18 or Matt. 9:14, both of which read a question. In any 


case, the meaning is the same. 


5:38. The simple BAnteov (must be put; a verbal adjective from 
BaAAW) is read in a few manuscripts: p4, p> (apparently), Xi B, 
L, family 1, some Syriac. If original, this form is a NT hapax 
legomenon (BAGD 144; BAA 287). Another well-attested 
reading is BANTEOV KaL AUPOTEPOL OLVTNPOUVTAL 
([new wine] must be put [in new skins] and both are preserved), read 
by A, C, A, O, Y, family 13, Byz, and Lect. It may be original, but it 
looks like assimilation to Matt. 9:17. The presence of additional 
variants that conform to Matthew increases the suspicion against this 
reading’s being original, for it is difficult to explain the existence of 
these variants if BANTEOV KAL AUPOTEPOL 
OUVTNPOUVTAL were the original reading. These variants look 
like attempts to assimilate the Gospel readings. However, the 
presence of BANTEOV in this well-attested longer variant suggests 
its earlier presence, since other variants lack it. Where would the 
hapax legomenon have come from unless it were original? 
The text’s meaning is not significantly influenced by the decision. If 
the longer text is chosen, then an additional emphasis on 
preservation becomes clear. But the longer reading is unlikely to 
have been original to Luke 5:38. 


5:39. Mainly Western manuscripts (D and most Itala) omit the entire 
verse, making the passage read more like Mark 2:22 and Matt. 9:17. 


However, widely distributed manuscripts support the inclusion: pt 


pio X,B,c,L, w, A, ©, ©, Byz, Lect. The inclusion is also the 


harder reading, since it lacks Gospel parallels. Thus it should be 
included. 


5:39. Is the wine XPNOTOG (good) or XPNOTOTEPOG (better)? 


one Syriac manuscript; the second by A, C, A, ©, W, Byz, Lect, 
some Itala, some Syriac. Although difficult to assess because of the 
omission of Western support for either reading (See the previous 
additional note), the external evidence slightly favors 
Y¥PNOTOTEPOS. But an argument can be made internally for 
XPNOTOG: could the passage be saying that a person is so 
satisfied with the old wine that the new wine is not even tasted to 
make a comparison (Plummer 1896: 164; Creed 1930: 84)? Those 
impressed with this argument will accept the UBS—NA text. The 
choice is complicated since XPNOTOG can also be translated 
“better”; see 9:48 and 10:42, where Luke uses a normal adjective to 
make comparisons (Fitzmyer 1981: 602). Though the choice of text 
is not certain, the basic meaning in either case is that the new wine 


is not accepted. Xpnotoc is more likely the original text. 


6:1. Many manuscripts (A, C, D, L, A, O, WY Byz, and many Itala) 
read a unique term here, SEUTEPOTIPWTW, which in context 
means “second-first” Sabbath (BAGD 177; BAA 354). The attestation 
is strong enough to suggest that it could be original, but explaining 


what it means or how it got into the text is difficult.44 Before deciding 


the issue, its meaning must be considered. 


Four meanings have been suggested for this term (Plummer 
1896: 165-66; Fitzmyer 1981: 607-8): 


1. It is the first Sabbath in the second year of the 
seven-year cycle. But ifthis had been meant, why would 
Luke introduce it without explanation? 

2. It is the first Sabbath of the second month of the 
year. Again, such a reference is very cryptic. 

3. The notation links the Sabbaths in Luke 
chronologically and is a scribal gloss: 4:31 is the first 
Sabbath, 6:1 is the second Sabbath, and 6:6 is a third 
Sabbath (though the term ETEPW [another] is used in 
6:6, not the ordinal “third”; Metzger 1975: 139; Fitzmyer 
1981: 608; Bovon 1989: 266). However, the events that 
fall between Luke 4 and Luke 6 are problematic to this 
solution. 

4. The phrase alludes to the first Sabbath of Nisan 
after Passover, which would be the first major Sabbath in 
the year after Passover and yet would be the second 
Sabbath of the year. Allusions to this approach are seen 
in Lev. 23:10-11, 15-16 and at Qumran in 11QTemple& 
18.10-19.9. Also, the time of year—harvest time— would 
be right for such an event.*2 The question is whether such 
a technical term existed at this time. 


In my view, SEVUTEPOTIPWTW was probably added to the text 
and is not original to Luke. The word is rare and possesses an 
unclear meaning, especially if the existence of such a technical term 
cannot be firmly established. Manuscripts omitting 
SEVUTEPOTIPWTW are P|, P’?, X, B, L, W, family 1, many Itala, 
Syriac. There are two possible explanations for the addition: (1) A 
scribe, aware of the sacred calendar, may have added the note of 
the SEUTEPOTPWTW Sabbath (Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183) or 
(2) a scribe may have been counting Sabbaths in this early section 
of Luke and added the numeral. In fact, in this second view the 
addition had two stages. First, a scribe, knowing that 6:6 read 
ETEPW (another) Sabbath, added TIPWTW) (first) to 6:1. Then a 
second scribe, knowing about 4:31, added SEUTEPW (Second) to 
TPWTW to yield SEUTEPOTIPWTW. 


6:1. The text relates that the disciples plucked and ate some heads 
of grain; only then does it state: “rubbing them in their hands.” The 
original word order and syntactical arrangement of these phrases 
were evidently somewhat unusual or else four attempts at 
rearrangement would not exist. The variant readings all attempt to 
achieve a more logical word order and syntax for the description of 
handling of the grain. The problem, not discussed in UBS*, seems to 
have arisen because the participle WWYOVTEC (rubbing) was not 
appreciated as being syntactically linked to the verb noo LOV (ate). 
The UBS-NA text is correct here. 


6:2. A well-attested variant (X, A, C, W, Byz, Lect, Syriac) adds 
TTOLEIV to the verse, so it translates: “What is not allowed to do.” 
But this is to be rejected because it harmonizes with Matt. 12:2. Also, 
the infinitive appears slightly redundant. The UBS—NA text is based 
on P|, B, Vulgate. The wording is close to Mark 2:24, but is distinct 
enough to look like a separate rendering. There is no real difference 
in the readings (not discussed in UBS‘). Either way, it is a charge 


against the entire group for violating Sabbath custom. 


6:4. The addition of KAL (also [to those with him]) is probably 
correctly regarded as a harmonizing variant, since it conforms to 
Mark 2:26. Regardless of what reading is chosen, the point of the 


text is the same. 


6:5. Manuscript D has an entirely different verse here, which has 
provoked much discussion (not mentioned in UBS): D places what 
is commonly regarded as 6:5 after 6:10 and in its place has an 
incident about a man working on the Sabbath. Thus, D adds a 
distinct Sabbath controversy, making a total of three controversies in 
6:1-11. Jesus says to the man in this brief incident, “If you know 
what you are doing, you are blessed; but if not, you are accursed 
and a transgressor of the law.” Plummer (1896: 168) rejects this text, 
but sees it going back to Jesus (so also Luce 1933: 139-40).** The 
reason it is accepted by some as authentic, though not original in 
Luke, is that the wording about being a transgressor of the law 
appears in Rom. 2:25, 27 and James 2:11. The saying is also similar 


to the Coptic Gospel of Thomas 3, 14. But most reject it (Lohse, 
TDNT 7:23-24). What is clear is that it does not belong here in 
Luke’s Gospel, since it has such little manuscript support. If it was 
original, how did it so thoroughly disappear from the manuscript 


tradition? 


6:5. An additional KAL is present in different locations within the two 
©, W, family 1, family 13, Byz, Lect, most Itala) uses KAÍ to 
describe the Son of Man’s Sabbath authority: O vioc TOU 
AVOPWITOU Kal TOU GABBATOU (the Son of Man also [is 
Lord] of the Sabbath). This reading conforms to Mark 2:28, while the 
UBS-NA text of Luke 6:5 matches Matt. 12:8. The geographical 
spread of this difficult variant may suggest that it is original, 
especially given Matthew’s popularity in the early church. The other 


reading (only in UBS®) follows the word order of some Coptic and 
Ethiopic versions: KAL TOU GABBAaTOU ó LIOG TOD 
AVOPWITOU ([Lord] also of the Sabbath [is] the Son of Man), a 
translation similar to the above variant but with a distinct word order. 
This reading, which assumes the Sabbath reference earlier in the 
verse and attaches KAÍ to O aBBatou is hard to explain if 
Luke’s original order followed Mark and had O vioc TOU 

av OWITOU first. Thus, the second variant indirectly supports the 
UBS-NA text and tips the scales to that reading. The difference 
involves only word order and does not change the passage’s sense. 


6:7. Is the verb for healing a present or future tense? The present 
tense speaks about what Jesus’ habit is, while the future looks only 
for one event (Luce 1933: 140). The distribution of the manuscripts is 
fairly even (present: X, A, D, L, W, W; future: pt, B, O, family 1, 
Byz), and either reading is possible. Mark 3:2 reads a future, while 
Matt. 12:10 expresses the thought as a question using an aorist 
infinitive. Those who see harmonization as evidence of scribal 


correction will agree with the present tense in UBS-NA. 


5. Choosing of the Twelve (6:12- 
16) 


In the face of rising opposition, the rest of Luke 6 
narrates Jesus’ organizing of disciples (6:12-16), 
a summary about his teaching and healing (6:17— 
19), and an example of his ethical-religious 
teaching (6:20-49). This teaching will go to all 
(6:17), but it is intended to set forth the disciples’ 
fundamental love ethic. Despite the opposition 
mentioned earlier in Luke 6, there are followers. 
Jesus is training them for the task of following 
him. From this organizing stage, there will 
eventually emerge a call to mission in 9:1-6, with 


a second, larger mission to follow in 10:1-12. The 
first layer of organization is the call of the Twelve, 
who will be the first followers sent into mission 
and from whom almost all the major leaders of the 
early church are drawn. Thus the text is a major 
bridge explaining that alongside opposition came 
Jesus’ efforts to tighten his circle of supporters as 
he prepared them for instruction and mission. 

It is debated whether this unit links up with 5:1— 
6:11 (so Nolland 1989: 264) or 6:17—49 (Fitzmyer 
1981: 613). I prefer to call it a bridge, although 
one should note how easily the selection flows 
into the next summary passage. Nolland makes 
too much of the introductory formula in 5:1 and 
6:1, since €yeveto also appears in 5:12, 17; 6:6; 
7:11; 8:1, 22. It is too common an introduction for 
Luke to have built his literary units around it. 
Nolland is correct to note that this text is a third 
call text (5:1-11, 27-32), only here we have a call 
within the call. 


Sources and Historicity 


The exact chronological placement of the calling of the Twelve is 
difficult (Luke 6:12-16 = Mark 3:13-19 = Matt. 10:1-4; Aland 1985: 
849). In comparison to Mark, Luke has this event in relatively the 
same position, though Mark chooses to offer a summary of Jesus’ 
ministry before this account. That Luke saves the summary until after 
the choosing of the Twelve and uses it to introduce the discourse on 
the plain (Luke 6:17-19) is simply a difference of arrangement. What 
is interesting is that Matthew has this event earlier than his parallels 
of the previous events of Mark and Luke.+ However, to the calling of 
the Twelve in Matthew, there is appended in Matt. 10:5-16 an event 
that appears later in both Luke and Mark—the sending of the Twelve 
out into mission (Mark 6:7-11 = Luke 9:2-5). Thus, Matthew 
probably has put together events that were originally somewhat 
separate in time. Acts 1:21-22 may help, for there the requirements 
for apostles include having been with Jesus from the early days. If 
this includes an allusion to Jesus’ original selections, then it may 
suggest that the choosing of the Twelve is early—as reflected in its 
chronological placement in Mark and Luke. Matthew’s placement is a 
topical one in which he has waited to tell of the calling of the Twelve 
until he discusses their mission. But to give the event a more precise 
placement is not possible, given the rearranging that all the Gospels 
have done in this section. 

The Lucan account here is very close to Mark. Luke has only a 
few additional points. First, he adds that prayer preceded the choice, 
a point that reflects an emphasis he has throughout his Gospel (3:21 


and 5:16 are two earlier examples; note also 9:18, 28-29; 22:40--46; 
Tannehill 1986: 205-6). Second, Luke notes more specifically than 
Mark that the choice ofthe Twelve was out of a larger group of 
disciples. Mark simply mentions the choice of the Twelve. Luke is 
also distinct from Matthew at these two points. Finally, with Matt. 
10:2 and possibly with Mark 3:14, Luke calls the Twelve “apostles” at 
this point, though Luke’s remark is the most direct.2 From this group 
emerges the early church’s leadership, and this account makes it 
clear that they are divinely chosen, the product of an evening of 
prayer. Luke has used material that parallels Mark, and he may have 
used some additional source material as well, given the differences 
in the various lists.2 

There is little doubt that Jesus had an inner circle, so many do not 
challenge the account historically. An exception is the study of 
Guenther, who argues that the notion of the Christian Twelve is an 
early post-Easter creation.* However, the early church would hardly 
create a list with Judas in it, yet he is in every list except Acts 1:13, 
an omission that is a result of his death (Creed 1930: 87). 
Guenther’s study is suspect, because he nowhere explains how a 
traitor was inserted into a later list of the Twelve. The exegesis of 
6:13 discusses the use of ATTOOTOAOG in this setting. Some 
suggest allusions to a new exodus motif here, since Jesus goes up 
to the mountain before acting; but such allusions are too distant to 
be likely.2 The account simply narrates the gathering of the Twelve to 


show the authoritative credibility they have as Jesus’ chosen 


representatives. 


The form consists of a summary 
catalogue, noting Jesus’ election of the 
Twelve (Berger 1984: 224-25).° 

The outline of Luke 6:12-16 is as follows: 


a. Setting: all-night prayer (6:12) 

b. Choosing of the Twelve (6:13-16) 
i. Choice of twelve from the disciples (6:13) 
ii. Listing of the Twelve (6:14-16) 


A few themes are present here. Relying on 
God’s guidance, Jesus organizes his disciples. The 
Twelve are chosen in the context of humility, 
prayer, and guidance. The Twelve, who will 
become leaders of the church, are consciously 
chosen and have Jesus’ endorsement. Thus, 
apostolic authority comes early in Jesus’ ministry 
and is grounded in his choice. The church also 
Saw a lesson in the type of prayer that preceded 
the choice, for the early church repeated the 
pattern when it made key decisions (Acts 6:6; 
13:2-3; 14:23). 


Exegesis and Exposition 


12), these days he went out to the mountain to pray, and through the 
night he was in prayer with God. 1%And when it was day, he called to 
his disciples and chose from them twelve, whom he also named 


apostles: 


1a Simon whom he named Peter, 
and Andrew his brother, 
and James, 
and John, 
and Philip, 
and Bartholomew, 
1 and Matthew, 
and Thomas, 
and James son of Alphaeus, 
and Simon, the one called Zealot, 
u and Judas son of James, 


and Judas LJIscariotLJ, who became a traitor. 
a. Setting: All-Night Prayer (6:12) 


6:12 Before choosing the Twelve, Jesus withdraws 
and spends the entire night in prayer. 
ALAVUKTEPEVWV (dianyktereuön) refers to an all- 
night prayer vigil and appears only here in the NT 


Plummer 1896: 171). The mountain referred to is not 
specified (Hendriksen 1978: 326 mentions the Horns 
of Hattin). Many speculate on a motif associated with 
the mountain: as asymbol for a place of revelation 
(so Danker 1988: 134-35, citing Exod. 24) or a 
picture of being close to God (Fitzmyer 1981: 616; 
Foerster, TDNT 5:481). The latter is the more likely, 
though there is no reason to turn the reference into a 
mere theological symbol. Jesus’ actions follow a long 
communion with God. This is how Jesus deals with 
the rise of opposition. Solemnity and a note of 
guidance open the account. The phrase npooevyñ 
TOU HeoÖÜ (proseuché tou theou, prayer to God) is a 
good example of an objective genitive and makes the 
point that the prayer is given to God. As noted above, 
the early church learned to imitate this practice of 
prayer before decisions (Acts 6:6; 13:2-3; 14:23; 1 
Tim. 4:14; 2 Tim. 1:6). Having spent the night in 
prayer, Jesus is ready to act. He will make a selection 
from within the circle of disciples and train them for 
leadership. Perhaps his prayers were for the team he 
was about to form and the new community that they 
would build together in the face of opposition. 


b. Choosing of the Twelve (6:13-16) 


i. Choice of Twelve from the Disciples (6:13) 


6:13 The purpose of the prayer becomes evident 
from Jesus’ next action. With the coming of day, 
Jesus descends and calls his disciples to himself. The 
number of disciples is not given, but from this group 
he chooses twelve. Luke alone makes explicit that the 
Twelve are chosen from a larger pool. The participle 
EKAEZAUEVOG (eklexamenos, electing) functions 
like a finite verb here (“he elected”). The choice of 
the Twelve is conscious and calculated. What is 
amazing about the Twelve is that the inclusion of 
Judas is part of a divinely guided process (Plummer 
1896: 172). 

Hendriksen (1978: 327) sees significance in the 
number twelve: it shows that the church is the new 
Israel, because Israel had twelve tribes. As a result, 
the church spans back into the OT (also Tiede 1988: 
134, but with less emphasis on the OT connection). 
Part of assessing this connection turns on what the 
term new means. If it means that the church replaces 
Israel in God’s plan and takes its place permanently, 
then it is not a correct description.” If it means that 
the church functions in a way parallel to Israel and 
now is temporary steward of the promise, then the 
designation is more acceptable. Nothing is made of 


the number here, though it is clear that in the larger 
Gospel tradition the Twelve are designed to parallel 
Israel, for Luke 22:29-30 and Matt. 19:28 show the 
relationship between the Twelve and Israel in the 
future. In addition, though there is in Luke an 
emphasis on continuity with the old period, it is never 
expressed in terms that say the new Israel is present. 
Such terminology is only an inference. In fact, the 
emphasis on newness and the impossibility of 
mixture in Luke 5:33-39 is against making this 
alleged Israelite connection too strongly. 

The reference to Jesus’ calling the Twelve apostles 
has created much discussion, because in the Gospels 
the combination OVOUGCGW (onomazö, to name) and 
ATTOOTOAOG (apostolos, apostle) is rare, occurring 
only here and possibly in Mark 3:14 (see n. 2 above). 
In the Synoptics, ATTOOTOAO0G is found only at Mark 
6:30 and Matt. 10:2 and six times in Luke. The 
Matthew parallel to Luke 6:13 is an interesting 
agreement of Matthew and Luke, while Mark 6:30 is 
a summary remark that may simply be describing the 
Twelve by their common, current designation, rather 
than being a suggestion that the title is this old. That 
Luke uses ATTOOTOAOG more frequently is not 
Surprising, since he narrates a sequel about the early 


church and the key role of the apostles (Luke 9:10; 
17:5; 22:14; 24:10). In the Synoptic Gospels, the 
Twelve are more commonly referred to in a nontitular 
way (Matt. 10:1, 2, 5; 11:1; 20:17; 26:14, 20, 47; 
Mark 3:16; 4:10; 6:7; 9:35; 10:32; 11:11; 14:10, 17, 
20, 43; Luke 8:1; 9:1, 12; 18:31; 22:3, 47). Paul also 
alludes to the Twelve in a piece of tradition from the 
early church (1 Cor. 15:5). These data lead some to 
suggest that ÄTTOOTOAOG in the narrow sense of the 
Twelve or apostle par excellence may be 
anachronistic in Luke, since its development as a 
term exclusively referring to the Twelve seems to 
postdate Jesus’ ministry (Plummer 1896: 172; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 617-18; Bovon 1989: 282 
[anachronistic]; Liefeld 1984: 889 [possible]). It is 
argued that Jesus may have marked out a special 
group here, but he did not call them apostles in this 
narrow sense yet. That narrow title came later. Luke 
telescopes and summarizes the situation here. 

Part of what makes a decision difficult are the 
various ways in which (JTOOTOA0C is used in the NT 
meaning of a commissioned messenger and refers to 
figures outside the Twelve in numerous passages 


Phil. 2:25). Some attempt to show the difference by 
translating it in these passages as “representative,” 
meaning a commissioned representative. The Jewish 
concept of sending (Mv, salah.) quite possibly 
serves as the background for the use of this term. If 
so, then the representative acts as one with authority 
equal to the sender (Rengstorf, TDNT 1:414—20, 
428-29; Fitzmyer 1981: 617; Ernst 1977: 208; 
Marshall 1978: 238-39; 1 Kings 14:6). The Mishnah 
phrases the concept this way: “The one sent by the 
man is as the man himself” (m. Ber. 5.5; see also m. 
Ro»5 Has. 1.3; 4.9; m. Yoma. 1.5; Witherington 1990: 
133-34). This idea of representation also existed in 
the larger culture (Herodotus 1.21; Josephus, 
Antiquities 17.11.1 3300; MM 70). It is quite possible 
that Jesus named the Twelve as his commissioned 
representatives here, as his apostles in the cultural 
sense, a title of great authority, because of the nature 
of the one making the commission. In time, that 
apostleship narrowed into an exclusive office of the 
select Twelve, a sense different from other apostles 


commissioned figure who was not part of the 
Twelve). Such a description would not be inaccurate 


nor out of place in light of how their role developed 
in Jesus’ ministry or in light of the broader sense of 
the term in the culture. It is also possible, though less 
so in light of its usage, that because the Twelve were 
always marked out, they were always called apostles 
and regarded as the greatest of a broader group of 
apostles from the beginning. This title applied to 
them so well and uniquely that the title eventually 
became another way to refer exclusively to them. It 
seems clear either way that their authority was 
always regarded as somewhat unique, going back to 
Jesus’ choice of them. Thus, in Luke’s usage an 
apostle needs to be with Jesus from the beginning 
(Schürmann 1969: 314; Acts 1:21-22). The Twelve 
chosen by Jesus were called to function as his 
representatives and mouthpieces for the message of 
the kingdom (Luke 9:1-6). 


ii. Listing of the Twelve (6:14-16) 


6:14 Luke 6:14-16 is one of four NT lists of the 
Twelve, the others being Matt. 10:2-4, Mark 3:16- 


have three points of agreement: (1) Peter is always 


listed first and Judas is always listed last (except in 
Acts 1:13 where Judas is omitted because he is dead). 


(2) The first four are always Peter, Andrew, James, 
and John, though not always in the same order. (3) 
There are three groups of four, with the lead position 
in each group always occupied by Peter, Philip, and 
James son of Alphaeus (Plummer 1896: 172; Carson 
1984: 237). Luke’s list in Acts 1 has the same names 
as his list in Luke 6, though in different order. Other 
differences in the lists will be covered as they arise. 


Luke 6:14-16 Matt. 10:2-4 Mark 3:16-19 Acts 1:13 


1. Simon Peter 1. Simon Peter 1. Simon Peter 1. Simon Peter 


2. Andrew 2. Andrew 3. James son of 4. John 
Zebedee 
3. James 3. James son of 4. John 3. James 
Zebedee 
4. John 4. John 2. Andrew 2. Andrew 
5. Philip 5. Philip 5. Philip 5. Philip 


6. Bartholomew 6. Bartholomew 6. Bartholomew 8. Thomas 


7. Matthew 8. Thomas 7. Matthew 6. Bartholomew 


8. Thomas 7. Matthew 8. Thomas 7. Matthew 


9. James son of 9. James son of 9. James son of 9. James son of 


Alphaeus Alphaeus Alphaeus Alphaeus 


10. Simon the 11. Thaddaeus 11. Thaddaeus 10. Simon the 
Zealot Zealot 


11. Judas son of 10. Simon the 10. Simon the 11. Judas son of 


James Zealot Zealot James 


12. Judas Iscariot 12. Judas Iscariot 12. Judas Iscariot — 


Zluwva (Simon), the first name in the list, is also 
called Peter (IIETpoc). Jesus gave him this second 
name (Matt. 16:18; John 1:42), but Luke does not 
make any effort to discuss it. Luke uses the name 
Simon for Peter until here, except for Simon Peter in 
Luke 5:8. For the rest of his Gospel, Luke will call 
him Peter (the only exceptions are 22:31; 24:34). 
II£ETpoc means “rock” and alludes to his leadership 
role among the Twelve (Cullmann, TDNT 6:100-12; 


Schürmann 1969: 316 n. 28). Mark 1:29 notes that 
Peter lived in Capernaum. 

Avöp&av (Andrew), Peter’s brother, was also a 
fisherman. Luke’s only other reference to him is Acts 
1:13. John 1:44 notes that Andrew is from Bethsaida. 
Otherwise he is mentioned only a few times (Mark 
1:16, 29; 13:3; John 1:40; 6:8; 12:22; Fitzmyer 1981: 
618). 

TakWBov (James) and Iwavvnv (John) are 
called the sons of Zebedee (Luke 5:10) and the sons 
of thunder (Mark 3:17). They also are Galilean 
fishermen and are Jesus’ cousins, since their mother, 
Salome, is Mary’s sister (John 19:25 with Matt. 27:56 
and Mark 15:40). They worked with Peter and 
Andrew (Luke 5:10-11). James is one of the early 
church martyrs (Acts 12:1-2). In one list, John 
occupies the second place next to Peter (Acts 1:13). 
He is known in tradition as the “beloved” disciple 
and is said to have lived a long life (John 13:23; 
19:26; 20:2; 21:7, 20). 

®lAustTtov (Philip) appears only briefly in the NT 


to understand what Jesus is doing, 


Bap98oAouaiov (Bartholomew) is a patronym 
meaning “son of Tolmai.” There is speculation that 
he has another name, with Nathanael of John 1:45 
often being put forward as the candidate (Hendriksen 
1978: 329 is certain; Plummer 1896: 173 and 
Marshall 1978: 239 are more cautious). This 
identification was first made in the ninth century by a 
Nestorian named Ishodad of Merv, while in the West 
the suggestion was made by Rupert of Deutz (died 
1129; Schtirmann 1969: 317 n. 41). Despite the 
lateness of the suggestion, this identification has 
several arguments in its favor (Plummer 1896: 173): 
(1) the patronym probably does not indicate his full 
name; (2) the Synoptics do not mention Nathanael, 
while John does not mention Bartholomew; (3) every 
list except Acts 1:13 places Bartholomew and Philip 
together; and (4) the other men named in John 21:2 
are apostles and Nathanael is among them. Thus, it is 
quite possible that Bartholomew is Nathanael. 


6:15 Mad@atov (Matthew) is the seventh name on 
the list, which agrees with Mark 3:18 (Matt. 10:3 has 
Thomas here). Acts 1:13 has Thomas in the sixth 
position, followed by Bartholomew and then 
Matthew. As noted in the exegesis of 5:27, Matthew 


is probably another name for Levi the tax collector 
(Matt. 9:9-13). After following Jesus, he gave a party 
for him. When Jesus attended, the Pharisees 
grumbled about his associating with sinners (5:29-— 
32). Matthew’s presence in the group shows the grace 
and openness of the community. 

Owuäv (Thomas) means “twin.” He is also known 
as AiSvuoc (Didymus) (John 11:16; 20:24; 21:2). He 
is, then, yet another example of a disciple with two 
names. Thomas’s placement in this list parallels Mark 
3:18, while Acts 1:13 and Matt. 10:3 have Matthew 
in this position. John gives the most information 
about Thomas, including the famous “doubting 
Thomas” incident (John 11:16; 14:5; 20:24-29). 
Tradition places his later ministry in either Persia or 
India (Carson 1984: 238). 

TakwBov AAgatov (James son of Alphaeus) 
occupies the same position on all the lists. There is 
some question as to whether he is mentioned 
elsewhere. Some suggest that he is James, the Lord’s 
brother (Gal. 1:19). But this is not possible, as John 
7:5 makes it clear that Jesus’ brother did not believe 
until later in his ministry (Godet 1875: 1.304—5; 
Plummer 1896: 173-74). Others suggest that he is 
James the Lesser (or Younger) of Mark 15:40 


(Hendriksen 1978: 330). This identification requires 
that the names Alphaeus and Clopas (John 19:25) be 
the same, which is possible but not certain (Plummer 
1896: 174). Fitzmyer (1981: 619) rejects the 
equation, but gives no reason. The exact 
identification of this James is uncertain. His 
connection to Alphaeus raises the question of 
whether Matthew is his brother, a suggestion that 
requires that Levi son of Alphaeus in Mark 2:14 be 
Matthew, which is possible (see above on Matthew = 
Levi). But in addition, the Alphaeus tied to James 
and to Matthew must be the same man; this is less 
certain, since the name could be common (Creed 
1930: 88; Plummer 1896: 174 is less than certain). 
Again there is not enough material to decide this 
question. 

Liuwva (Simon), in the eleventh position in Matt. 
10:3 and Mark 3:18, is called a Zealot ((NAwrNv, 
zelöten). This description matches the reference to 
him in Matt. 10:4 = Mark 3:18: 0 K avavatoc (ho 


Kananaios), from Aramaic |X1j2 (gan,än, zealous 
one) (BAGD 402; BAA 817). The term in Mark was 
mistranslated as “the Canaanite” in many early 
English translations, going back to T. Cranmer in 
1539 (Plummer 1896: 174). It is clear that Simon the 


Zealot and Simon 0 K avavatoc are the same. The 
description suggests that he had nationalist political 
leanings. Josephus describes a fourth party in 
Judaism, the Zealots, a party to which the reference 
here might be an allusion (Jewish War 2.8.1 83117- 
18; Antiquities 18.1.1 881-10; 18.1.6 3323-25; 
Stumpff, TDNT 2:882—87; Schiirer 1973-87: 2.598- 
606). Josephus has no sympathy with these political 
enthusiasts who followed the Pharisees except in 
their radical political opposition to Rome. In fact, he 
blamed the Zealots for many of the Jews’ political 
problems with Rome a few decades later. This group 
was annihilated at Masada in the rebellion against 
Rome that eventuated in the razing of the temple. 
Though there is some question whether the party 
existed this early, Josephus appears to trace their 
roots to as early as A.D. 6.° Those who reject this 
early reference see the start of the party in A.D. 66. 
If this latter view is correct, then Simon was a 
political zealot without being a member of an 
identifiable party. It seems likely that Simon was a 
nationalist Israelite before joining up with Jesus. 
Thus, among the apostles were a worker for the state 
(a tax collector) and also one who fiercely opposed 


the state. Reconciliation was a product of Jesus’ 
work. 


6:16 TovdSav Takwßou (Judas son of James) is not 
the half-brother of the Lord, for when a brother is 
referred to, A6EAPOG (adelphos) is present.? In 
addition, John 7:5 makes it clear that none of Jesus’ 
brothers had responded to him yet. That Thaddaeus 
occupies the tenth position in Mark 3:18 and Matt. 
10:3 leads many to argue that Judas and Thaddaeus 
are the same person, since so many apostles have two 
names.” Fitzmyer (1981: 619--20) opposes this 
identification partly because Mark and Matthew have 
a text variant that gives the name AeBBatoc 
(Lebbaios) to Thaddaeus, but a variant is no reason to 
reject Judas from consideration as a second name. He 
is often called Jude son of James to distinguish him 
from the other Judas. Likewise, John 14:22 calls him 
“Judas, not Iscariot.” 

Tovdav Iokapıwd (Judas Iscariot) eventually 
betrays Jesus, as Luke notes with his remark about 
Judas’s becoming a traitor (22:3, 47-48). He is 
mentioned often in the Gospels, with John giving the 
most references (John 6:70—71; 12:4—6; 13:2, 29; 
18:2-5; Mark 14:10; Matt. 26:14). 


The meaning of the name Iscariot is debated. (1) 
The reference is to a region in Judea (Josh. 15:25; Jer. 
31:24 LXX [48:24 MT]; Luce 1933: 143; Schürmann 
Galilean among the Twelve. (2) The name comes 
from an Aramaic term that means “false one” (Ellis 
1974: 110; Torrey 1943; Liefeld 1984: 889 and 
Marshall 1978: 240 call this view possible). If this 
is the case, the name is possibly a later description of 
him. (3) The name is from Latin sicarius (dagger 
man, assassin) (M. Smith 1971). Again, if this view 
is correct, the name is probably a late one. (4) The 
name means Judas the “Dyer” and is a reference to 
his occupation. 

View 1 is most likely and is supported by John 
6:71 and 13:26. Most likely Iscariot is a family name, 
since the genitive is used (Plummer 1896: 175; 
Godet 1875: 1.306; Fitzmyer 1981: 620). Perhaps the 
Aramaic allusion (view 2) also existed for the 
original Semitic audience as a strange irony tied to 
the family name. But such a Semitic connection 
would have been lost on Luke’s audience. Whatever 
the meaning of the name, Judas Iscariot, the traitor, 
completes the list. 


Summary 


Luke 6:1-16 shows the formation of groups who 
represent different responses to Jesus. In 6:1-11 
the opposition gathers its thoughts and sets its 
course to oppose Jesus. Meanwhile, in 6:12—16, 
after a night of prayer, Jesus chooses twelve rather 
ordinary men to form a commissioned nucleus 
around him. Jesus brings into this important group 
a wide variety of men: a fisherman, a tax collector, 
a political revolutionary, a skeptical man who later 
wanted clear proof of Jesus’ resurrection, and 
even a future traitor. The choice of Iscariot is not 
to be seen as an accident, but itself was part of a 
series of events in which God’s hand was at work. 
With this team assembled, Luke will summarize 
Jesus’ work (6:17-19) and then give a display of 
what his ethical and eschatological teaching was 
like (6:20-49). Some have come to him, while 
others have rejected him. The division shall grow 
only more intense and eventually more violent. 
However, some men were to serve him for life and 
thus received special instruction and authority for 
that ministry. The leaders of the church did not 
emerge by accident or vote; they were hand- 
picked men. 


Additional Note 


6:16. There is some question as to how to spell Iscariot. The UBS- 
NA reading, TOKAPLWO, is found in p4, X*, B, L, and 33. Other 
texts (XÊ, A, w, A, O, Y, Byz, Lect) read IOKAPLWTNV like 
Matt. 10:4. A few Western texts (D, most Itala) read LKAPLWO, a 
variant spelling of the family name. This latter reading lends support 
to the UBS-NA text since it matches the ending of ToKapıwd. 
The weakly attested Western reading might also indicate where the 
text tradition stood in the West if the initial ota dropped out. The 
meaning of the different spellings, not discussed in UBS“, seems to 


be the same. 


C. Jesus’ Teaching (6:17—49) 


Luke 6:17-49 contains one of the most famous 
portions of Jesus’ teaching. Its influence has 
spanned generations and cultures. The Sermon on 
the Plain, to use Luke’s description, consists of 
two subunits: an introductory summary about 
Jesus’ teaching and healing ministry (6:17-19) 
followed by the sermon proper (6:20-49). The 
sermon itself has three basic subunits: a prophetic 
call of blessing and woe (6:20—26), a parenetic 
section on love and judgment (6:27—38), and a 
parabolic section that is a call to righteous 
response (6:39-49). One often thinks of 1 Cor. 13 
as the “love chapter” in the Bible, but Jesus’ 
remarks on love in 6:27—36 form the center of his 
ethic and are even more profound. Such sacrificial 
love is possible only through faith in God and 
through a belief that God will balance the scales 
of justice one day. In short, the sermon is a call to 
love all humanity in the face of the reality of 
God’s blessing, justice, and character. The 
experience of God’s grace requires that God’s 


children be gracious (Eph. 4:30—5:2). (See pp. 
566-67 for an overview of the sermon.) 


Sources and Historicity (6:17-19) 


Luke 6:17-19 is the fourth summary to appear in the Gospel (4:14— 
15, 31-32, 40-41). It occupies a position in Luke’s sequence very 
close to that of Mark 3:7-12 in that Gospel. The only difference is 
that Mark (3:13-19a) relates the choosing of the Twelve after giving 
his summary, while Luke (6:12-16) has the choosing of the Twelve 
first. This positioning is simply a matter of each writer’s locating a 
summary in a slightly different position, which is not a problem, since 
the crowd’s general response is described here rather than a 
portrayal of a single, specific event. Luke chose to let his summary 
introduce the sermon, while Mark has it in a slightly different position, 
possibly because he does not mention the sermon (Marshall 1978: 
237). 

It should be noted that Mark’s omission of the sermon isa 
problem for those who argue that Mark is both the last Synoptic 
Gospel and a summary Gospel. Though it is possible that Mark 
could have omitted any reference to such an occasion, it seems 
unlikely that he would have done so as a summarizing Gospel, if the 
other Gospels each had an account of it. This omission is one 
reason why many writers place Mark first in the historical sequence. 


An explanation that Mark generally avoids reporting Jesus’ teaching 
does not adequately explain the omission, since Mark does have the 
Olivet Discourse. 

The summaries, though located in similar positions, differ slightly 
from one another (Fitzmyer 1981: 622; Aland 1985: 848): 


1. Luke 6:17 locates his summary on a plain, while 
Mark 3:7 speaks ofthe sea, which means teaching by the 
sea. 

2. Mark 3:9 has Jesus teaching in a boat by the sea, 
while Luke 6:17 has him teaching on land. 

3. Luke 6:17-18 alone notes that people came to 
listen to Jesus, as well as to be healed by him. This 
difference reflects Luke’s emphasis on Jesus as a 
teacher. 

4. Luke has no demonic confession as Mark 3:11 
does. 

5. Luke 6:19 alone mentions that power went out 
from Jesus. 


These differences represent two ways to summarize this period of 
Jesus’ ministry. In a very real way, the accounts supplement one 
another and show that Jesus was regarded for both his healing and 
his teaching ministry. Mark emphasizes the works of healing and the 
demonic confessions that accompanied them, while Luke 


concentrates on the variety in Jesus’ ministry. Another factor in the 


difference is that Luke sets the stage for the sermon, so that his 
account serves as both a summary and an introduction to a specific 


representative occasion in Jesus’ ministry. 


Sources and Historicity (6:20-26) 


The issue of sources for Luke 6:20-26 is extremely complex and has 
never been adequately resolved. A century ago, Plummer (1896: 
176) suggested that the relationship of Matthew’s and Luke’s 
accounts may never be completely resolved because there is so little 
information to work with. Such caution is admirable in this case and 
reminds us that conclusions are hardly firm in character. 

The discussion centers on at least five differences between 
Matthew and Luke in this section:+ 


1. Luke has four beatitudes, Matthew eight.2 

2. The order of the common beatitudes differs, with 
Luke having Matthew's beatitudes in the following order: 
1, 4, 2, and 8 (poor, hungry, grieving, persecuted; Creed 
1930: 90; Plummer 1896: 179). 

3. The addressees differ: Luke uses the second 
person while Matthew has the third person (Ernst 1977: 
214-15; Marshall 1978: 248; Guelich 1982: 66). Ernst 
notes that of forty-five OT beatitudes three are in second- 


beatitudes are thus more common, Manson (1949: 47) 
still opts for a second-person original. Is it the “harder 
reading”? 

4. The character of those addressed differs slightly. 
For example, where Luke has “poor,” Matthew has “poor 
in spirit”; where Matthew has “hunger and thirst for 
righteousness,” Luke has “hunger now.” This difference 
causes some to speak of Matthew’s wisdom beatitudes in 
contrast to Luke’s beatitudes of eschatological promise. 

5: Luke alone has the four woes (Aland 1985: §79). 


| will examine these differences in detail in the exegesis, but for now 
| consider only the source question and related points. 

The usual critical approach is to suggest that Q’s core sermon 
contained only four beatitudes (Fitzmyer 1981: 631; Bovon 1989: 
295; Bultmann 1963: 109-10; but Ernst 1977: 215 argues that 
blessing and woes were present in Q). Matthew added a few, while 
Luke formed the woes to parallel his tradition’s four beatitudes.2 The 
difference between the second person and third person is seen in 
various ways and is not tied to the source discussion so tightly. 
Because the vast majority of OT beatitudes are in the third person, 
Fitzmyer, Bultmann, and others see Luke changing a third person to 


a more direct second person. But considering the other differences 


an oversimplified approach to the sermon tradition. 


The issue of the Beatitudes’ sequence is further complicated since 
the beatitude in Luke 6:21b is worded slightly differently from its 
corresponding beatitude in Matt. 5:4: Luke refers to weepers who 
laugh, whereas Matthew has mourners who are comforted. This 
difference indicates the possibility of alternate renderings of the 
same tradition, and it also raises the possibility that the sermon or 
some of its sayings existed in various forms in the early church, 
rather than in one form, a view that seems likely (So also Marshall 
1978: 250). What also seems clear is that one of the Gospel authors 
or the tradition rearranged the order, perhaps for topical reasons. In 
particular, Luke’s order seems to move from a general condition 
(poor), to a result (hunger), to a response to the result (weeping), to 
a cause (persecution). Given that Matthew’s list is longer and that 
general characteristics are not in Luke, the arrangement in Luke may 
well be his doing as a result of shortening the account and making 
use of the parallel woes, which he found in his version of the 
sermon. 

As for the woes, if the possibility of multiple sources for the 
sermon is allowed, then we might be dealing simply with an 
additional feature that Luke found in his sources about Jesus’ 
teaching. A case can be made that they predate Luke (Nolland 1989: 
286-87). Note especially the overlap in terminology in Luke 6:24—25 
and Matt. 6:2, 5, 16; 5:4 (ÄTTEXW, to receive payment, and 
TTEVOEW, to mourn). The point is this: putting all the factors 
together rather than artificially separating them multiplies the 


possibilities, thus reducing largely to guesswork our ability to 
determine exactly how the distinctions arose. One should be careful 
about building historical hypotheses on such multilevel inferences. 
Plummer’s caution about sources and the directions of tradition is 
appropriate.4 

For completeness, | note four other approaches to the issue of 
sources in 6:20—26 before laying out my view (for options, see 
Marshall 1978: 245). 


1. According to Schürmann (1969: 385-86), two 
originally independent sources were joined together in a 
pre-Lucan source, with an introduction and conclusion 
being supplied. The core tradition was what is now Luke 
6:27-45. Schürmann believes that Matthew used a very 
similar source and also made significant additions. Thus, 
he sees at least three sermon editions in circulation: two 
independent sources and a conflated source. 

2; According to Wrege (1968), only independent 
oral sources can explain what took place. 

3. The differences may be attributed to variation in 
rendering Jesus’ Aramaic into Greek (Manson 1949: 47— 
48). Manson argues that Luke is closer to the original, 
while Matthew paraphrases to reveal the force and to give 
the phrases a more edifying effect. 

4. Luke drew his material from Matthew directly 
(Drury 1976: 131-38). This view defends the two-Gospel 


hypothesis. 

5. Luke made a conscious decision to offer a 
shortened and mostly law-free version of the sermon for 
his Gentile audience. He also had access to a distinct 
source of the sermon that included the woes (Schürmann 
1969: 339-41 defends a pre-Lucan source with woes). 
With four woes in hand, he shortened the Beatitudes to 
the corresponding four elements—either to place them in 
rough topical order or to correspond to the order of the 
woes. In addition, he or his source worded them in the 
second person to make their application direct in every 
case. This direct application was already suggested by 
the third-person use of beatitudes uttered to an audience 
of disciples, as well as by the second person in the 
persecution beatitude of Matt. 5:11-12 = Luke 6:22-23.: 
Again, it must be stressed that such a reconstruction is 
hypothetical and that, in discussing pre-Gospel sources 
and the sermon’s setting, the tone and remarks in the 
sermon make sense only if their roots go back ultimately 
to Jesus himself. Redactional changes reflect more 
explicitly what was already implied by Jesus and thus 
would be historically accurate summaries of the Jesus 
tradition. (For more detail on this position as it relates to 
the audience of 6:24—25, see the additional note on 6:24— 
26.) 


With regard to the difference in Matthew’s “poor in spirit” versus 
Luke’s less explicitly spiritual reference to the poor, one must note 
that the poor are often described in the OT as pious and persecuted, 
so that the difference is more superficial than real (See the exegesis 


of 6:20). The spiritual orientation of the poor is made clear in the 
comparison of the blessed to the prophets (6:23), while the group 
that suffers woe is compared to false prophets (6:26). Thus, Luke is 
referring to spiritual categories, even though the reference looks on 
the surface to be purely social and economic in character. Such 
abbreviated references to the blessedness of the poor are common 
Luke has the original wording or something close to it, while Matthew 
paraphrases the reference to make explicit the intended spiritual 
force. The Matthean summary and expansion is appropriate in light 
of remarks like Luke 6:23, 26. It is not to be forgotten that what we 
have in the sermon, even in the longer Matthean form, is still a 
summary, so that the longer version of parallel passages in Matthew 
may well reflect either additional remarks that Jesus made or 
clarification of a shorter sermon summary. 

On the conjunction of meaning between Matthew and Luke in the 
Beatitudes, Guelich (1982: 109-11) is helpful, though | am less 
confident of his ability to determine where Matthew and his sources 
have worked on the additional beatitudes.® It seems that Luke has 
already shown, by reducing its length, a tendency to edit the sermon. 
Such reduction also reflects his handling of the beatitudes (e.g., 


Luke 5:21 = Matt. 5:6). In addition, Jesus uses Isa. 61 in Luke 4:16- 
19 and the Psalter on many occasions, so Jesus could well be 
responsible for the longer list of beatitudes. 

One other element of Lucan emphasis is to be noted: his use of 
the term VÜV twice each in Luke 6:21 and 6:25, which is 
characteristic of Luke and is probably Lucan (see the exegesis of 
6:21a). Luke brings out explicitly what the original remark said 
implicitly with its contrast between what is happening in the present 
(i.e., NOW, VUV) and what God will do in the future. The theme of 
the reversal of circumstances is a key element in the sermon’s 
blessings and sets the theological background for seeing the 
Beatitudes as an expression of comfort and as a call to enter God’s 
care. The reversal shows that God offers promise of a restored 
future with him. 

That the thrust of these blessings is authentic is not really 
challenged. Even the often skeptical Jesus Seminar puts 6:20-21 in 
red type, meaning that it has ties to Jesus; 6:22-23 is in gray type, 
indicating that the ideas but not the words are Jesus’ (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 289). They treat the woes as inauthentic, placing them 
in black type, probably because they are attested at only one level in 
the tradition (Funk and Hoover 1993: 289-90). But warnings to the 
rich and others who persecute the disciples are multiply attested 
themes of Jesus, appearing in L and Q (e.g., Luke 12:13-21; 11:37- 
54; Matt. 23). This material is also authentic. 


Sources and Historicity (6:27-38) 


The relationship of Luke 6:27-38 to Matthew’s Gospel is also 
extremely complex and almost impossible to unravel. For someone 
who sees distinct messages or an anthology here, the issue of 
relationship hardly needs discussion: it is adequate simply to note 
how the two authors presented their material and to discuss the 
origins of the individual pieces. Nevertheless, drawing on my view 
that Matthew and Luke present two distinct summaries of the same 
message, | offer some tentative suggestions concerning this 
relationship. 

Matthew’s account has six antitheses (starting at 5:21, 5:27, 5:31, 
5:33, 5:38, 5:43), while Luke has no such construction. Luke has 
material that is closely parallel to the fifth and sixth antitheses of 
Matt. 5:38-48 (Aland 1985: 8858-59, 80). Luke 6:27 may reflect the 
remnants of an antithetical contrast (Matt. 5:43—44), although it is 
clearly not in Luke’s explicit form. 

The issue of how Matthew’s antithetical structure emerged is a 
popular topic in technical discussion. These positions must be 
examined in order to ask what Luke has done: 


1. The antitheses are all Matthean (Suggs 1978; 
see Strecker 1978: 40 n. 7 for a list of adherents). 

2. Some of the antitheses are traditional and some 
are Matthean, the most popular position being three of 
each. This position goes back to Bultmann (1963: 134- 


35), who appeals to parallels, style, and content to argue 
that antitheses 3, 5, and 6 were redactional and the 
others traditional. Among those agreeing with this position 
(for distinct reasons) are Guelich (1982: 265-68; 1975- 
76) and Strecker (1978; see p. 39 n. 6 for a list of 
adherents). 

3. All the antitheses are traditional in character so 
that none of them are the work of Matthew (Jeremias 
1971a: 251-53). 


While recognizing the complexity of the issue, | agree with 
Jeremias. One can argue that Luke removed, for whatever reasons, 
any considerations of the legal discussions that are at the heart of 
Matthew’s treatment. Such omissions may have been the result of 
working with a distinct source or may have been a conscious choice, 
since legal concerns would not be an issue for Luke’s Gentile 
audience. In making this choice, Luke removed any need to retain 
the antitheses, whose function is to express the contrast between 
Jesus’ teaching and contemporary discussion of the law. Luke 
already lacks material like that in Matt. 6:1-18, so the removal of the 
antitheses, or perhaps the omission of them in his source, is a 
possibility, especially if Luke has a distinct summary of the sermon. It 
seems that the “split character” approach to the antitheses, view 2 
above, underplays the summary nature of the materials that 


recorded the sermon. Such independent summaries, when they 


circulated, may well have differed as to how they presented the 
distillation of the sermon’s contents. Thus, any differences may 
reflect not the evangelist’s later additions, as much as the 
perspective of sources or resources available to each writer. Though 
it is possible that Matthew standardized the antithesis form for all the 
sayings to make explicit what Jesus’ teaching clearly implied in some 
cases, it seems more likely, given that Luke already has a shortened 
form of the sermon, that Luke is responsible for omitting the 
antitheses. 

Another major difference between the accounts is the order of the 
details. What follows is a sequential listing of the Lucan order with 
the Matthean parallels noted in parentheses (an asterisk indicates 
material that is out of Matthean order):2 


* love your enemies (Matt. 5:44) 

turn the cheek (Matt. 5:39) 

give your tunic (Matt. 5:40) 

give to the one who asks (Matt. 5:42) 

ask not from the one who takes (no Matthean parallel) 
* Golden Rule (Matt. 7:12) 

if you love only those loving you (Matt. 5:46) 

if you do good only to those who do good to you (Matt. 5:47 

[maybe]) 

if you lend only to receive (no Matthean parallel) 

* love and expect nothing in return (Matt. 5:44) 


* reward is great in heaven (Matt. 5:45) 
be merciful (Matt. 5:48) 


Luke’s order differs in the love commands and the promises tied to 
exhortation. Given the summary form of the materials used, it is 
impossible to determine the sermon’s original order (Schürmann 
1969: 345-46 argues for Luke’s order as more original). The 
structure in both Matthew and Luke makes sense, and neither looks 
more original. It may well be that two distinct summary forms of the 
sermon existed, with each writer reflecting a distinct summary. 
However, Luke’s choosing to give a shorter account may have 
caused him to summarize and restructure this material as well. 
Again, there is no way to be certain of these conclusions, because 
there is so much diversity in the data. 

A couple of smaller items need notation. It seems clear that Luke 
may well generalize in Luke 6:32, 34 the remarks of Jesus in Matt. 
5:46-47. Where Matthew speaks of tax collectors and Gentiles, Luke 
uses the term AUAPTWAO Í, which of course is an apt 
generalization of how Gentiles and tax collectors were seen by 
Jesus’ audience. In fact, Luke does not have any of the disparaging 
allusions to Gentiles (0V LKO D that Matthew has. The transition 
at the end of this subunit is also expressed slightly differently: Matt. 
5:48 speaks of being perfect as the Father is perfect, while Luke 
6:36 speaks of being merciful as he is merciful (see the exegesis for 
details). 


As a briefer treatment of Jesus’ teaching, Luke’s version is not 
influenced by Jewish law. It may also reflect the use of different 
summaries. Luke’s handling of the material shows that Jesus’ ethics 
are not related only to a legal or Jewish setting, but are timeless. He 
reproduces the material for his Gentile audience. Though the original 
discussion was raised in part out of concerns about following the law, 
Jesus’ ethic transcends that setting. This confirms the view that sees 
the sermon not as a treatment of law but as a word addressed to 
disciples of all times. Luke takes the teaching, removes its legal 
issues, and still presents the ethic that Jesus demands.2 

Matthew has some parallels to Luke 6:36-38 (Aland 1985: 8859, 
68, 80-81): Matt. 5:48 is worded very much like Luke 6:36; Luke 
6:37a looks like Matt. 7:1; and Luke 6:38b is worded like Matt. 7:2b. 
Luke 6:37b-38a has no parallel in Matthew. That an entire chapter of 
Matthew is skipped in the midst of the Lucan verses looks on the 
surface like signs of a major rearrangement. But when one notes 
that none of Matt. 6 parallels Luke’s sermon and that Luke does 
have possible conceptual parallels to Matt. 6 outside the sermon, 
then perhaps no real skips in sequence have occurred. Instead, 
Luke has not included, for whatever reasons, the intervening 


material. Note the Lucan parallels to Matt. 6 outside the sermon: 


Matt. 6:7-15 is like Luke 11:1—4 (Aland 1985: 862) 
Matt. 6:19-21 is like Luke 12:33-34 (Aland 1985: 864) 
Matt. 6:22-23 is like Luke 11:34-36 (Aland 1985: 865) 


Matt. 6:24 can be compared to Luke 16:13 (Aland 1985: 866) 
Matt. 6:25-34 is similar to Luke 12:22-32 (Aland 1985: 867) 


Though such evidence could suggest that Matthew brought Jesus’ 
teaching together into one sermon as a topically arranged summary, 
| slightly prefer a position that says Jesus taught some of these 
matters twice and Luke omitted this material in the sermon, because 
he knew it would appear elsewhere, because his source lacked it, or 
because it had Jewish legal characteristics that were not of interest 
to his audience (see excursus 7). The key point of Luke 6:36-38 is 
that mercy is a basic characteristic of the believer and that mercy 
means being slow to judge. 

The Jesus Seminar rates the material in varying ways: red type for 
6:27b, 29-30a; pink type for 6:32, 35a, 37c; gray type for 6:27c—28, 
30b-31, 33-34, 35b, 35d, 36, 38d; and black type for 6:27a, 35c, 
37a—b, 38a—c (Funk and Hoover 1993: 291-97). Thus, some of the 
material has contact with Jesus. The Jesus Seminar rejects material 
in this section usually because it is part of common proverbial stock 
(e.g., 6:31) or because of differences in Q (e.g., 6:37-38). These 
judgments ignore the possibility of multiple versions (as noted 
above) and the likelihood that some of Jesus’ teaching did fit the 
proverbial wisdom of the time. There is no reason to doubt that all of 
this teaching has roots in Jesus. 


Sources and Historicity (6:39-49) 


Luke 6:39-42 has parallels in Matt. 10:24-25 and 7:3-5 (Aland 
1985: 881). Luke 6:43-45 finds similar sayings in Matt. 7:15-16 and 
12:35 (Aland 1985: 882). And Luke 6:46—49 is paralleled in Matt. 
7:21, 24-27 (Aland 1985: 883). Thus, each subunit has a parallel 
within Matthew’s sermon, while two of the subunits have additional 
parallels outside the sermon. Since we are dealing with proverbial 
statements, the likely reuse of material cannot be ruled out. But, 
given the complexity of the connections inside and outside the 
sermon, | wait to examine this relationship until the exegesis of these 
verses. 

The Jesus Seminar also evaluates this material with a high 
degree of mix: pink type in 6:41-42, 44b; gray type in 6:39, 43-44a, 
45a, 46; and black type in 6:40, 45b, 47-49 (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
297-99). The major reason for the gray and black classifications is 
the general use of cultural proverbial imagery (e.g., 6:43-49). These 
verses were rejected in part because “they do not add materially to 
the fund of sayings and parables that help us distinguish Jesus from 
other sages of the period” (pp. 298-99). But this is not a scientific 
criterion; it is circular reasoning using the criterion of dissimilarity too 
harshly. The view seems to be, “Someone else said this, so Jesus 
could not.” These examples show just how skeptically the Jesus 
Seminar applied the criterion. For example, the fruit-tree illustration 
of 6:43 is not only in two places in Matthew (7:16-20; 12:33-35), but 
also in James 3:12. Multiply attested, it is still rated gray. One 
suspects that 6:47-49 is rejected because it elaborates Jesus’ 


teaching slightly. But how else would a divinely directed agent treat 
his prophetic teaching? 


Form critically, Luke 6:17-19 is a summary 
passage (Fitzmyer 1981: 622; Berger 1984: 333). 
Jesus’ audience comes from ever larger regions. 
Responses to the reports (4:14) have led to people 
gathering to hear Jesus; so Luke summarizes. The 
form of 6:20-26 is a prophetic blessing (Berger 
1984: 188-94; Bovon 1989: 296); 6:27—38 is 
multiple exhortation and encouragement mixed 
with illustration (Berger 1984: 127, 163-68); and 
most of 6:39—49 is prophetic admonishment, often 
using short parables.'® Jesus presses for a decision 
and warns that the choice of the teacher one 
follows is a crucial decision. 

The outline of Luke 6:17—49 is as follows: 


1. Setting (6:17-19) 
a. Crowds come to hear Jesus and are healed 
by him (6:17-18) 
b. Why crowds seek healing from Jesus 
(6:19) 
2. Jesus’ message: an offer and the call to love 
(6:20--49) 


a. Prophetic call: blessings and woes (6:20- 
26) 
i. Four beatitudes (6:20-23) 
(1) ‘To the poor: the kingdom now 
(6:20) 
(2) To the hungry: satisfaction then 
(6:21a) 
(3) To the weeping: laughter then 
(6:21b) 
(4) To the persecuted: heavenly 
reward (6:22-23) 
ii. Four woes (6:24-26) 
(1) To the rich: consolation now 
(6:24) 
(2) To the full: hunger then (6:25a) 
(3) To the laughing: weeping then 
(6:25b) 
(4) To the well-spoken-of who are like 
the false prophets: woe (6:26) 
b. Parenetic call to love and mercy (6:27— 
38) 
i. Fourfold call to love your enemies 
(6:27—28) 
(1) Love your enemies (6:27a) 


(2) Do good to those who hate you 
(6:27b) 
(3) Bless those who curse you (6:28a) 
(4) Pray for those who abuse you 
(6:28b) 
ii. Four illustrations of loving (6:29-30) 
(1) Offer the cheek (6:29a) 
(2) Give the shirt with the coat 
(6:29b) 
(3) Give to the beggar (6:30a) 
(4) Do not demand back what has 
been taken (6:30b) 
iii. Command to love: the Golden Rule 
(6:31) 
iv. Three illustrations of radical love (6:32— 
34) 
(1) Ifyou love only those who love 
you, what credit is it? (6:32) 
(2) If you do good only to those who 
do good to you, what credit is it? (6:33) 
(3) If you lend only for return, what 
credit is it? (6:34) 
v. Summary on love: call to be gracious 
like God (6:35) 
(1) Love your enemies (6:35a) 


(2) Do good (6:35b) 
(3) Lend and expect nothing (6:35c) 
(4) Reward is great (6:35d) 
(5) Result reflects a relationship with 
God (6:35e) 
(6) Basis: God’s mercy (6:35f) 
vi. Love and the standard of mercy (6:36) 
Vii. Four exhortations on judgment 
(6:37-38a) 
(1) Do not judge and you will not be 
judged (6:37a) 
(2) Do not condemn and you will not 
be condemned (6:37b) 
(3) Forgive and you will be forgiven 
(6:37c) 
(4) Give and you will be given to 
(6:38a) 
viii. Standard: you will be judged by 
how you judge (6:38b) 
c. Parabolic call to righteousness, fruit, and 
wise building (6:39-49) 
i. Call to righteousness: watch whom you 
follow and where you look (6:39-42) 
(1) Can the blind lead the blind? 
(6:39) 


(2) The pupil is like the teacher (6:40) 
(3) Remove your own logs before 
others’ specks (6:41—42) 
ii. Call for fruit (6:43—45) 
(1) Good and bad trees (6:43) 
(2) Principle (6:44) 
(3) Good and bad people (6:45) 
iii. Call for wise building: put Jesus’ word 
into practice (6:46—49) 
(1) Rebuke: why call me “Lord” and 
not do what I say? (6:46) 
(2) House on the rock: practicing 
Jesus’ words (6:47—48) 
(3) House on the sand: hearing Jesus’ 
words (6:49) 


The introductory subunit 6:17—19 has a few 
themes. Jesus continues to be popular. His healing 
continues to draw people to him. The crowd is 
also interested in his teaching. Luke continues to 
stress that it is Jesus’ power that draws people to 
him. 

The basic theme of the subunit 6:20-26 is God’s 
call and assurance to the needy. There is the 
promise of grace to those who are like the 


prophets of old. The reversal of circumstances 
reflects God’s promise when his kingdom and 
reward come in full. In fact, so certain is this 
promise that the kingdom can also be promised as 
already possessed by those aligned with God. Any 
reward for those who are rich in life now and 
aligned with the false prophets is limited to this 
life. Such a limited approach to the current life 
will have tragic results when God’s kingdom 
comes in full. This ethic is personal in character. 
One can well wonder, given their OT roots, 
whether such general social descriptions indicate 
who often is the most responsive to God’s call. 
Nevertheless, one should be careful not to take 
these generalized beatitudes and absolutize them, 
as if one’s bank account or social status 
automatically determines one’s spiritual state. The 
sermon as a whole shows that Jesus is discussing 
the spiritual condition of one’s heart and how the 
disciple can please God. If the one who comes to 
God is in dire straits, God promises the hope of 
reversal. But the promise is not limited to those 
who suffer lack on earth. All who seek God 
humbly can find blessing as he seeks to transform 
them. It just so happens that the audience drawn to 


Jesus was mostly poor, and so the promise is 
expressed in terms that relate to them. The 
Beatitudes declare the hope of God’s 
transformation and blessing to all who will come 
to receive it. 

Themes abound in the heavily ethical subunit 
6:27—38. Superior love is the call of the disciple. 
The disciple’s standard of love is to be greater 
than that of the average person’s love. Love 
involves going the extra step. Love may require 
enduring injustice. Love means seeing others as 
we would like them to see us. Love means serving 
without strings attached or expecting a response. 

Full love receives divine reward. Love ultimately 
expresses itself in graciousness. The believer is 
called to show compassion, which will help to 
determine the compassion shown to them. 
Abundant favor is extended to the one who is 
giving. The standard of one’s evaluation is 
determined by one’s own treatment and evaluation 
of others. This theme of justice in the eschaton 
anchors the entire exhortation in a context where 
disciples are accountable to God for their actions. 
Love and mercy dominate the subunit, with 
judgment being tied to mercy. The central 


exhortations are in 6:27—28, 31, 35-36. This 
passage is Jesus’ equivalent of Paul’s chapter on 
love, 1 Cor. 13. 

Many key themes exist in the subunit 6:39-49. 
Believers need to exercise care about where they 
go and to examine their source of sight. Believers 
will be like the teachers they follow. One should 
deal with one’s own major faults and not pick on 
minor faults of others. The product of one’s life is 
often a reflection of one’s spiritual health. It is not 
hearing Jesus, but doing his teaching that is a 
reflection of stability and wisdom. Finally, 
authority is depicted in Jesus’ words: his teaching 
is not something to be merely observed; it calls for 
response. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


17 and coming down with them, he stood on a plateau, along with 


a great crowd of his disciples and a great crowd of people from all of 
Judea, Jerusalem, and the district of Tyre and Sidon. The crowd 
came to hear him and be healed of their diseases, 1®and those who 
were oppressed with unclean spirits were healed. 1%And all the 


crowd sought to touch him, because power came forth from him and 
healed them all. 


20 And lifting his eyes to his disciples he said, 


“Blessed are you poor, 
for yours is the kingdom of God. 

zt Blessed are you who hunger now, 

for you shall be satisfied. 
Blessed are you who weep now, 

for you shall laugh. 
22 Blessed are you when men hate you, 

and when they exclude you and when they revile you 
and cast out your name as evil 


on account of the Son of Man. 


23«Reicice in that day, and leap for joy, for behold your reward is 


great in heaven; for so their fathers did to the prophets. 


est “But woe to you who are rich, 


for you have received your consolation. 
25 Woe to you who are full now, 
for you shall hunger. 
Woe to you who laugh now, 
for you shall mourn and weep. 
26 Woe to you, when all men speak well of you, 


for so their fathers did to the false prophets. 


Togut | say to you who are listening: Love your enemies, do good 


to those who hate you, 2®bless those who curse you, pray for those 
who abuse you. 2°To the one who strikes you on the cheek, offer the 
other also; and from him who takes away your coat, do not withhold 
even your undershirt. ?°Give to all who ask you, and from the one 
who takes your things, do not demand them back. 

Shins you wish that men would do to you, so Kido to them. *7If 
you love those who love you, what credit is that to you? For even 
sinners love those who love them. °°TAnd if you do good to those 
who do good to you, what credit is that to you? LJForLJ even sinners 
do the same. *4And if you lend to those from whom you hope to 
receive, what credit Qis that to you? [JEvenÜ] sinners lend to 


sinners to receive the same. 


gut love your enemies, and do good, and lend, expecting 


[Jnothing_] in return; and your reward will be great and you will be 
sons of the Most High; for he is kind to the ungrateful and the selfish. 
Sue merciful even as your Father is merciful. ?’Judge not and 
you will not be judged; condemn not and you will not be condemned; 

forgive and you will be forgiven; *®give and it will be given to you— 
good measure, pressed down, shaken together, running over, will be 
put into your lap. For the measure you give will be the measure you 
get back.” 

S9 And he also spoke parables to them: “A blind man is not able to 


guide a blind man, is he? Will they not both fall into a pit? *9A 


disciple is not greater than the teacher, but when he is fully 
equipped, he shall be like his teacher. 

Aayyny do you see the speck in your brother’s eye, but do not 
notice the plank in your own eye? 42Or how can you say to your 
brother, ‘Brother, let me take out the speck that is in your eye,’ when 
you yourself do not see the plank that is in your own eye? Hypocrite, 
first take out the plank from your own eye, and then you will see 
clearly to take the speck out of your brother’s eye. 

A356 of no good tree bears bad fruit, nor again does a bad tree 
bear good fruit; **for each tree is known by its own fruit. For figs are 
not gathered from thorns, nor are grapes picked from brambles. 
“SThe good man from the good treasure of his heart produces good, 
and the evil man from the evil treasure of his heart produces evil; for 
out of the abundance of the heart his mouth speaks. 

Ab yyhy do you call me ‘Lord, Lord,’ and not do what | say? 
4’Everyone who comes to me and hears my words and does them, | 
will show you what he is like: *®he is like a man building a house, 
who dug deep, and laid a foundation upon rock; and when a flood 
arose, the stream broke against that house, and could not shake it, 
Ülbecause it had been well built. *?But he who hears and does not 
do them is like a man who built a house on the ground without a 
foundation, against which the stream broke, and immediately it fell, 


and the ruin of that house was great.” 


1. Setting (6:17-19) 


a. Crowds Come to Hear Jesus and are Healed 
by Him (6:17-18) 


6:17 The summary begins by noting that three 
groups are present: the apostles (“them”), a crowd of 
disciples, and a crowd of people. The apostles (6:12- 
16) came down the mountain with Jesus. Many see in 
this descent an allusion to a “second Moses” motif 
(Schiirmann 1969: 321), while Ellis notes that the 
apostles may be seen as priests in the Aaronic mold 
(Exod. 32:1, 7, 15; 34:29). The Aaronic association is 
clearly not present, since neither Luke nor other NT 
writers draw such comparisons." The possibility of a 
new Moses motif does exist in the allusion to Deut. 
18:15 in Luke 9:35, in the direct allusion to this OT 
passage in Acts 3:22, and in an indirect comparison 
in Acts 7:37. However, Luke does not signal the idea 
very Clearly here, so it is unlikely that it is present.’ 
Jesus is described as standing on a “level place” 
(TÖTTOU TESLVOD, topou pedinou). This term is 
discussed in excursus 7, as is its relationship to 
Matthew’s reference to a mountain. It is perhaps best 
translated “plateau” to make clear its location in the 
midst of a mountain setting. Thus, the description is 
not an obstacle to identifying with the locale of 
Matthew’s sermon. Davies and Allison (1988: 422) 


disagree, arguing that harmonization is not possible 
because Luke 6:17 and 6:12 show Jesus coming 
down the mountain prior to the sermon, while also 
arguing that a plateau on a mountainside is unlikely 
to draw a crowd of the sick, being too difficult for 
them to reach. But neither of these objections is 
substantive. Luke’s language suggests that Jesus 
descended from the top of a mountain. Where the 
plateau might be with reference to the mountain’s 
height or the surrounding countryside is not clear. So 
the objection about a mountain climb is also without 
force. The plateau could be located anywhere on the 
mountain face, either high up or at the end of a 
relatively low, reachable incline. Matthew’s remark 
in Matt. 5:1 that Jesus went up the mountain may 
reflect only a difference in compressing events, since 
Matthew also has a summary about Jesus’ ministry 
throughout the region before giving the sermon. The 
language of Luke and Matthew is capable of referring 
to the same occasion." 

TOmoc neðtvógç is used of the Shephelah region 
(Marshall 1978: 242; Geldenhuys 1951: 209 n. 1). 
Some locate the setting on a plateau west of Tabgha 
near Capernaum, but there is not enough information 
to be sure of the locale. In contrast to efforts to 


locate the exact setting is the approach that regards 
the plain as purely symbolic of the place where Jesus 
instructs the people in contrast to instructing the 
disciples (Manek 1967; Conzelmann 1960: 44; Ernst 
1977: 211; Fitzmyer 1981: 623; Davies and Allison 
1988: 422). However, the reference to the plain 
appears only once in Luke, which hardly establishes 
a symbolic reference (Marshall 1978: 241). There is 
no decisive reason to reject the description of the 
setting. Surely Jesus preached in such locales. 

Jesus stood not only with his apostles, but also with 
a crowd of disciples (ÖXA0G TOADS uaONTWV 
QUTOD, ochlos polys mathetön autou). Luke’s 
reference to Jesus’ standing need not conflict with the 
reference to his being seated in Matt. 5:1, since by 
the time Jesus completed the healing and turned to 
teaching, he lifted up his eyes (Luke 6:20) and quite 
probably, according to the common custom, would 
have been seated in order to teach (Plummer 1896: 
176). Carson (1984: 129) suggests that perhaps the 
teaching took several days (as in Matt. 15:29—39), but 
there is no way to confirm this suggestion.'° This 
second group of disciples is simply described as great 

in number. No more details are given. They 

obviously are more distant from Jesus than are the 


apostles, but closer than the third group, the people 
(Aaoc, laos). Only Luke 19:37 mentions a similar 
gathering. This is a major public event. 

Described in some detail, the third group is only 
tangentially related to Jesus, though they are 
interested in him.” Their presence serves to indicate a 
deepening popular interest in Jesus. This broad use is 
one of two Lucan meanings of the term AQoc: to 
refer to God’s people (Luke 1:68, 77; 2:32; Acts 
15:14; 18:10) and, as here, to refer to those who 
receive the message with the potential to respond 
(Luke 7:1, 29; 8:47; 9:13; 18:43; 19:48; 20:1, 9, 19, 
26, 45; 21:38; 23:27, 35; Schiirmann 1969: 321). The 
reference to Judea indicates the entire Palestinian 
region (Luke 4:44; 5:17 [where it is used with 
Galilee]; Creed 1930: 89; Marshall 1978: 242; Ernst 
1977: 212; Fitzmyer 1981: 623; Bovon 1989: 286). 
The broad scope of the reference parallels the 
mention of additional regions in the similar 
summaries of Mark 3:7-8 and Matt. 4:25. The 
reference to Jerusalem highlights the religious center 
of the faith where much of the drama surrounding 
Jesus will be resolved. The reference to Tyre and 
Sidon may suggest the Gentiles’ interest in Jesus 
(Luke 10:13-14). Such a suggestion is likely but 


cannot be established, for Luke may be referring here 
to Jews from these regions. Regardless, Jesus is 
drawing a wide variety of people, whose level of 
regard for him differs. 

In an effort to see theological significance in this 
threefold grouping, Ernst (1977: 211) argues for an 
intentional allusion to the three groups that the 
church consists of: apostles, disciples, and people 
(Conzelmann 1960: 44 contrasts people and 
disciples). True as this point may be, this breakdown 
does not exist for the church in Acts, so that an 
intended Lucan parallelism seems unlikely. The third 
group simply consists of interested people who have 
yet to make any commitment to Jesus, as their 
separation from the grouping of disciples makes 
clear. One is simply to note the variety of people 
coming to watch and hear Jesus minister. 

The people gather for a twofold purpose: to listen 
to Jesus’ teaching and to be healed by him. The 
reference to healing focuses attention on the people, 
since there is no indication that the apostles need 

healing, and it is those who come to Jesus who are 
described here. The impression of the passage is 
that healing is a regular part of Jesus’ ministry, which 
recalls the earlier summary of 4:40-41 (similar 


Summaries occur in 5:15 and 7:21-22). As in 4:40- 
41, Luke distinguishes between healing of disease 
and curing of demonic possession. Jesus deals with a 
variety of evils and has authority over them all. 


6:18 A key note is struck in the reference to the 
curing of demon-possessed people (on possession, 
see the exegesis of and the second additional note on 
4:33). The picture is of a great spiritual battle with 
spiritual forces. Jesus fights the evil forces that seek 
to destroy humanity.” He overcomes this opposition 
and releases people from such oppression (in secular 
usage EVOXAEW, enochleö, to trouble, is used for 
unrest caused by spiritual forces; T. Jos. 7.4; BAGD 
These healings demonstrate his compassion and 
power and, considered in light of his total ministry, 
show the breaking in of Jesus’ rule and authority 
(5:19-21, 24; 10:17-20; 11:14-23; Ellis 1974: 112). 
It is an ability that points to the unique authority of 
his person as God’s chosen agent, though his office is 
not clearly indicated by this ministry alone, since OT 
prophets engaged in similar activity. No confession is 
recorded here by Luke in contrast to Mark 3:11. Luke 


the attention firmly fixed on Jesus. 


Jesus compassionately ministers in both word and 
deed before turning to speak about God’s grace and 
his demands. If the people seek to respond fully to 
Jesus, then more is required than lining up to be 
healed (Schürmann 1969: 322; Marshall 1978: 242). 
In fact, the sermon’s placement next to the summary 
teaches that to follow Jesus is not just to receive, but 
to give. God’s grace is displayed as a gift and then 
the message is preached. Jesus served and then 
sermonized about receiving and responding to God’s 
gift. To receive God’s grace means being prepared to 
share it. The eschatology and ethics behind that 
giving are found in 6:20-49. 


b. Why Crowds Seek Healing from Jesus 
(6:19) 


6:19 Jesus’ ministry was causing quite a crush, since 
all those seeking healing wished to avail themselves 
of the power that they recognized as part of his 
ministry. The portrait of Jesus as a powerful healer is 
strong in Luke (5:17; 6:18; 7:7; 8:47; 9:11, 42; 14:4; 
17:15; 22:51; Fitzmyer 1981: 624; Schneider 1977a: 
149). The power appears to be related to his special 
position as the one anointed with the Spirit (Acts 
10:38), though in Acts such healings also occur with 


other figures.“ The lesson of the Simon Magus 
episode (Acts 8:9-25) is that such power is not 
purchasable or requestable, but is sovereignly 
bestowed. Jesus heals all who come to him, even 
though their desire to touch him may indicate a 
perception that Jesus has magical powers that can be 
released only upon coming into contact with him 
(Luke 5:17; 8:46; Acts 2:22; contrast the faith 
expressed in Luke 18:35-43; Grundmann, TDNT 
2:301; on Jesus’ power, see May 1952). Jesus honors 
a seed of faith that is even slightly misguided. 

Thus, as Jesus prepares to address the crowd, three 
groups are present: apostles, disciples, and the 
people. They all can hear what he has to say. Jesus 
does not limit his teaching to insiders only. He will 
teach all who will hear, so the walk with God is made 
clear to anyone. The teaching counters the people’s 
focus on healing. God heals and gives graciously, but 
a walk with God involves serving God, as the sermon 
will show. One comes to God not just to receive from 
him, but to respond to him. 

With the end of this summary, Luke begins to 
narrate a sequence of events in 6:20-8:3 that has no 
explicit parallel in Mark. Most of these events are 
paralleled in Matt. 7 or Matt. 11. Only Luke 7:11-17 


and 8:1—3 have no Matthean parallel, and Luke 7:36- 
50 is not narrated in the setting where Matthew has it 
(Matt. 26:6-13) and thus is probably also without a 
true parallel (see the introduction to 7:36-50). Thus, 
it is clear that Luke is doing his own arranging in 
presenting these additional features of Jesus’ 
ministry. 


2. Jesus’ Message: An Offer and the Call to 
Love (6:20-49) 


Excursus 7 overviews the background of the 
Sermon on the Plain and considers its relationship 
to Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount. It is 
important to view the sermon from Luke’s frame 
of reference so that his emphases and themes 
emerge. With around eighty verses in Matthew’s 
treatment not found in Luke, it is clear that Luke 
chose to give the sermon in a much briefer form.” 
As these differences and the relationship of Luke 
to Matthew are discussed above in the section on 
sources and historicity, I comment here only on a 
couple of summary points. 

The stress in Luke’s version falls on how to treat 
others. It contains a call to a gracious, loving, and 


forgiving approach. None of the explicitly Jewish 
examples of Matthew’s sermon appears in Luke’s 
sermon, but the same strong ethical focus is 
present, as well as a few additions that divide 
humanity into two groups (esp. prominent here are 
the woes to the rich in 6:24-26). The accepted or 
blessed group is compared to the persecuted OT 
false prophets. The spiritual focus in this 
comparison is sometimes missed in discussions of 
Luke’s sermon. Misguided approaches discuss the 
poor and meek without any reference to these 
spiritual concerns and as a result produce a 
message that does not nuance the sermon properly 
in a spiritual setting, though it cannot be ignored 
that these categories do have sociological force.” 
The call of the sermon is that one should not be 
preoccupied with the spiritual condition of others, 
but be diligent about one’s own righteousness. In 
fact, one is to be ready to love, even with what 
appears to be a self-sacrificing, non-self-protective 
level of forgiveness. The standard is to do more 
than the sinner does. The disciple is to be 
exceptional in love. The disciple should be rich in 
mercy, just as God is. For Fitzmyer (1981: 630) 


the sermon’s message is that the essence of 
discipleship is love. He contrasts the gracious 
attitude of the sermon to the vindictive attitude 
against enemies at Qumran in 11QTemple? 61.12- 
14. The reason the disciple can love all humanity 
is that the disciple knows that God will deal justly 
with all one day. Even the woes of Luke 6:24-26 
are grounded in God’s final act of justice. It is the 
sermon’s eschatology of hope and justice that lays 
the groundwork for the disciple’s love ethic. 

The sermon is a discourse and the outline 
reflects the formal emphasis of its three main 
parts: 6:20—26 is prophetic and declarative in 
force, 6:27—38 is the fundamental exhortation or 
parenesis, and 6:39—49 contains three parables 
that teach, warn, and ask for response (see pp. 
567—71, 586-87, and 609-10 for overviews of 
these three parts). Jesus functions as a teacher- 
prophet in the text. 


a. Prophetic Call: Blessings and Woes (6:20—26) 


The Beatitudes place the ethical call to disciples in 
the context of God’s blessing. The passage splits 


nicely into two parts: blessings (6:20-23) and woes 
(6:24-26). The key to the prophetic declarations is 
the explanatory remarks that close the two halves of 
the subunit in 6:23 and 6:26. Identification with the 
Son of Man is key. Also, the blessed are compared to 
the prophets of old, while the condemned are 
compared to the false prophets. Polemic and blessing 
are side by side. Humankind is divided into two 
groups: poor and rich, humble and proud, responsive 
and unresponsive. The rise of division about Jesus in 
5:17-6:11 has set the stage for this contrast. Every 
listener belongs in one of the two camps. The 
question is, which one? 

Virtually every aspect of this subunit and its 
relationship to Matthew’s sermon has generated 
discussion. Everyone agrees that the blessings (and 
woes in Luke) form the introduction to both accounts 
and set their tone, but beyond this, there is great 
debate. (1) Is it best to describe this section as the 
qualifications for entry into the kingdom (6:20-23), 
followed by a description of kingdom adversaries 
(6:24-26)? (2) Is it best to distinguish Matthew’s 
blessings, grounded in OT and Jewish wisdom 
background and giving ethical requirements for 
entrance, from Luke’s beatitudes and woes? In this 


view, Luke’s beatitudes derive from eschatological 
blessings, have an apocalyptic flair, and serve as 
simple words of promise and comfort.” (3) Has 
Matthew spiritualized a text that Luke addressed to 
the socially and economically deprived (Plummer 
1896: 179 is close to this view)? (4) If this difference 
does exist, is it a fundamental difference or simply an 
alternate way to express the same idea with a 
different nuance (Luce 1933: 144—45; Guelich 1982: 
109-11; Ellis 1974: 113; Marshall 1978: 249—50 
[apparently]; Hendriksen 1978: 341)? These are some 
of the issues that must be resolved in the exegesis to 
understand the passage. 

The most basic question is this: does the sermon’s 
introduction operate in the sphere of grace or law? 
H. Betz and Windisch opt for law, Jeremias for grace. 

In H. Betz’s view (1985: 19-21), the Matthean 
blessings are derived from a Jewish Christianity that 
is concerned about the excessive legalism of the 
Pharisees and the excessive freedom of Gentile 
Christianity. Via Matthew’s sermon, the early Jewish- 
Christian church portrayed Jesus as the interpreter of 
Torah, standing on the side of requirements for 
righteousness and leaning toward a favorable view of 


the law, as Matt. 5:17-20 makes clear. This view 
emphasizes the legal character of the introduction. 

The view rests on a certain understanding of the 
early church’s history. The picture of Jewish 
Christianity in conflict with Pauline and Gentile 
Christianity was an old and favorite characterization 
for many German scholars of the last two centuries. 
The view dates back to F. C. Baur in the early 
nineteenth century and still has many adherents, 
though the conflict is generally described today with 
more care than Baur’s original description (1831, 
1850-51). There is evidence in the NT of some strain 
between Jewish and Gentile Christians (e.g., the 
confrontation between Paul and Peter in Gal. 2, the 
pacifying notes of the Book of Ephesians, and Acts 
15). However, the strains never appear to be so 
severe among the major representatives that a denial 
of the Gentiles’ authentic faith is present. 

In addition, that Luke, as a writer to a Gentile 
audience, uses the sermon seems to preclude its 
origin as a polemic against Gentile Christianity. Why 
would a foremost supporter of Gentile Christianity 
use a piece of polemic from the other side? If, as I 
hold, the Matthean and Lucan versions do not differ 
greatly in force, then this view cannot stand. The 


Jewish flavor of the Matthean version may have 
causes other than a Jewish-Christian concern for the 
Gentile church. These causes are rooted in the 
original setting, where Judaism was subject to the 
charge of hypocrisy, so that it would be natural for 
Jesus to call his disciples to be different in their 
display of righteousness. 

Windisch (1951) represents a second option that 
points to law. He sees the Matthean sermon in the 
context of OT righteous wisdom, and thus Matthew’s 
understanding of it. These commandments set the 
limits of obedience, which is the basis for salvation. 
There is no doubt that legal issues are a central part 
in Matthew’s sermon. In fact, such an emphasis is 
perfectly understandable, given the precross setting 
of the event, but it is less so if the setting is 
postcross! Even the suggestion of a Jewish-Christian 
setting for Matthew or for the sermon does not 
answer this objection, since Matthew was written in a 
period when Gentile Christianity was a reality and 
was already distancing itself from the law. The 
assumption of sacrifices in Matt. 5:23—24 pictures 
close, unobstructed contact with the temple. This 
contact is much more likely in a precross than in a 


postcross setting. In fact, one senses that the 
postcross focus in many critical treatments of the 
sermon hampers the ability of interpreters to come to 
grips with the message of the sermon. Expecting 
grace and the cross to be directly manifest in a 
postcross sermon, but finding them absent, has 
created all kinds of explanations, none of which are 
compelling. Perhaps the underlying assumptions 
about the sermon’s origins and shaping by tradition 
are wrong. 

If Jesus is behind the sermon and begins to teach 
his disciples about righteousness and God’s 
acceptance, how else could he do so before the cross 
but in terms of law and in contrast to the Pharisees? 
Stuhlmacher, in discussing Jesus’ teaching on 
righteousness before God, shows that Jesus did treat 
such a theme and that he was the starting point for 
the church’s reflection on it (Stuhlmacher 1986: 30- 
49, in an essay entitled “The New Righteousness in 
the Proclamation of Jesus”). On the other hand, the 
wisdom emphasis fits a setting that was concerned 
with evaluating righteousness in relationship to the 
law, while pointing out that current forms of Judaism 
majored incorrectly on externals. This setting 
explains the legal character that dominates much of 


the Matthean sermon. However, reading a legal 
emphasis back into the Beatitudes creates the 
impression of tension, which clouds the issue of how 
the Beatitudes fit into the sermon. 

On the other side of the grace-law controversy 
stands Jeremias (1963b). He insists that the sermon 
has to do with God’s acceptance and the walk that is 
to follow such acceptance. The Beatitudes form an 
invitation or a promise of acceptance, a call of sorts, 
which holds out the promise of participation in God’s 
blessings. As such, the Beatitudes set the context of 
the entire sermon. The sermon begins with grace, 
expressed in Beatitudes. They are followed by a 
disciple’s response, a pattern somewhat parallel to 
Paul’s indicative-imperative, where behavior is a 
response to God’s acceptance. This approach to the 
sermon is satisfying in that it is able to deal 
adequately with the present tense in the first beatitude 
of both Luke and Matthew and the present tense in 
Matthew’s final beatitude (Matt. 5:10). The Matthean 
present tenses, which begin and end his subunit, 
serve to emphasize the importance of the currency of 
the promise and the connection between the present 
and the future, which the Beatitudes as a whole 
express. 


Thus, God’s call in the sermon is to be responsive 
to him, trust his care, and rest in his promise. One 
carries out God’s desire for righteousness by taking 
on a certain character and approach to him. In short, 
the Beatitudes express God’s stretching out his hand 
in promise to those in physical-spiritual distress. He 
promises to walk with them, if they in turn will give 
him their hand with trust. He calls the poor, the 
humble, the meek, the peacemakers, those who desire 
righteousness, the merciful, the pure in heart, and 
those who would stand up for God and righteousness. 
If people seek out God and desire these qualities, 
they can, God says, come to him and find them. God 
graciously opens the way for those who seek his face. 
The audience in both Matthew and Luke consists 
primarily of disciples, so that the Beatitudes form the 
preamble to and presuppositions of the rest of the 
sermon. They declare God’s promised acceptance of 
the disciples for choosing to follow Jesus and enter 
into this walk (Matt. 5:1; Luke 6:20a). Disciples may 
be assured that the choice to enter into this walk will 
meet with blessing. God is committed to them and, in 
the eschaton, blessing is guaranteed. To one 
considering becoming a disciple, the Beatitudes say 
to come into God’s promise and seek to be this kind 


of person. Thus, the Beatitudes express God’s grace 
and set all the following remarks in such a context. 
At the start of the sermon, disciples can know that 
they are destined for blessing through the Beatitudes. 
Precisely how the Beatitudes accomplish this and 
how Luke presents this emphasis via the contrastive 
function of the Lucan woes in comparison to 
Matthew must await the exegesis. 


i. Four Beatitudes (6:20-23) 


The brief introduction in 6:20a makes it clear that the 
main audience for Jesus’ teaching are those who are 
following him. That this audience is present, 
however, does not automatically mean that every 
point in the sermon relates only to disciples, for it is 
possible that Jesus could teach them about God’s 
treatment of all or about his judgment upon all. Thus, 
knowing the audience does not necessarily solve 
questions raised in the sermon about the scope of the 
subjects in each remark. For example, the woes of 
6:24—26 are clearly intended as a warning to 
outsiders (Plummer 1896: 182; Marshall 1978: 246). 
The woes also have relevance to insiders, who can 
know God will reveal his justice one day. 


Each passage within the sermon needs to be 
evaluated on its own terms to determine its audience. 
Nevertheless, when a promise of blessing is given 
and those in the audience are identified by the word 
you and that audience is called disciples, then this 
part of the promise is made to those who seek a 
relationship with Jesus. The promise given is not a 
carte blanche promise to all, but is for those who 
have already shown an interest in Jesus. Thus, the 
poor inherit the kingdom, while the rich are discussed 
separately in 6:24 (K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:582). 


(1) ‘To the Poor: The Kingdom Now (6:20) 


6:20 The initial beatitude is to the poor. Before 
discussing the identity of the blessed poor, however, 
the concept of a beatitude needs comment. Declaring 
someone happy, contented, blessed, or fortunate was 
common in the ancient world. Dupont (1966a) gives 
examples from Egyptian culture, and Hauck and 
Bertram demonstrate its usage in Greek (TDNT 
4:362-64) and Jewish (TDNT 4:364-67) culture. 
Being blessed refers to a sense of inner happiness at 
good fortune (Hauck, TDNT 4:363, 367). H. Betz 
(1985: 25) notes four cultural occasions that might 
produce such a beatitude: religious contexts, secular 


fortune, exhortations of wisdom, or satire. In OT 
fortune from God’s hand, and it is almost always a 
person who is blessed—not things or states (Fitzmyer 
1981: 632—33; Ps. 1:1; 2:12 [2:11 NRSV]; 34:8 [33:9 
LXX]; 40:4 [39:5 LXX]). Such OT blessings appear 
mostly in the Psalter and in Wisdom Literature to 
exhort one to good behavior, which God honors 
either now or in the future. Usually, the promise of 
blessing comes first and then the basis for the 
blessing or its content is given via a relative clause, a 
participial phrase, or a OTL clause that refers to the 
blessed in the third person.“ But second-person 
beatitudes are also given (Deut. 33:29; Isa. 32:20; Ps. 
128:1-2 [127:1-2 LXX]; Marshall 1978: 248). In a 
few OT texts, blessing is given as a future promise in 
order to comfort God’s people (Isa. 30:18; 32:20; 
Dan. 12:12; Guelich 1982: 65). In the 
intertestamental period, the formula has an 
eschatological usage and stresses the comfort that 
God gives to his suffering people as he promises to 
deliver them (1 Enoch 99.10-15; 103.5; 2 Bar. 10.6- 
7; Guelich 1982: 64-65). The OT-like wisdom 
beatitude is also common, and it is in the Wisdom 
Literature that the first known beatitude list appears 


(Sir. 25:7-10; Bertram, TDNT 4:365). In fact, such 
beatitude lists are rare. 

Luke’s initial beatitude has three peculiarities: it 
appears to refer to a state, is given in the less 
common second person, and is in the present tense. 
As such the blessing is not future, but already exists. 
However, this beatitude sets the stage for the ones 
that follow, which all have a future promise in view. 
In this way, Jesus’ promises, when taken as a whole, 
wed the present and the future together in a way that 
is typical of his “already-not yet” eschatological 
language. What one has now is a token of the full 
possession later. Jesus’ offer is comprehensive in 
scope, involving both present and future. As such, his 
promise is an offer of hope extending into the future. 
This hope enables the disciple to suffer now, because 
glory awaits later. The promise given here is 
inaugurated, but it has hardly reached its total 
fulfillment. The entry point into the promise is the 
right to belong to the kingdom, which is the honor of 
those poor who are at Jesus’ side and have identified 
with him. This emphasis is appropriate even if the 
Aramaic tense originally used here was progressive 
in force so that the meaning is extended from the 
present into the future (Marshall 1978: 250). The 


consistency of the tradition at this point in giving a 
present tense translation shows that the emphasis is 
on the currency of the possession of the kingdom. 

Luke’s use of the second person highlights the 
current, personal possession of the kingdom: “Yours 
is the kingdom of God.” As noted in the discussion of 
sources for 6:20-26, Luke’s unique use of the second 
person brings out the direct application more clearly, 
while Matthew’s third person, being the usual form 
of such beatitudes, is more likely to be original.” 
Luke is summarizing the real force of Jesus’ remarks 
to his audience, but one could also argue that 
Matthew generalized an original second-person 
beatitude, as Marshall (1978: 249) argues by 
appealing to a prophetic context. If Marshall is 
correct, then Matthew extended the application 
beyond Jesus’ audience in an analogy: “As with the 
disciples, so also with Jesus’ later followers.” This 
change would show the timeless character of his 
teaching. Either view is possible; certainty is 
impossible. 

Who are the participants in the promise that are 
called the poor and are said to have the kingdom? 
IITWXÓG (ptöchos, poor) appeared earlier in 4:18 in 
the citation of Isa. 61:1 and referred to those to whom 


Jesus proclaimed the good news. In that setting, 
TTTWYOG is not merely a socioeconomic term, but 
also has spiritual content, as its attachment to other 
ideas in the context makes clear. The interpretive 
history of Isa. 61 in Judaism also supports this 
spiritual emphasis (see the exegesis of 4:18). 

In addition to its important OT roots, in both Luke 
4 and Luke 6 the character of the nTWYÓG is clearly 
indicated by the context. Guelich (1982: 67-72) 
Summarizes well the OT background and the NT 
context of this term: 


1. Although in Greek literature the term ITTWXOG 
is exclusively socioeconomic in force, its 
association with the kingdom of God in 6:20 
brings in an eschatological flavor that shows it 
does not merely repeat the pure Greek sense (on 
Greek usage, see Hauck, TDNT 6:886-87). 

2. In the LXX, 1TTWwYOG translates six Hebrew 
terms, the most common being ’JU (.dani, poor), 
which has both socioeconomic and religious 
connotations that suggest a reference to the pious 
poor, who look to and depend on God (Ps. 14:6 


69:29 [68:30 LXX]; Bammel, TDNT 6:888). 

3. The Torah, Psalms, and Prophets often speak 
of God’s promise in terms of vindication or 
protection of the pious poor ( Exod. 22:25-27 
[22:24-26 MT]; Deut. 15:7-11; 2 Sam. 22:28; 


giving the impression that one’s compassion and 
love for a fellow human are measured by one’s 
treatment of the poor. 

4. In the LXX (Ps. 24:9 [25:9 Engl. ]; 33:2 [34:2 
Engl.]) and at Qumran (1QH 1.36; 2.34; 5.13- 
14), the poor are often associated with the meek 
or humble, motifs suggested in Luke 1:51-53. 

5. Against the suggestion of many, no concrete 
group in first-century Judaism was called the 
Anawim. The term is best taken as a general 
description, rather than as a specific sociological 
reference (Keck 1965). 


Guelich’s summary definition (1982: 69) is helpful: 
“The poor in Judaism referred to those in desperate 
need (socioeconomic element) whose helplessness 
drove them to a dependent relationship with God 


(religious element) for the supplying of their needs 
and vindication. Both elements are consistently 
present, although .nwm does place more stress on the 
latter.” 

In the context of Luke, the poor often stand in 
favorable contrast to the rich (1:52--53; 16:19-31), 
and 6:20 fits that pattern (cf. 6:24). How the two 
groups as a general rule relate to God is the key to 
Luke’s contrast, which corresponds to the OT usage 


15-24; 16:19--31;_ 19:1-10). Luke 19:1-10 is an 
important text, because it is an exception to the 
pattern and qualifies the negative portrait of the rich 
(so also 7:1-10). Luke 19 describes a previously 
immoral rich man who is received by Jesus and 
pictured as blessed by God because he now has 
become fair in his tax gathering, has given restitution 
for his wrong, and has become generous with his 
wealth. Luke 19 shows that Jesus sees these groups 
not as absolute, impregnable categories, but as 
generalized spiritual descriptions, what I call 
“soteriological generalizations” (see the exegesis of 
4:18). The fundamental issue is the condemnation of 
the rich man’s selfish focus on his security versus the 


poor man’s dependence on God (Guelich 1982: 69- 
70). 

More specifically, in 6:20 the near context makes it 
clear that the religious relationship is not missing, for 
Jesus addresses the disciples. Also important are the 
parallel descriptions of the blessed in 6:21—23: the 
hungry, weeping, and those who occupy positions 
today like the true prophets of old. They are 
persecuted because of the Son of Man (6:22). When 
these descriptions are placed next to Luke’s first 
reference to the poor in 4:18 in terms of Isa. 61:1, 
then a spiritual dimension for the poor in 6:20 is 
guaranteed. Thus, Matthew’s description of the “poor 
in spirit” becomes clear. Despite their personal 
material position, the poor especially picture for Luke 
both the persecuted remnant mentioned by the OT 
prophets and the faithfulness of the suffering 
prophets themselves. Despite the desperation of their 
external condition, they_are blessed because God’s 
above their circumstances and trust God, a theme that 
appears elsewhere in the NT (1 Cor. 1:26-29; James 
2:5). 

It is interesting that many of the Lucan beatitudes 
stress the blessedness of the person who perceives 


God’s plan and so is not offended by Jesus. This 
blessed disciple understands the promises tied to 
Jesus (Luke 1:45; 7:23; 10:23-24; 11:28; 12:37--38, 
43). That this concern for the poor is to carry over 
into an expression of the disciples’ personal ethics is 
made clear in the beatitude of 14:14 and the parable 
that follows it. Luke 14:15-24 shows God’s concern 
to invite even the lowly to the banquet table of God’s 
blessing. It exhorts the disciples to follow him in 
their concern for the poor, to recognize the poor as 
candidates for the message. Thus, a paraphrase of this 
beatitude would read: “Blessed are you materially 
poor, who nonetheless look to God and his promise, 
for the kingdom of God is yours.” The grace that 
opens the sermon could not be more manifest in the 
promise and in the reversal of one’s apparent 
circumstances. 


(2) To the Hungry: Satisfaction Then (6:21a) 


6:21a The second and third beatitudes deal with 
some of the consequences of being among the poor: 
hunger and sadness. The pairing of the poor and the 
hungry is not surprising, since there is ample 


in comforting terms in the OT (Ps. 37:16-19; 107:9; 
132:15; 146:7; Isa. 49:9-10; 55:1-2; Ezek. 34:29; 
Ernst 1977: 218; Danker 1988: 140; Marshall 1978: 
250; Goppelt, TDNT 6:18). Another key element in 
the verse’s background is its conceptual tie to Isa. 
61:1-3 (Creed 1930: 91). Goppelt describes the 


hungry: 


The hungry are men who both outwardly and inwardly are painfully 
deficient in the things essential to life as God meant it to be, and who, 
since they cannot help themselves, turn to God on the basis of His 
promise. These men, and these alone, find God’s help in Jesus. They 
are not an existing social or religious group. ... They are believers 


who seek help from Jesus because of their own helplessness. 


It is important to note that Ol TTELV@VTEG (hoi 
peinontes, the hungry) has both socioeconomic and 
religious overtones and that errors of interpretation 
occur when either element is removed. The pairing of 
OL TTELV@VTEG to eschatological promise in the 
second part of the verse, the nature of the audience, 
and the later comparison to the prophets secure a 
spiritual element in the reference (Ellis 1974: 113; 
Guelich 1982: 83). Their current condition is 
highlighted by vUv (nyn, now), which serves to bring 


out explicitly the greatness of the reversal that God 
will perform, as the juxtaposition of the condition 
and the promise suggests. This term is probably 
Luke’s, as he uses VÜV far more frequently (Gospel: 
fourteen times; Acts: twenty-five times) than does 
Mark (three times) or Matthew (four times) (Creed 
1930: 91). What is “now” will not last forever. In the 
midst of present poverty and the tension that goes 
with it, God will give relief (Fitzmyer 1981: 634). 

The promise to the hungry, who are also the pious 
poor, is the promise of satisfaction from God. The 
reference is not so much to physical filling with food 
as it is to spiritual satisfaction at being received by 
God and welcomed as one of his children (Ps. 17:14; 
107:9; Luce 1933: 146; Plummer 1896: 180). The 
imagery is of the satisfaction that comes from being 
present at God’s banquet table (Isa. 25:6; 49:10; Luke 
14:15-24; 13:28-29; Schürmann 1969: 331; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 634; Marshall 1978: 250-51). The 
parable that pictures this reversal is Lazarus and the 
rich man in 16:19-31. 

The promise is not a political agenda nor a political 
reversal, but rather the hope of comfort extended to 
those who elect to participate in God’s plan. He leads 
them into righteousness, while promising to care for 


them. The point that Jesus is making is that one’s 
fortune is not measured by either current or external 
criteria (Danker 1988: 140). The key to the present is 
the security of one’s relationship to God as it is 
brought to fruition in the future. The promise would 
appeal only to those who have a spiritual perception 
of reality and the future, to those who have a deep 
sense of God’s being alive and sovereign, and to 
those who trust that God will act and level out 
injustice some day. Thus, the promise’s spiritual 
dimension is clear. Matthew’s description of this 
group in spiritually more explicit wording (“hunger 
and thirst for righteousness”) brings out the spiritual 
quality of those who would be a part of and respond 
to such a promise (Godet 1875: 1.315; Guelich 1982: 
83-84). Again, Luke gives the more original 
wording, but Matthew accurately brings out its 
intended force. In effect, the beatitude says: “Blessed 
are you who sense your lack and depend on God, for 
God shall accept and reward you in the 
consummation.” 


(3) ‘To the Weeping: Laughter Then (6:21b) 


6:21b From the condition of the poor, Jesus turns in 
the third beatitude to the response their position 


brings now, weeping. Again, as with the previous 
beatitude, the contrast is between what is lacking 
now and how that is reversed in the future. The same 
spiritual perspective of relying on God’s work fills 
this beatitude. The OT background for weeping 
pictures a person in mourning for a variety of 
injustice in a world where God’s people are 
pressured, persecuted, and exiled, just as the prophets 
were (Ps. 126:5-6; 137:1; Isa. 40:1-2; Luke 6:23; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 634; Bultmann, TDNT 6:43). Those 
who weep pay a price for depending on God and as a 
result are scorned (Rengstorf, TDNT 1:660 and TDNT 
3:722—23; Guelich 1982: 80). 

Fortunately, that pain is reversed into 
eschatological joy. Old Testament images for joy are 
laughter, the removal of grief, and the time of 
everlasting day (Ps. 126:1—3; Isa. 60:20; 61:3; 65:19; 
66:10; Jer. 31:13; Marshall 1978: 251; Ernst 1977: 
218). In the Lucan context, the emphasis is on God’s 
total acceptance of the one who currently weeps 
(Luke 16:19-31; 18:14). The picture is of the 
removal of woe, like that described in Rev. 21:4; as 
the future tense in the Lucan passage looks to the 
consummation, so did the future tense in 6:21a. The 


laughter here is in stark contrast to the use of yeAaw 
(gelao, to laugh) in 6:25b, where it is a negative term 
for the rich, who see themselves as independent of 
God. Beatitudes 2 and 3 recall 1:51-55 and show 
Jesus’ stress on the hope he offers to those who 
follow him. In effect, this beatitude reads: “Blessed 
are you who suffer scorn and pain as you identify 
with God and depend on him, for you shall be fully 
welcomed by him at his table and shall rejoice.” 


(4) To the Persecuted: Heavenly Reward (6:22- 
23) 


6:22 The fourth beatitude demonstrates that the 
Beatitudes as a whole have a spiritual base and are 
not just to be taken as socioeconomic in character. 
Jesus notes the presence of spiritual opposition 
because of the disciples’ commitment to Jesus. 
Nevertheless, that commitment yields blessing. This 
recognition of rejection clearly has roots in Jesus’ 
ministry, since already opposition to him exists (6:2, 
11). The disciples will also face opposition (Acts 3— 
4; 7; 21-28). The word is especially comforting to 
Luke’s audience since their choice to follow Jesus 
had undoubtedly brought them under great pressure 
(Luke 1:1-4). 


There is no reason to regard this teaching as a 
product of the early church.” Many regard this 
beatitude as added to the original tradition, because 
of the shift to second person in Matthew’s version 
and its added length in comparison to the other 
beatitudes (Schneider 1977a: 152; Schürmann 1969: 
335 #2; Fitzmyer 1981: 634-35). But such a 
conclusion is hardly required. Daube (1956: 196— 
201) shows that in Judaism a parallel series often 
ends with a longer or differently structured line to 
heighten the conclusion. The length is a way of 
making the close emphatic. In addition, a change of 
person often accompanies these kinds of references.” 
In fact, the longer form may reveal a key to the text’s 
meaning in that it is the association to Jesus that 
unlocks the blessings mentioned in the Beatitudes. 
The case for the addition of the last beatitude on the 
basis of line length and person shift is thus to be 
rejected. As Marshall (1978: 252) notes, the first 
three beatitudes address the condition of Jesus’ 
disciples, while this final beatitude lists the fate or 
reaction they face. The teaching has parallels in the 
epistolary material. Both James 2:7 and 1 Pet. 4:14— 
16 express similar sentiments about what is occurring 
to believers. In fact, 1 Peter even shares some of the 


terms of this passage (Klostermann 1929: 79; 

J. Schneider, TDNT 5:240). Commitment to God’s 
unique representative often produces such reaction, 
but God promises to respond to those committed to 
him. 


Rejection of the disciples is described by four 
verbal ideas that depict a gradual heightening of 
opposition. In a rather paradoxical promise, hostility 
is said to bring blessing. 

The first description of hostility involves hatred 
(ULOEW, mised; Ps. 69:4 [68:5 LXX]; Isa. 66:5; 
Nolland 1989: 284; Bovon 1989: 303). As the OT 


which it is held is a given. In ancient culture and in 
many non-Western cultures today, however, religious 
convictions are a major element of a person’s 
identity, so that how one views and treats a person is 
very much related to religious affiliation. For a 
disciple to align with Jesus was to take a public and 
potentially offensive stand that would produce 
reaction, even hatred. A disciple was to realize that 
God knew of this public reaction. 

The second description mentions that disciples will 
sometimes be excluded (AMopiCw, aphorizö). But 
does social separation mean no social contact (Luce 
1933: 146)? Is the reference limited to 
excommunication from the synagogue (John 9:22, 
34; 12:42; 16:2; Godet 1875: 1.316)? Or is it both 


(Plummer 1896: 181)? The term GMOptCw is 
generally broad in scope (BAGD 127 81; BAA 255 
81; Isa. 56:3). When one was banned from the 
synagogue, sentences ranged from a thirty-day 
suspension to total expulsion (SB 4:293-333). The 
terms associated with this ban are herem and nidduy. 
The twelfth benediction of the Jewish prayer 
Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] explicitly 
curses the Nazarenes and the minim, a Jewish 
reference to Christians (Schürer 1973-87: 2.461). 
Hare (1967: 48-56) evaluates the view that uses this 
material to argue for a narrow sense of synagogue 
ban and shows that many first-century practices of 
banning, especially the nidduy, were not standards 
directed against the average synagogue attender, but 
were higher standards directed by the Pharisees 
against themselves. Thus, Luke is referring to general 
social ostracism, not a formal synagogue ban, though 
the ostracism might manifest itself in this way. For 
example, one might refuse to do business with 
disciples or fellowship with them over a meal. Hare 
derives this meaning from some later Jewish and 
Christian texts displaying this approach to Christians 
(t. Hul. 2.20-21 [= Neusner 1977-86: 5.73-75]; 
Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 138.1; »Abot de 


Rabbi Nathan A.2 [= Goldin 1955: 25]). A picture of 
what this verse is describing is seen in Paul’s 
treatment by some Jews in Acts (14:5-7, 19; 16:19-— 
24). 

The third description speaks of being reviled or 
insulted (Öveiöllw, oneidizö; BAGD 570; BAA 
1155; 1 Pet. 4:14). It refers to the slander and verbal 
attack that one might suffer for a commitment to 
Jesus. Schiirmann (1969: 333) and Grundmann 
(1963: 143-44) compare this reference in its original 
pre-Lucan Palestinian setting to the twelfth 
benediction of the Shemoneh Esreh, which contains a 
Synagogue ban and a curse (Schürer 1973-87: 2.461). 
Although this text is later than the destruction of the 
temple in A.D. 70 (Hare 1967: 54), it may reflect 
elements of earlier practice (SB 4:327—28). As Hare 
notes, the benediction ostracizes, but it does not 


about the texts in John and may be wrong in rejecting 
such a practice (p. 55).” 

"EKBQAWOLV TO Övoua DUMV WG TTOVNPOV 
(ekbalösin to onoma hymon hos poneron, cast out 
your name as evil) seems to be a summary of the 
actions taken against disciples (Deut. 22:14, 19; 
Nolland 1989: 285). The disciple is treated as evil, 


unclean, and thus as a person with whom one does 
not associate. To attack a person’s name is to strike at 
the very person. The phrase pictures total rejection. 

All of these attacks come on account of the Son of 
Man, that is, because of the disciple’s relationship to 
Jesus. This phrase has been used in 5:24 and 6:5 to 
describe Jesus as the one with authority over sin and 
over the Sabbath. In the ostracism because of one’s 
tie to Jesus, however, there is blessing from God, 
despite the rejection of fellow humans. 

The parallel in Matt. 5:11 does not mention the Son 
of Man: the disciple is simply spoken of as being 
persecuted “on account of me.” Whether TOU vioð 
TOU AVOPWITTOD (tou huiou tou anthröpou, the Son 
of Man) is present in the original tradition is the 
subject of intense discussion. Marshall (1978: 253) 
argues that Luke nowhere else inserts a reference to 
the Son of Man where it is absent in parallel tradition 
(also Schürmann 1969: 334 n. 62). For Marshall, 
Matthew does not have the title but a simpler, 
synonymous reference to Jesus. However, Lindars 
(1983: 133) cites Luke 22:48 and 24:7 as two 
examples that refute this view, and Jeremias (1971a: 
262-63; 1967a) argues that in parallel texts the title 
Son of Man is often clearly the later reading (Colpe, 


TDNT 8:448-49). Counterarguments also exist. 
Many see Luke using extratraditional materials or 
sources for his portrayal of the passion and 
resurrection, so that the passages Lindars mentions 
may be a reflection of sources, not Luke (Borsch 
1967: 337 n. 3). And Guelich (1982: 95) 
demonstrates Matthew’s tendency to refer directly to 
Jesus in passages where the parallel reference is 
indirect and in at least one case where the parallel 
text refers to the Son of Man (Matt. 10:32-33 and 
Luke 12:8-9; Matt. 16:21 and Mark 8:31; Matt. 
23:34 and Luke 11:49). Guelich’s references show 
the Matthean tendency clearly, even if the last set of 
parallels refers to distinct events. Against Guelich 
(but without mentioning his evidence), Fitzmyer 
(1981: 635) argues that since Matthew will add a 
reference to the Son of Man in texts where parallels 
do not have it (e.g., Matt. 16:13 = Mark 8:27 = Luke 
9:18), he would hardly omit such a reference in Matt. 
5:11. 

Obviously, there is no way to be certain on this 
choice, given the mixed evidence of the data. Each 
reading clearly reflects the sense of the utterance and 
each version refers to Jesus. It also seems, in light of 
the Matthean pattern, that he is more likely to have 


simplified the reference. At any rate, tying oneself to 
Jesus may yield public rejection, but one can stand 
reassured that such a relationship yields God’s 
blessing. 


6:23 The one command among the Beatitudes now 
appears. The realization of blessing should yield joy. 
Matthew 5:12 has a parallel idea, though the wording 
is slightly different. The basic exhortation is to 
rejoice in the midst of suffering for Jesus. The 
command to rejoice contrasts with the references to 
poverty, hunger, weeping, and violent opposition in 
the previous verses. The reference to €ketvn Th 
NUEPA (ekeiné tē hémera, that day) is not a day of 
future judgment or merely of exclusion from the 
synagogue.” Rather, it functions as a parallel to vv 
(nyn, now) in Luke 6:21 and alludes to rejoicing at 
the very moment in which the persecution comes, in 
whatever form it comes. The term Ekeivn TH NUEpa 
is probably a Lucan elaboration on Jesus’ meaning 
(10:12; 17:31; Marshall 1978: 254; Creed 1930: 91). 
As such, it alludes to all the hostile responses 
mentioned in 6:22. The aorist imperative in Luke 
lends a note of urgency to the command (“do this 


now”), while Matthew’s present tense stresses the 
mere content of the command (“do this”). 

The attitude of gladness in the midst of persecution 
and rejection is a key theme in Luke-Acts. EKLPTAW 
(skirtaö, to leap for joy) was used in Luke 1:41, 44 
for John’s leaping in Elizabeth’s womb on the 
occasion of Mary’s visit. Clearly a positive attitude is 
described. Willingness to suffer existed in Judaism (2 
Macc. 6:30; 4 Macc. 10:20; Jdt. 8:25-27; 2 Bar. 
52.5-7; Nolland 1989: 286). Such joy parallels the 
reactions of various groups to persecution later in 
Acts (Acts 4:23-31; 5:41; 16:25; 21:13-14; Danker 
1988: 141). Such groups counted it an honor to be 
deemed worthy to suffer for Jesus (Acts 5:41; Carson 
1978: 29), a theme that reappears elsewhere in the 
1978: 254; Klostermann 1929: 79; Nauck 1955). 

Two reasons for the exhortation to joy follow, each 
being introduced by yap (gar, for). The first is the 
promise of heavenly reward. Jesus is not holding out 
a carrot for his disciples to earn, but is reminding 
them that God is aware of their commitment and will 
honor it. Thus, the reference is to a promise of 
present, heavenly vindication. The God who is in 
heaven knows what they are suffering and honors 


such faithfulness (Ernst 1977: 221 [of God’s great 
judgment]; Fitzmyer 1981: 635; Liefeld 1984: 891; 
see esp. Isa. 65:13). The promise calls one to look 
beyond circumstances, and it encourages one to see 
God’s perspective on suffering endured because of 
commitment to him (Guelich 1982: 95-96; Preisker, 
TDNT 4:714, 719). Paul holds out the same promise 
in Rom. 8:18 and 2 Cor. 4:17-18 (Hendriksen 1978: 
343). In effect, Jesus says that commitment will be 
vindicated and rewarded. In other passages where 
reward is discussed, he makes the point that the 
disciple is to perform one’s duty for God and not 
focus on earning reward (Luke 17:9; Creed 1930: 
92). The concept of rewards is difficult, for they are 
clearly mentioned as an aspect of motivation. The 
idea is not to get “brownie points,” but to be honored 
for faithfulness. In other words, the reward deals with 
the heart behind the service, not the selfish pursuit of 
the prize (1 Cor. 4:4-5). 

The second reason for rejoicing involves an 
awareness that the disciples’ persecution parallels the 
treatment that God’s prophets once received. The 
pattern of the poor treatment of God’s servants and 
messengers is in view (Godet 1875: 1.316). In 
previous generations, the ancestors of those 


mistreating Jesus’ disciples mistreated the prophets. 
So AUTWV (auton, their) here refers to the 
persecutors of Luke 6:22, who continue the heritage 
of their ancestors (Plummer 1896: 181). That the 
nation rejects its messengers is a frequent theme in 
Luke-Acts (Luke 11:47-51; Acts 7:51-52). The OT 
also makes this declaration (Jer. 2:29-30;_11:18-21; 


Friedrich, TDNT 6:834 n. 348). The NT also 
consistently sounds this note (1 Thess. 2:14-16; 
Rom. 11:3; Heb. 11:35-38; James 5:10; Guelich 
1982: 96; Schürmann 1969: 335 n. 70; Jeremias, 
TDNT 5:714 n. 469). It is part of the history of God’s 
people that they are strongly resisted by those who at 
first glance should be the most likely to respond. 
Luke’s general reference to all of God’s people is 
paralleled by Matthew, despite the claims of some 
that Matthew refers to Christian prophets (Marshall 
1978: 255 rightly critiques Hare 1967: 116-17). The 
prophets in view are the ancient parallel group of 
God’s persecuted but faithful servants. 


ii. Four Woes (6:24-26) 


After the four blessings, Luke relates four woes. The 
rich, full, laughing, and liked of 6:24-26 contrast 
with the poor, hungry, weeping, and persecuted of 
6:20-23. The parallelism shows that those addressed 
in these verses are not seen as four separate groups 
but as one group with four characteristics 
(Schürmann 1969: 337). The woes serve as a warning 
and a call of repentance to those who may be tempted 
to trust too greatly in wealth, comfort, popularity, and 
possessions. 

The audience of this subunit is complex. Luke 6:26 
clearly includes a warning to disciples, since the 
phrase their fathers looks to outsiders (as in 6:23). A 
point of the woes is “do not live as those on the 
outside live.” Your values are not to be their values, 
which bring woe. But it is an attitude and orientation 
that is rebuked here, so as the disciples are warned, 
outsiders are also addressed with the same warning. 
An attitude of independence from God is the road to 
destruction. Its reward is fleeting, limited to the 
present. 

The OT provides numerous examples of the woe 
form: Deut. 27:15—26; Isa. 5:8—23; 30:1—2; 31:1; 


side); Amos 5:18; 6:1; Hab. 2:15-20 (Ernst 1977: 
220; on the form of OT woe passages, see 
Gerstenberger 1962). In a few texts of the OT and 
Judaism, blessings and woes appear together (Isa. 


5.7; 99.1-16). Luke is fond of woes, though most of 
his texts are parallels to similar texts.” Woes appear 
somewhat frequently in the NT as well, especially in 


8:13; 12:12; 18:10-12; Schürmann 1969: 337 n. 86 
[who argues that Luke does not independently form 
the sayings]). 


(1) ‘To the Rich: Consolation Now (6:24) 


6:24 Ovat (ouai, woe or alas) is an exclamation of 
pain and pity for the misfortune that awaits someone 
in a certain condition (BAGD 591; BAA 1196). The 
contrast between woe and blessing is neatly marked 
out by TAN (plén, but), a term that Luke uses 
frequently in his Gospel (fifteen times in Luke, 
thirty-one times in the NT; BAGD 669; BAA 1345- 
46; Plummer 1896: 182; Marshall 1978: 255). Both 
TAV and oval appear in Matt. 18:7, which shows 
that the phrase can be of traditional origin (so 


Marshall). The woe is expressed to warn of danger 
and the nearness of judgment (Danker 1988: 142). 

The rich are singled out here, a group that Luke 
often criticizes (1:53; 12:16; 14:12; 16:1, 21-22; 
18:23, 25; 19:2; 21:1; Hauck and Kasch, TDNT 
6:328).** But it is important to remember that the 
parallelism to the poor of 6:20 shows that another 
generalization is present. Figures like Zacchaeus, 
Joseph of Arimathea, and Nicodemus show that the 
rich are not excluded as a class or for merely 
belonging to a certain socioeconomic group, but for 
an attitude they often display. The commentary on 
these remarks is found in parabolic material in Luke’s 
travel section (12:13-21; 16:19-31; note also 1:53; 
Godet 1875: 1.317; Geldenhuys 1951: 210). James 
also makes similar comments (2:6-7; 5:1--6). The 
world’s perspective and values are reversed here. 
What is condemned is a misplaced focus that zeroes 
in on this life and its possessions without concern for 
God’s desires or fellow humans. The danger of 
succumbing to things of only temporal value is all 
too real and deceptive. 

The reason for the woe is stated crisply in the OTL 
(hoti, for) clause: the rich have already received their 
consolation. The possessions they garner are all they 


will have to show for their efforts. ATTEXETE 
(apechete, you have received) is a technical 
commercial term for signing or accepting a receipt 
for payment given (Matt. 6:2, 5, 16; Phil. 4:18; 
Philem. 15; Luce 1933: 146; BAGD 84-85; BAA 
169 81; Hanse, TDNT 2:828). The full payment is 
their wealth, but nothing will come to them from God 
in the future. The parables of the rich fool and the 
rich man who had no compassion for Lazarus both 
indicate that Jesus views this “riches now” focus as 
terribly, even destructively, shortsighted (Ernst 1977: 
221; Fitzmyer 1981: 636). Again, James has a 
conceptual parallel (1:9-11). The consolation they 
have is more like a loser’s trophy in the eternal 
perspective. Where in the future the poor will reap 
much benefit from their commitment to God and 
share in an eternal kingdom, spiritually insensitive 
rich people hold only an empty bag. The term 
TLAPAKANOLV (paraklesin, consolation) is clearly 
negative here, although it is often positive in Lucan 
usage (Luke 2:25; Acts 4:36; 9:31; 13:15; 15:31). 


(2) ‘To the Full: Hunger Then (6:25a) 


6:25a The second woe gives the condition of the 
rich. The warning of reversal goes to those who are 


full. Eunenànouévor (empeplésmenoi, those who 
are filled) describes the state in which the rich live. 
They are “sated with the good things of this life” 
(Plummer 1896: 182; Fitzmyer 1981: 636). Luke 
16:19 illustrates the point. They lack for nothing now 
(as a Lucan qualifier, vOv twice here parallels its use 
twice in 6:21). The reason for future woe is that they 
shall be hungry (note the use of OTL again, as in 
6:24). In the future, they shall lack for the things they 
now have in abundance. Conceptual parallels include 
Luke 1:53 and James 5:1. What they have now, they 
will utterly lack in the eternal future. The warning 
reflects OT woes as well (Isa. 5:22; 65:13; Amos 
8:11; Plummer 1896: 182; Klostermann 1929: 80). 
Of course, those who are filled in the future will be 
the righteous, who may be suffering now (Jer. 31:10- 
14; Leaney 1958: 136). God will reverse the situation 
and vindicate the righteous. 


(3) To the Laughing: Weeping Then (6:25b) 
6:25b The third woe gives the attitude of the rich, 
derisive laughter now. Again, VUv shows the contrast 
— with weeping in 6:21. TEAWVTEG (gelontes, those 
who laugh) is key here. Levity or harmless humor is 
not in view here. In the LXX, yeAdw is often tied to 


laughter that is boastful, self-satisfied, 
condescending, or rejoicing in the harm that others 
experience (Marshall 1978: 256; Rengstorf, TDNT 
1:659-60; Schürmann 1969: 338 n. 91). For example, 
Lam. 1:7 uses the term of how the enemies laughed 
or gloated at Jerusalem’s destruction. Jewish Wisdom 
Literature often uses the term to describe foolish 
people and their harmful humor (Eccles. 7:6; Sir. 
21:20; 27:13). Only in Gen. 21:6 is yeAAw used in a 
positive sense in the LXX. Thus, the picture is of a 
person of worldly ease who is indifferent because of 
self-satisfaction (Geldenhuys 1951: 216 n. 10; Godet 
1875: 1.317; Grundmann 1963: 145; Fitzmyer 1981: 
637). James 5:5 also describes in harsh terms the 
callous attitude of such a person. But Jesus offers a 
woe for such people, because (OTL, hoti) this laughter 
shall also be reversed. It will become mourning and 
weeping. The language is reminiscent of Isa. 65:14 
and has conceptual parallels in Rev. 18:15, 19. The 
double description of the reversal in terms of both 
mourning and weeping intensifies the picture of pain 
by using two terms to refer to a single idea. The 
reference to mourning may recall the beatitude of 
Matt. 5:4 in a reversed direction. The lack of blessing 
on the callous rich in the eternal future contrasts to 


what those who weep now will have then (Luke 6:21) 
and also contrasts to the shallow fullness the rich 
possess now. The joy of possession now will become 
the pain of what is lost forever. 


(4) To the Well-Spoken-of Who are Like the 
False Prophets: Woe (6:26) 


6:26 The fourth woe contrasts with the fourth 
beatitude of 6:23. This woe includes a warning to the 
disciples, as the reference to “their fathers” makes 
clear. If only the excluded rich were in view, then the 
verse would read “your fathers.” The woe serves as a 
warning to the disciples, as well as to outsiders, not 
to fall into the trap of courting acceptance for one’s 
message at the expense of truthfulness, an approach 
that will make them function more like false 
prophets. Popularity at the expense of being God’s 
faithful representative is disastrous (Danker 1988: 
143). The concept of Jesus’ message being unpopular 
is frequent in the NT (John 15:19; James 4:4; Luke 
2:34; 12:51-53; 1 Cor. 1:18-25; 1 Pet. 3:13-17; Ernst 
1977: 222): 

The reason (yap, gar, for) for the woe is that the 
popularity seeker is in the company of those who set 
a bad precedent in Israel’s history. Israel often 


courted prophets who gave the message it wanted to 
hear, rather than giving God’s message (Jer. 5:31; 
14:13-16; 23:9-15, 27-28; Ezek. 22:23-31; Isa. 
30:10; Mic. 2:11; Marshall 1978: 256-57; Leaney 
1958: 137; Fitzmyer 1981: 637; Plummer 1896: 183). 
Seeking such popularity at the expense of God’s 
message is like commending a false prophet. The 
separation of disciples from their unbelieving 
ancestry is suggested by the phrase their fathers. It 
shows Jesus’ disapproval of those who reject him 
now, a disapproval that is also highlighted in the 
emphatic concluding position the phrase has in the 
verse, just as in 6:23. In fact, 6:23 is the contrastive 
parallel to this verse. The wording of 6:23b and 6:26b 
is identical except for TOOMNTALC (prophetais, 
prophets) and WEUSOTTPOPNTALG 
(pseudoprophetais, false prophets). 

Although Schürmann (1969: 338-39) relates 6:26 
to the current false teachers in the early church, citing 
6:39-40, Ernst (1977: 221) prefers a reference to the 
Pharisees by appealing to Matt. 6:1—5; 23:5. 
Nevertheless, the warning seems to be broad. Anyone 
reflecting these values or drawn to them is rebuked. 
The saying warns of courting the approval of the 
insensitive yet popular rich (Nolland 1989: 288). 


Whether Jesus’ opponents were guilty of this so that 
he alludes directly to them is less clear. Courting such 
popularity was the very problem of messengers of old 
who departed from God and whom the people 
wrongly embraced. 

The woes show that the world’s values and God’s 
values are very different indeed. In addition, 
whatever treasure one has briefly now may not 
equate with whatever loss one has forever later. 
Where is the best place to rest one’s well-being: in 
the short-term present or in the eternal future? That is 
the issue Jesus raises here. He says that the disciple is 
to be dependent on God and stand up for him. It may 
mean poverty, rejection, persecution, and pain now. 
But one may rest assured that God will bless 
abundantly. Do not be deceived by the self-sufficient 
and indifferent way of the rich. They have much now, 
but they will have nothing later. One can have 
consolation now and lose it, or one may lack now, 
only to receive abundant blessing later. Rest assured 
that God’s way is just. Here is the keynote of the 
Beatitudes and woes: God’s blessing is on those who 
come to him to receive what he generously offers, 
and that blessing knows no socioeconomic limitation. 
In fact, one’s position may be an obstacle to blessing. 


b.  Parenetic Call to Love and Mercy (6:27-38) 


The next subunit contains the main body of the 
sermon and is full of parenesis (exhortation). The 
major topic is love. Luke 6:20-26 contained (1) the 
promise and hope that Jesus offers to those who 
identify with his message and (2) a warning about 
those who do not. This passage contains the 
fundamental exhortation of what a follower is to do. 
Simply put, the disciple’s love for others should be 
extraordinary in comparison to the way people 
usually love. The exhortation to love comes in three 
different forms in 6:27-28, 31, 35. In between the 
imperatives are two sets of illustrations: four 
illustrations in 6:29--30 and three illustrations in 
6:32-34. With the conclusion of the second set of 
illustrations, asummary command to love is given in 
6:35. 

Love is looked at in the subunit from three angles. 
In 6:27, it is expressed in radical terms as loving 
those who oppose you. In 6:31, it is expressed in 
terms of a human perspective: treat others as you 
wish they would treat you, a classic role reversal. 
And in 6:35, it is expressed in terms of a divine 
standard, where love is not the concept expressed, but 


graciousness is used to define love’s generous 
quality. This ethic clearly made a deep impression on 
Jesus’ followers, as it runs through all 
characterizations of his teaching (John 13:34-35; 
15:12-17; Rom. 12:17-21; 13:10; Gal. 6:2; James 
2:8; 1 John 3:11-18). 

Luke 6:36-38 turns our attention from how we 
treat others to how we respond to them. Love 
includes mercy, following God’s own example. This 
attitude produces a hesitation in judging others, as 
believers realize that God will treat them in the way 
they have treated others. The structural pattern in 
6:36-38a is a set of four exhortations, two negative 
and two positive, each of which also has a promise. A 
note on God’s evaluative standard (6:38b) concludes 
the paragraph. 

The placement of 6:36 is disputed, in that it could 
be viewed as concluding 6:27-35 or as an 
introduction to the parables of 6:39—49. The syntax 
of 6:37, which begins with Kal (kai, and), shows that 
6:36 is linked to the following idea of judging in 6:37 
(Creed 1930: 95; Klostermann 1929: 82). Yet 
Nolland (1989: 300) gives compelling reasons for 
linking 6:36 back to 6:27—35: (1) being like God is 
the issue in 6:35-36; (2) 6:37—38 is less conceptually 


compatible with 6:36; (3) the Matthean parallel 
(5:48) looks backward; and (4) the universal 
compassion of God (Sir. 18:13; Ps. 145:8-9) models 
well the compassion that the disciple is called to 
have. These connections suggest that 6:36 is a hinge 
verse, but the emphasis goes backward. 

The expression of love, the topic of 6:27-35, is still 
in view in 6:36. Jesus wants disciples to see that 
mercy (6:36) and generosity (6:35) are related 
concepts. In the LXX, OiKTLPUOG (oiktirmos, mercy) 
and related terms are tied to the €Agoc (eleos, mercy) 
word group (Exod. 34:6; Ps. 85:15 LXX_[86:15 
Engl. ]; 102:4 LXX [103:4 Engl. |; Neh. 9:17, 31; 2 
Chron. 30:9). Sometimes €Agoc and ypnotoc 
(chrestos, kind), the term in Luke 6:35, appear 
together (Ps. 108:21 [109:21 Engl.]). All three terms 
occur in Ps. 68:17 LXX [69:16 Engl.] and 111:4-5 
LXX [112:4—5 Engl. ]. 

But the other point of Luke’s connection is the idea 
of judgment (on Luke 6:36 as a hinge, see Danker 
1988: 151 and Fitzmyer 1981: 640—41). Given the 
shift in the form of the teaching in Luke 6:39 to 
parabolic description, the subunit 6:36-38 is slightly 
better seen as a hinge and as concluding the parenetic 
subunit as one moves from love to judgment. If one 


is to love, where does that leave pursuit of the truth 
and judgment? Luke 6:37—49 says not to condemn 
but forgive, pursue truth by watching whom you 
follow, deal with your own faults while humbly 
helping others, and, especially, follow Jesus and his 
teaching. 


i. Fourfold Call to Love Your Enemies (6:27- 
28) 


(1) Love Your Enemies (6:27a) 


6:27a The attention now turns to love, but the love 
exhibited here is not ordinary: it is difficult and 
superior. It is the love appropriate for a disciple who 
has experienced God’s forgiveness. The verse opens 
with a contrast and the first of four exhortations. 
AAAG (alla, but) at the beginning of the verse 
contrasts with the preceding woes. It represents a 
shift back to the desired activity of disciples.” Others 
speak of a vague recollection of an original antithesis 
here (Godet 1875: 1.322). Though possible, it is hard 
to establish, especially since Luke has GAA rather 
than é (de, but) like Matt. 5:44. Guelich (1982: 
224-25) denies any connection to a possible 
antithesis, but it is hard to know how one can make 
such a judgment. There is no doubt, however, that the 


presentation of the idea in Luke and Matthew comes 
in distinct forms.” 

The shift of focus is emphasized by the word order, 
since UUtV (hymin, you) is separated from 
CLKOVOUVOLV (akouousin, those who listen) (Fitzmyer 
1981: 637). In calling the audience listeners, Jesus 
stresses not just the need to hear the message, but 
also the importance of responding to it. The force is 
like his expression, “Let him who has ears, let him 
hear” (Acts 28:28; Matt. 18:15-16; Luke 9:35; 16:29, 
31; Marshall 1978: 258-59; Danker 1988: 143). 

The first exhortation is to love one’s enemies. 
Though such a command has similarities with OT 


Fitzmyer 1981: 637-38). The law suggested that one 
should love one’s neighbor as oneself (Lev. 19:18). 
But in Judaism, one’s neighbor was someone with 
similar religious thinking, not one who was opposed 
and hostile (on enemy, see Foerster, TDNT 2:814; 
Luke 1:71, 74; 6:35; 10:19; 19:27, 43; 20:43). The 
opposition here is likely tied to the hatred and 
persecution of Luke 6:22 and thus is largely religious 
in character (Marshall 1978: 259). In some 
movements in Judaism, the exact opposite was 


instructed, as at Qumran, where the right to hate 
one’s religious foes was a given.” It is easy to love 
those favorable to you, but this command to love 
enemies would be more difficult to carry out. 
Nonetheless, the early community clearly adopted 
this approach, as the examples of Jesus (Luke 23:34) 
and Stephen (Acts 7:58-60) show and as the 
exhortations of Paul (Rom. 12:16-21; 1 Thess. 5:15) 
and Peter (1 Pet. 3:9) urge (Plummer 1896: 184). 


(2) Do Good to Those Who Hate You (6:27b) 


6:27b From the general attitude of love, the second 
exhortation moves to specifics. The disciples are told 
to do good to those who hate them. Hatred and 
enemies often appear together to describe those 
hostile to God’s people (Luke 1:71; Ps. 18:17 [18:18 
MT]; 106:10). This exhortation and the next have no 
equivalent in Matthew, leading Fitzmyer (1981: 638) 
to call the second and third exhortations “Lucan 
elaborations.” But it is quite likely that Luke 
rendered sources here, for the idea of blessing those 
who hate you also appears in 1 Pet. 3:9, which may 
suggest a traditional origin for these exhortations. As 
Luke 6:33 notes, if we do good only to those who 
love us, what is unusual about that kind of love 


(Matt. 5:45-47)? Again, the radical character, as well 
as the difficulty of what Jesus demands, is clear. In 
speaking of doing good, Jesus shows that he has in 
mind more than an intellectual, passive attitude of 
love toward those who oppose God’s people. Rather, 
active love is in view. 


(3) Bless Those Who Curse You (6:28a) 


6:28a The third command moves from actions to 
words, even words of appeal to God. The idea of 
blessing is to invoke God’s favor on another’s behalf 
or at least appeal to God for that person. As they 
died, Jesus (Luke 23:34) and Stephen (Acts 7:60) 
interceded for enemies. In noting their action, of 
course, one does not exclude the possibility that a 
harsh warning may need to be sounded, as passages 
like Luke 6:24-26; Matt. 23; and 1 Cor. 16:22 show. 
It is important to note what Jesus just said in Luke 
6:24-26: people must know that God will be just and 
that he is displeased with activities that debase 
others, for they reveal that one is out of touch with 
God. That Paul can utter a curse like 1 Cor. 16:22 and 
yet give his life to drawing people to God shows the 
heart the apostle had for those who would reject him. 
Cursing reacts to the opponent’s religious hostility. It 


involves an invocation of God or the gods to harm or 
judge someone (Büchsel, TDNT 1:449). The disciples 
held no right to such invocation, at least not at the 
start of their work (Luke 9:51-56; James 3:9-12). 
They could acknowledge where people truly stood 
before God; they could make clear what the justice of 
God would mean for one who steadfastly refused to 
listen to God; but they were to seek to benefit their 
enemies as much as possible (John 20:23; Matt. 
16:19; 18:18; Rom. 12:14; 1 Cor. 4:12; Beyer, TDNT 
2:763). 


(4) Pray for Those Who Abuse You (6:28b) 


6:28b The extent of such outreach to the opponent is 
clear from the final exhortation. Jesus commands the 
disciples to pray for those who abuse or treat them 
with spite or malice. The reference to harsh treatment 
is also a reference to persecution (1 Pet. 3:16; 
Plummer 1896: 185). Intercession to God for the 
opponent is one of the highest forms of love. Such 
love is tough love, not because it requires harsh 
discipline against another as parental love might, but 
because it requires a sublimation of the self to such a 
great degree, a sublimation that is not normal for any 
human. It is a supernatural love, because doing it 


requires that one reverse all natural instincts. Itis a 
love that can come only in light of a dependence on 
God. 

In fact, not only does Jesus’ command stand out 
against Judaism, though hints of it exist in the OT 
and elsewhere, it also stands out against some strands 
of Greek thinking (Lysias 9.20 [115-16] [“For the 
Soldier” |; Pindar, Pythian Odes 2.83-84; Fitzmyer 
1981: 637). Lysias said, “I consider it established that 
one should do harm to one’s enemies and be of 
service to one’s friends.” Occasionally, however, a 
different view emerged, so that Jesus’ message is not 
unique (Thucydides 4.19.1—4; Diogenes Laertius 
8.23; Seneca, On Benefits 4.26.1; Epictetus 3.22.54; 
Exod. 23:4-5; Prov. 24:17; 25:21; the Babylonian 
Counsels of Wisdom 41—45 [Lambert 1960: 101]; 
Philo, On the Virtues 23 8117; 1QS 10.17—18 [where 
the call is to punish the enemy with goodness]; T. 
Ben. 4.3; T. Jos. 18.2; Exod. Rab. 26.2 on 17:8; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 638; Bovon 1989: 313 n. 19; Nolland 
1989: 294).** The passages from the Testaments of 
the Twelve Patriarchs are lessons learned from the 
example of Joseph in Gen. 39-50. However, Jesus 
was unique in making such focus a cornerstone of his 
ethic. He does not follow the other ancients with an 


appeal to the virtue of such action, nor does he issue 
a call to maintain solidarity ina community, nor 
does he appeal to self-interest, but he focuses on the 
raw power of love as imitation of God (Luke 6:35; 
Nolland 1989: 296). This is how the disciple is to 
relate to all humanity. 


ii. Four Illustrations of Loving (6:29-30) 
(1) Offer the Cheek (6:29a) 


6:29a Jesus illustrates this love for one’s enemies. 
Saying that 6:29-30 are not precepts but illustrations 
of principles, Plummer (1896: 185) goes on to say 
that they cannot be kept as rules but should be read 
for the spirit they embody: “Resistance of evil and 
refusal to part with our personal property must never 
be a personal matter: so far as we are concerned we 
must be willing to suffer more and to surrender still 
more.” With regard to our feelings, we ought to be 
willing to offer the other cheek. But one wonders if 
Plummer weakens the force of the teaching by 
softening it to a moral generalization and appealing 
to the level of feelings. 

Schottroff and Stegemann (1986: 112-16) take 
another approach. They argue that this is a 
combination of Lucan and traditional material. Luke 


addressed a concrete situation for the Christian rich. 
They are to do good to their fellow Christians, even if 
the latter hate them. They are to exercise charity 
without expecting return. Schottroff and Stegemann 
place much weight on 6:35, but their remarks miss 
the point. First, their interpretation is too focused on 
a church setting and ignores the sermon’s original 
setting. More importantly, it ignores the context, 
which is religious persecution for the sake of the Son 
of Man (6:22). How could this possibly be poor 
Christians versus rich ones? This suggestion is wide 
of the mark. 

The point is that love involves not defending one’s 
rights and accepting wrongs committed against one 
by being willing to forgive, with the additional 
proviso that one is willing to turn around a second 
time and still offer help—even if that means being 
abused yet again. Love is available, vulnerable, and 
subject to repeated abuse. Offering the other cheek is 
not so much an active pursuit as it is a natural 
exposure when one reaches out to those who have 
contempt. Revenge is excluded, while doing good to 
the hostile is commanded. In the context of 
persecution, offering the cheek means continuing to 


minister at the risk of further persecution, as Paul 
does in Acts 14 and 16. 

It should also be made clear that the ethic described 
is personal and not governmental. John the Baptist 
allows for the existence of soldiers, which 
presupposes the right of national self-defense (3:10- 
14). This fits Paul’s comment that governments exist 
to protect their people (Rom. 13:4; Carson 1978: 51). 
The personal character of the exhortation is 
paralleled in Rom. 12:14-21, where love for the 
persecutor is also commanded. 

Still further, it is resources that are especially in 
view, as the use of money and goods becomes 
explicit in Luke 6:32-35. Thus, there is application to 
those who have wealth, but they are but one part ofa 
very broad audience. There are lots of ways to give 
and be generous in addition to giving money and 
goods. So Jesus gives four illustrations on loving 
one’s neighbor in 6:29-30. 

The first illustration involves turning the other 
cheek. Some argue that the passage refers to a violent 
punch to the jaw, because of orayóva (siagona), 
which often referred to the jaw (Godet 1875: 1.324; 
Plummer 1896: 185). But by the third century B.C., 
OLAYWV took on the meaning cheek, so that a 


reference to a punch is not necessary (BAGD 749; 
The religious context makes it likely that a slap is 
intended and that an insult is in view. An ancient slap 

usually involved the back of the hand and may 
picture public rejection from the synagogue (1 Esdr. 
4:30; Didache 1.4; Stählin, TDNT 8:263 nn. 23-24; 
SB 1:342-43; Ellis 1974: 115; Marshall 1978: 260). 
TUTTTW (typtö, to beat) recurs frequently in Acts in a 
way that illustrates its use in religious contexts (Acts 
18:17; 21:32; 23:2). Such striking is really an abuse 
of power and a misuse of personal authority (Luke 
12:45; 18:13; 23:48). Nevertheless, one is not to fight 
back in kind, but remain vulnerable to the insult 
again. 

Matthew 5:39 is parallel, but the terminology is 
distinct. Discussion exists as to which form is 
original, and most opt for Matthew, especially since 
Luke elsewhere has details like the right cheek (Luke 
6:6; 22:50; Fitzmyer 1981: 638). But the distinct 
vocabulary may indicate a distinct summary, making 
the question of the original form a difficult issue to 
resolve. What is interesting is that both passages use 
the singular for the illustration, which personalizes 
the application by making the appeal directly. 


Nolland (1989: 296) argues that the shift from the 
plural in the previous Lucan passage argues for 
Luke’s using a combination of sources for the 
sermon. 


(2) Give the Shirt with the Coat (6:29b) 


6:29b The second illustration is similar. If a person 
takes your outer garment (tUGTLOV, himation), let 
him also have your undershirt (yttwv, chitön) (on 
these two types of clothing, see the exegesis of 3:11). 
The picture is of a robbery and the point is that one 
should not seek revenge, but again remain potentially 
vulnerable to a second attack. Missionary travel was 
potentially dangerous, since robbers lingered on the 
highways; but one should not cease from missionary 
work simply because one might get jumped (Ellis 
1974: 114-15). Another possibility for the remark’s 
background is that the social ostracism of persecution 
produced situations where things were taken or 
damaged. These factors should not stop one from 
loving and serving one’s neighbors. 

An apparent parallel exists in Matt. 5:40, but it may 
not be a genuine parallel. Matthew portrays one who 
takes the undershirt (ytTWV) first and comes back for 
the coat (\UaTLOV). Matthew’s picture is of an article 


taken as part of a pledge and then kept after payment 
with the intent of acquiring the coat also (Exod. 
22:25-27 [22:24-26 MT]; Deut. 24:10-11; Amos 
2:8).” A legal or court setting is likely for Matthew, 
but the coat could not legally be taken as part of this 
transaction, since it was protected by the law 
(Guelich 1982: 222). Luce (1933: 147) holds that 
Luke is original here. But a case could be made that 
Luke has taken a legal issue, removed it from the 
legal context, and made a general application that 
reflects Jesus’ teaching. It is better, however, to 
recognize distinct summaries that contain distinct 
illustrations. The Lucan material had been preserved 
and was in traditional circulation, as allusions in 
Didache 1.4 and Justin Martyr’s Apology 1.16.1 
show (Marshall 1978: 261). Regardless, the point is 
that although one is exposed to the hostile religious 
opponent, one should continue to be vulnerable to 
repeated onslaughts without seeking revenge. 


(3) Give to the Beggar (6:30a) 


6:30a Jesus gives two final illustrations on loving 
the enemy. The verbs of the illustrations are all 
present tense, a point that indicates one is always to 
be prepared to respond in this way. The variety of 


examples underscores that Jesus is explaining a 
fundamental principle that reaches into many areas. 
Giving to the one who asks probably includes a 
reference to borrowing, as the parallel examples in 
6:34-35 show. Danker (1988: 146) stresses that 
ALTOÜVTIL (aitounti) should not be translated beg, but 
refers only to borrowing. Thus, the passage does not 
deal just with street panhandlers. But a reference just 
to borrowing is probably too narrow, since the giving 
of alms is a topic in the message. The giving of alms 
was considered a reflection of one’s piety, and the 
term for asking (aiTEW) is general (Matt. 6:14; 
Guelich 1982: 223). In dealing with alms, the focus 
would be a request by the poor to meet legitimate 
basic needs. The point is a genuine readiness to meet 
needs without reference to prejudices. There is a 
large element of self-denial in aiding anyone who 
asks in need, a denial that shows a willingness to part 
with things (Ellis 1974: 115; Plummer 1896: 186). 
Luke stresses the command’s comprehensiveness by 
alone noting that all (mavti, panti) who ask should 
be treated this way (Luke sometimes uses tC where 
the Synoptic parallels do not have it: Luke 6:17; 
7:35; 9:43; 11:4; Plummer 1896: 185). Jesus’ 
exposition is a reflection of themes already present in 


the OT (esp. Deut. 15:7-11; Ps. 37:21, 26; Prov. 
19:17; 21:26b). Generosity is a fundamental, concrete 
expression of love. 


(4) Do Not Demand Back What Has Been 
Taken (6:30b) 


6:30b The fourth command reflects an absence of 
retribution for wrong. For even when something is 
taken, the disciple is not to demand it back. Again, 
Danker (1988: 146) limits the application to asking 
for repayment of what is borrowed (Q7TALTEW, 
apaiteö, to ask for: Sir. 20:15; BAGD 80; BAA 159; 
Luke 12:20 is the only other NT use). But passages 


6:7; 1 Pet. 2:21-24; Hendriksen 1978: 350-51). The 
demand is difficult, but it reflects self-denial that is 
generous and may win over the hostile one. 
Matthew 5:42 refers only to borrowing and has 
different terminology. While Plummer (1896: 186) 
speculates about distinct Aramaic renderings here, it 
is better to see distinct sources and sayings here (with 
Marshall 1978: 261). Again, the sources are 
Summaries and the differences could represent 
different portions of the remarks or distinct 
translations. The 1 Cor. 6 discussion looks as if it 


applies this exhortation very clearly to a case of legal 
wrong within the community. 

In considering the commands as a group, a 
question emerges about how literally these 
commands are to be taken (see Luce 1933: 148 for 
options). Some totally reject the teaching as 
unworkable. Others argue that they reflect an 
apocalyptic worldview that saw the end of the earth 
as near and so Jesus gave, wrongly, a temporary 
ethic. Still others speak of the spirit of the commands 
as the point. Somewhat accurately, the illustrations 
are described as “hyperbolical commandl[s]” (Liefeld 
1984: 893; Marshall 1978: 261; Hendriksen 1978: 
350). They are expressed in absolute terms to shock 
the listener by giving a vivid contrast to one’s own 
thinking. They also communicate, by their radical 
character, the importance of the concept. As Marshall 
notes, to follow 6:29b literally would result in 

nudism!* The point is that Jesus’ ethical demand is 
strong, comprehensive, and serious. The world’s 
ethics are to be surpassed, as 6:32—34 will show. But 
one will accept the demand only if one believes that 
God will see, that he will reward the faithful, and that 
he will be just in his final evaluation. Without such a 
theological view or reality, the ethics of Jesus wilt 


into futility and foolishness as the follower is 
exposed with no hope of justice. To commit to a 
radical love, one must see that God honors such a 
commitment to reflect his grace (6:35-36). 


iii. Command to Love: The Golden Rule (6:31) 


6:31 Jesus now offers the “Golden Rule,” a 
description of this verse that has been dated back to 
the eighteenth century (Guelich 1982: 360; Fitzmyer 
1981: 639) and to the sixteenth century (Bovon 1989: 
321 n. 64). The passage itself is rather 
straightforward, though the exact wording is a matter 
of textual dispute (see the additional note). If the 
reading adopted is correct, then both the wording and 
placement of the verse differ from Matthew, though 
the verse’s sense is essentially the same. Matthew has 
the remark later in the sermon (Matt. 7:12) and ties it 
specifically to the Law and the Prophets. 

What happened? Some see Luke moving the saying 
to make a topical subunit on love here (Alford 1874: 
499; A. B. Bruce 1897: 506; Fitzmyer 1981: 639). 
Others argue that Luke’s placement is its natural 
position and that Matthew made the topical move 
(Godet 1875: 1.325; Schweizer 1984: 123; Marshall 
1978: 261; Schtirmann 1969: 350). Another 


possibility exists since the Matthean portion where 
the statement appears is not paralleled in Luke 6 and 
since the wording is so different.“ It is possible that 
two distinct sayings in the sermon are present, 
especially since the later Matthean statement relates 
the rule explicitly to the Law and Prophets, a legal 
consideration that Luke consistently omits from his 
version of the sermon.* This third possibility strikes 
me as plausible. If not, a Lucan reorganization is 
likely, given that he already shortened the sermon to 
remove legal elements. 

The verse has roots in the OT. In Lev. 19:18, one 
is commanded to love one’s neighbor as oneself. The 
exhortation in Luke is simple: treat others as you 
wish they would treat you. That it is stated positively 
adds to the level of demand. It is not simply a 
command to avoid unfair treatment that one might 
not wish for oneself. Rather, it is a command to give 
the same sensitive consideration to others that one 
might want others to give. The idea of how we wish 
(BEAw, theld) to be treated supplies this more 
demanding standard. 

It is sometimes argued that Jesus is unique in this 
positive emphasis, but an examination of Jewish, 
Greek, and Roman parallels shows this to be an 


overstatement (so Ellis 1974: 115; Carson 1978: 112; 
but see Nolland 1989: 298). The position is right, 
however, in noting that Jesus is not arguing a 
utilitarian position that says, “Do this to them so they 
will do it to you.” The love in view here is 
unconditional. Jesus is not alone in this rule, though 
the force with which he said it is among the strongest 
expressions of this idea. There are Jewish (nos. 1-8; 
SB 1:459--60),_classical (nos. 9-11), and Chinese (no. 
12) parallels to the Golden Rule:“ 


1. Rabbi Hillel: “What is hateful to you, do not 
do to your neighbor, that is the whole Torah, 
while the rest is commentary” (b. Sab. 31a).* In 
this form, the wording is very close to Matt. 
7.12. 

2. Sirach 31:15: “Judge a fellow guest’s needs by 
your own.” This statement is given in a positive 
form, though its scope is limited to hospitality. 

3. Tobit 4:15: “What you hate, do to no one.” 
This statement is parallel to Hillel’s. 

4. Testament of Naphtali (Hebrew version) 1.6: 
“None should do to his neighbor what he does 
not like for himself” (Schürmann 1969: 349 n. d; 
Nolland 1989: 298; Charles 1913: 2.361). 


5. Letter of Aristeas 207: “Just as you do not 
wish evil to befall you, but to participate in all 
that is good, so you should deal with those 
subject to you and with offenders and you should 
admonish men true and very gently, for God 
deals with all men with gentleness.” This advice 
is obviously given to someone in power. The 
relation to the Golden Rule is vague, but 
interestingly the advice concludes with God’s 
treatment of people, as does Luke 6:36. 

6. Philo, Hypothetica 7.6: “Whatever things 
anyone hates to suffer, let him not do.” This 
remark is close to Hillel and Tobit, but there is 
dispute whether the text is Philo’s (see Colson 
1941: 407-13). 

7. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan on Lev. 19:18: “But 
you should love your neighbor himself as that 
though there be (cause for) hatred with you; you 
may not do (evil) to him: I am the Lord.” As one 
can see, the parallel is distant at best and looks 
more like Luke 6:27. 

8. 2 Enoch 61.2: “That which a person makes 
request for his soul, in the same manner let him 
behave toward every living soul.” This wording 


is positive in tone and may come the closest to 
Jesus’ statement in emphasis. 

9. Herodotus 3.142: “I will not myself do that 
which I account blameworthy in my neighbor.” 
This statement is really a personal ethic and is 
not clearly directed at others. It is the Golden 
Rule stated in a rather self-focused way. Thus, in 
tone it is not quite the same. 

10. Isocrates, Nicocles (Cyprians) 49, 61: 
“Display no less concern in my interests than in 
your own. ... Do not do to others that which 
angers you when they do it to you.” The first 
quotation is really the Golden Rule in reverse, 
applying its results to the speaker! It is selfishly 
or at least inwardly directed. The second 
quotation is the rule stated negatively and 
involves only that which invokes irritation. 

11. Seneca, On Benefits 2.1.1: “Let us give in the 
manner that would have been acceptable if we 
had been receiving.” This idea is stated 
positively and is close in tone to Jesus’ remarks. 

12. Confucius, Analects 15.23: “What you do not 
want done to yourself, do not do to others” 
(Creed 1930: 94). The parallel is stated 
negatively, as were those by Hillel and Isocrates. 


These parallels show that Jesus called for what many 
other moralists did: one should treat others with the 
respect and sensitivity that one would wish from 
them. Jesus states the rule, however, in the most 
emphatic and positive form (Nolland 1989: 298). In 
discussing the rule, Danker (1988: 147) makes a 
crucial point about its application: Jesus’ idea is not, 
“The way I want things done is the way I should do it 
to others”—in the sense that if I wish to be left alone, 
I should be aloof from other people. The rule 
assumes the note of concern for others expressed in 
the context by 6:27—30. Thus, it describes a love that 
is sensitive to others and aware of their preferences. 
In effect, one may fairly paraphrase the rule this way: 
“As you wish to be treated with sensitivity to your 
preferences, so treat others with sensitivity to their 
preferences.” 


iv. Three Illustrations of Radical Love (6:32- 
34) 


In the following three illustrations of 6:32—34, Jesus 
uses negative examples to show that the disciple’s 
love is to be different from the sinner’s love. Each 
illustration takes an example of love and asks what is 
special about it, given that even sinners love this way. 


The key phrase is Tota úuřv XApLG EOTLV (poia 
hymin charis estin, what credit is that to you?) in 
6:32, 33, 34. Thus, by raising the matter in this way, 
the implication is clear that disciples are to exhibit a 
more demanding love. Each example in this section 
is paired with the more radically expressed examples 
of 6:27--30 (Ellis 1974: 115): 6:32 is tied to 6:27a, 
6:33 to 6:27b, and 6:34 to 6:30a. 


(1) If You Love Only Those Who Love You, 
What Credit is It? (6:32) 


6:32 The first illustration concerns loving only those 
who love you. Most of the wording differences in the 
parallel Matt. 5:46 are stylistic variations. Exceptions 
include Matthew’s use of áv (ean, if) instead of 
Luke’s ei (ei, if) and Matthew’s use of ULOBOV 
(misthon, reward) instead of Luke’s yaptc (charis, 
favor). But since the Lucan term refers to God’s 
favorable response, the meanings of the terms are 
virtually synonymous, as Luke 6:35 shows (Marshall 
1978: 262; Fitzmyer 1981: 640). 

There is no hint of a conditional motivation for 
love in the exhortation. The ancient world often lived 
on the premise, “Do good to others, so they will do 
good to you.” But Jesus’ command is set forth 


without any such hidden agenda. It is love for love’s 
sake, which is why it is so commendable and 
distinctive. Second Clement 13.4 makes this point 
explicitly: “For when they hear from us that God 
says, ‘It is no credit to you if you love them that love 
you, but it is a credit to you if you love your enemies 
and those who hate you,’ when they hear this they 
wonder at this extraordinary goodness; but when they 
see that we not only do not love those who hate us, 
but do not even love those who love us, they laugh us 
to scorn, and the name is blasphemed.” This second- 
century Christian comment is an excellent 
commentary on the text and the effects of not 
following it (also Didache 1.3; Ignatius, Polycarp 
2.1): 

The text is clear. If you love those who love you, 
what is the credit in that? In other words, why should 
God give a gracious response to such action? XApıG 
describes God’s favorable response and is equivalent 
to ULOOOV in Matt. 5:46 (Liefeld 1984: 894). Xaptc 
is probably Lucan in that Luke uses the word eight 
times, but it does not appear in Matthew or Mark 
(Schürmann 1969: 353 n. 77; Guelich 1982: 231). 
For the use of yaptc as the favorable response of 


God, note the point of Luke 6:35 (Conzelmann, 
TDNT 9:392 n. 152; 1 Cor. 9:16 variant; 1 Pet. 2:19). 

Love given only to those who love you is the type 
of love that sinners have and is nothing special. Luke 
has AQUAPTWAOL (hamartöloi, sinners) while Matt. 
5:46 speaks of TEAWVAL (telönai, tax collectors). 
Schürmann (1969: 353 n. 79) argues that Matthew 
made the audience more specific, for he alone pairs 
tax collector and Gentile (Matt. 18:17). But one 
example hardly establishes a pattern. It is more likely 
that Luke appropriately generalized the remark in all 
the examples because a tax collector was viewed in 
the culture as the exemplary sinner (Fitzmyer 1981: 
640; Danker 1988: 148; Rengstorf, TDNT 1:328). 
Matthew’s point would be, in effect, that even the 
most notorious sinner, the tax collector, loves this 
way, while Luke makes the simple point that sinners 
love this way. Jesus wishes to highlight the everyday 
quality of this love, as the introduction to the remark 
shows. Kal yap (kai gar) is emphatic: “For even 
sinners do this!” The world’s standard of love is not 
enough according to Jesus. 


(2) If You Do Good Only to Those Who Do 
Good to You, What Credit is It? (6:33) 


6:33 The second illustration involves doing good 
and probably parallels 6:32 in structure (depending 
on a textual issue), while recalling 6:27b. There is no 
Matthean parallel to this verse, though many see 
Luke generalizing from Matt. 5:47, where one greets 
only a relative. It is said that Luke expands the 
reference to include all doing of good (Marshall 
1978: 263; Klostermann 1929: 81). But if a distinct 

summary is present, as I argue, then a distinct saying 
is possible, as the parallel to 6:27b suggests. 

The verse itself is direct. If you do good only for 
those who do good to you, that love is no different 
from the love displayed by people in general. There 
is no favor from God for such limited love. 
Ayadortoı Te (agathopoiete) speaks of concrete 
acts of good to others. Again, Luke moves from the 
attitude of love in 6:32 to the visible expression of it 
in 6:33. Luke loves to record not just the emotion that 
God desires, but the clear expression of it as well. 
The term dyadoTtoL&w is rare in the NT, but is used 
to describe positive ethical action, usually by God, 
both in the LXX and NT (Num. 10:32; Judg. 17:13; 


Plummer 1896: 187; Grundmann, TDNT 1:17). The 


attitude contrasts with Sir. 12:7: “Help a good person, 
not a sinner” (Danker 1988: 148). 


(3) If You Lend Only for Return, What Credit 
is It? (6:34) 


6:34 The third illustration involves the lending of 
money and looks back to 6:30a. There is no parallel 
to this verse in the corresponding section of Matthew, 
though Matt. 5:42, which comes earlier in the 
sermon, has a similar idea. However, Matt. 5:42 
already has a parallel in Luke 6:30a. Because Luke 
6:34 and Matt. 5:42 use Sav(e)iCw (danl[e]izö, to 
lend), some suggest that Luke is aware of Matthew’s 
statement and has framed a third parallel 
(Klostermann 1929: 81; Bultmann 1963: 96; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 640). But Matthew uses the middle 
voice, while Luke has the active. It seems odd that 
the term appears here in Luke and not in Luke 6:30, 
if Luke is aware of Matthew’s statement, since that is 
the place to express the agreement. More than likely, 
Luke has not created the saying (Marshall 1978: 
263). In fact, this is another detail that favors an 
independent source for the sermon. 

The verse’s structure parallels the two previous 
examples. If you lend only to those from whom you 


expect to receive back, what favor does that bring 
you before God? Aav(€)iGw looks to loaning money, 
which in a Jewish context would not include interest 
(Exod. 22:25 [22:24 MT]; Lev. 25:35-37; Deut. 
23:19-20 [23:20-21 MT]; Luce 1933: 149; Liefeld 
1984: 894). Such no-interest loans protected the poor 
and were a sign of piety (Ps. 15:5; Prov. 28:8; Danker 
1988: 148). Jesus says that to loan only to those who 
will respond likewise is no different from how 
sinners loan to sinners. Sinners make safe loans to 
each other. 

The meaning of this safe-loan idea depends on how 
the end of the verse— “for even sinners lend to 
sinners in order that they might receive back the 
same”—-is interpreted (Stählin, TDNT 3:344-45). 
Several options are offered for the meaning of the 
final phrase: 


1. It refers to gaining full repayment of principal 
and interest (Plummer 1896: 187). 

2. It refers to repayment of principal only 
(Bultmann, TDNT 2:534, who favors this and the 
previous view). 

3. It refers to a lender who loans so that if a 
future need arises the lender can get a loan too 


(Luce 1933: 149; Marshall 1978: 263; Godet 
1875: 1.326; Klostermann 1929: 81 [mentions 
this option]; Liefeld 1984: 894). 

4. It refers to both the financial issue (the 
charging of interest) and the mutuality required 
before anything is done (Bovon 1989: 317-18 
notes five views and prefers this; his fifth view is 
to lend to non-Christians, but give to Christians). 


Marshall (1978: 263) argues against the first two 
views. Lending with no expectation of repayment 
makes dav(E)LCW mean “giving a gift,” a meaning 
that the term cannot bear. If view 3 is right, “I loan so 
that I might get a loan in the future,” then the idea is, 
“T loan so that I can protect my future stability. I loan 
to protect myself, not to meet a need.” The lending 
becomes motivated by selfish concerns, a perspective 
that fits Jesus’ criticisms. Thus, one should not loan 
only in hopes of obtaining a future loan (view 3), 
since there is no credit in making a loan selfishly. 
The other views force the (va clause in 6:34b to 
mean, “For even sinners lend to sinners so that they 
might receive payment back.” As Marshall notes, one 
does not really lend just for the purpose of being paid 
back, which the (va clause must mean in views 1 and 


2, but one lends with the hope of being treated 
similarly in the future, if the need arises.“ Thus, view 
3 is best, though view 4 is possible. 

On this understanding, Jesus is saying that the “P Il 
scratch your back, if you scratch mine” approach to 
meeting needs is not an example of a disciple’s love. 
One should give without strings attached. Besides, if 
one meets needs only for people who can meet one’s 
future needs, how do the real needs of the needy, who 
cannot repay, get met? If the OT law surrounding 
lending tried to protect the weak of the community, 
then such conditional lending undercuts that 
protection (see esp. Deut. 15:7-11). 


v. Summary on Love: Call to Be Gracious 
Like God (6:35) 
(1) Love Your Enemies (6:35a) 
(2) Do Good (6:35b) 
(3) Lend and Expect Nothing (6:35c) 


6:35a—c Luke summarizes and repeats the three 
exhortations of 6:32—34: “love your enemies” in 
6:35a matches 6:32, “do good” in 6:35b recalls 6:33, 
and “lend and expect nothing” in 6:35c restates 6:34 
— illustrations that in turn look back to 6:27, 30. 


Thus, this verse ties the subunit together, and the 
exhortations here mean what they did in those verses. 
But with the exhortations come notes of promise 
about reward and a relationship with God. The 
disciple should reflect God’s gracious character to the 
immoral and ungrateful. God does see and honor 
such righteousness. 

The only unusual element is found in the command 
to lend (undev ATTEATTLLOVTEG, meden 
apelpizontes), a NT hapax legomenon that is disputed 
both textually and lexically (see the additional note). 
What does ATtTEATLLLW mean? Some give it its normal 
meaning and translate it “despairing nothing” 
(Plummer 1896: 188; Isa. 29:19; 1 Clem. 59.3; Sir. 
22:21; 27:21; 2 Macc. 9:18). The meaning in this 
case is to lend and not despair or be concerned 
whether you will see the money paid back. Most, 
however, see the normal meaning as being foreign to 
the context and opt for a contextually defined sense, 
thus making it equivalent to dav(e)iCw in Luke 
6:34.” The idea is to lend, “hoping for nothing back”; 
that is, expecting no favor in return. This meaning of 
the term is better than the first view, because it is less 
elliptical and matches the idea of 6:34. What that 
favor would be depends on how 6:34 is taken. If 


money is seen as the point there, a view I reject, then 
repayment is not to be expected. If the possibility of 
borrowing in the future is the point there, then the 
point of 6:35c is to lend without worrying whether 
one can receive credit later. The essential idea in 
either case is to lend without future strings. 


(4) Reward is Great (6:35d) 


6:35d God’s promise for expressing such love is 
reward and a relationship with him. Though some 
equate the reward and the relationship (Godet 1875: 
1.326; Guelich 1982: 96), such an interpretation 
flattens the idea and may even be confusing. The 
emphasis is not on entry into the relationship with 
God as reward, since relationship was bound up in 
the grace-filled invitation of the blessings and woes 
of 6:20-26. Rather, the reward is a response to the 
disciple’s demonstration of God’s character, which 
shows one to be a child of the Most High, displaying 
conduct typical of the Father (Guelich 1982: 230). 
The reward is God’s acknowledgment that he has 
seen this meritorious love and the faithfulness it 
reflects. It is the Father’s pleasure at evidencing 
kinship with God. Reward is God’s favor/blessing for 
doing that which is noteworthy. It is not merit for 


salvation; but recognition of being a faithful son or 
daughter (Luke 6:23; Matt. 5:9). The reward reflects 
Yyaptc (charis, divine favor) in Luke 6:32-34 in 
response to having done something more. First 
Corinthians 4:4—5 notes that God’s praise comes with 
the reward. So the reward is not the blessing of life, 
but the Father’s pleasure and affirmation at the 
disciple’s having been a faithful steward by loving in 
a way that goes beyond the sinner’s love. 


(5) Result Reflects a Relationship with God 
(6:35e) 


6:35e Thus, disciples who love their enemies visibly 
demonstrate their pedigree to the Father. They have 
imitated God and shown themselves fully faithful to 
their Father. In Judaism, a relationship with God was 
seen as a privilege of members of the divine new era 
(Sir. 4:10; Ps. Sol. 17.27; 1 Enoch 62.11; T. Moses 
10.3; Jub. 1.24—25; Danker 1988: 149; Schiirmann 
1969: 355 n. 94). For the early church, love is seen as 
a mark of that relationship (1 John 3:1; 4:7-12; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 640). Exhortations in the NT Letters 
to imitate God’s character have roots in exhortations 
like this (Eph. 4:31-5:1). 


(6) Basis: God’s Mercy (6:35f) 


6:35f The reason (OTL, hoti, for) for the exhortation 
is God’s very character. He also is gracious to the 
immoral and ungrateful, so that anyone who treats 
people in a similar manner reflects relationship with 
God. The Father is described as gracious (XPNOTOG, 
chrestos, often translated “good” in English versions) 
frequently in the OT, as well as in the NT (Ps. 25:8 


136:1 [135:1 LXX]; 145:9 [144:9 LXX]; 1 Pet. 2:3; 
Rom. 2:4; Matt. 11:30). Psalm 112:4-5 [111:4—5 
LXX] places the gracious God and the gracious 
person side by side, just as this text does.” As 
Plummer (1896: 189) notes, “The moral likeness 
proves the parentage.” Such love reflects God’s 
character to others and shows our identity with God. 
Jesus’ teaching has roots in OT praise of God’s 
character (K. Weiss, TDNT 9:487). 

Matthew 5:44—45 has a similar summary, though 
Matthew includes an additional illustration of God’s 
graciousness about the shining of the sun on the 
immoral and good, as well as the sending of rain on 
the righteous and unrighteous. Some argue that 
Matthew reworked the tradition (Guelich 1982: 229- 


30), while others suggest that Luke simplified the 
reference (Plummer 1896: 189; Marshall 1978: 265). 
Either is possible, but a third possibility also exists. 
Each writer simply reflected the distinct summaries 
of his source. The examples already noted in the 
sermon for such a possibility raise its likelihood here 
as well. It is hard to know what is the exact 
relationship between the various wordings, though it 
is clear that Matthew and Luke make the same point: 
gracious love is recognized by God and imitates his 
character.” The believer is called to graciously love 
all, even one’s enemies. In fact, such love uniquely 
marks out God’s child. 


vi. Love and the Standard of Mercy (6:36) 


6:36 The exhortation to love graciously suggests 
another trait that is reflective of God’s character: 
mercy. This attribute prevents one from being overly 
harsh in judgment and prevents one from being quick 
to pounce on the evildoer (Danker 1988: 151). The 
OT frequently describes God’s kind compassion with 
the term OiKTIPUWV (oiktirmön, merciful: Exod. 
34:6; Deut. 4:31; Joel 2:13; Jon. 4:2; 2 Sam. 24:14 
[OLKTLPUOÖG, oiktirmos, mercy]; Isa. 63:15; BAGD 
561; BAA 1138; Bultmann, TDNT 5:159-61, esp. nn. 


17, 18, 21, 22). A similar concept is frequent in 
Judaism: “As our Father is merciful in heaven, so be 
merciful on earth” (Tg. Ps.-J. on Lev. 22:28; so also 
Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 
15:2 [= Lauterbach: 1933-35: 2.28] [God has a rule 
of mercy]; Sipre 49 on Deut. 11:22 [= Neusner 1987: 
1.164]; SB 2:159; Marshall 1978: 265). The point is 
the same as in Luke 6:35: the disciples are to imitate 
their heavenly Father. God’s character is the guide for 
our character. 

The relationship to Matthew is much discussed, 
since Matthew’s key term is not OLKTIPUWV but 
TEAELOG (teleios, fully mature or perfect). TEAELOG 
fits Matthew’s emphasis, since he presents the 
sermon in terms of a personal righteousness that 
exceeds even that ofthe Pharisees (Matt. 5:20). It 
also has OT roots (Deut. 18:13; Lev. 19:2 
[conceptually]; Schürmann 1969: 360; Creed 1930: 
96; Delling, TDNT 8:74). The term is unique to 
Matthew among the evangelists (cf. Matt. 19:21 = 
Mark 10:21). These features suggest that Matthew 
chose a synonym for Luke’s wording (which reflects 
the original wording). Nonetheless, opinions remain 
divided on the relationship (Schürmann 1969: 360 
n. 119). 


Those who believe that Matthew reflects the 
original wording allude to an Aramaic wordplay in 
the Matthean form of the verse and argue that Luke 
simplified the reference for his audience.** Those 
who favor Luke’s wording cite the link to ypnotoc 
in Luke 6:35 and argue for the OT roots of the 
concept. They also note that Matthew’s use of 
TEAELOC uniquely belongs to him (Creed 1930: 96; 
Marshall 1978: 265; Schiirmann 1969: 360; Guelich 
1982: 233-34; Matt. 19:21 and nowhere else in the 
Gospels). Since the saying’s placement is so similar, 
it is likely that the same saying is in view. Matthew 
has probably chosen TEAELOG to express the maturity 
that is required of one who exercises such mercy 
(Nolland 1989: 300, citing Dupont 1966b for 
support). 

Luke alone of the evangelists uses OLKTIPUWV, but 
it appears only here. Interestingly, James 5:11 uses 
the term, and it is generally recognized that James 
has many parallels to the sermon material (see 
excursus 7). Therefore, Luke seems to reflect the 
original wording, but Matthew gives an accurate 
rendering of it in terms of the standard of 
righteousness that Jesus presented in the sermon. 


vii. Four Exhortations on Judgment (6:37-38a) 


(1) Do Not Judge and You Will Not Be Judged 
(6:37a) 


6:37a Mercy expresses itself in terms of a hesitation 
to hold another down in condemnation. In a real 
sense the four imperatives of this subunit need to be 
taken together. In fact, the imperatives come in two 
pairs followed by a promise. The judgment in view 
does not refer to a refusal to engage in appropriate 
ethical evaluation, as numerous NT passages show 
(in the same sermon: Matt. 7:1-2, with 7:6; also Luke 
11:42-44; 20:46-47; John 7:42, 51-53; Rom. 1:32; 1 
Cor. 5:5, 11-13; Gal. 1:8-9; Phil. 3:2; Titus 3:2; 1 
John 4:1). The idea is rather a judgmental and 
censorious perspective toward others that holds them 
down in guilt and never seeks to encourage them 
toward God. What is commanded is an attitude that is 
hesitant to condemn and quick to forgive. What is 
prohibited is an arrogance that reacts with hostility to 
the worldly and morally lax, viewing such people as 
beyond God’s reach. What is censured by Jesus is an 
attitude like that of the Pharisee in Luke 18:11-14 
(also 5:29-32; Ellis 1974: 116; Marshall 1978: 265— 


66). Büchsel defines it well (TDNT 3:939; see also 
p. 923): 


What is unconditionally demanded is that such evaluations should be 
subject to the certainty that God’s judgment falls also on those who 
judge, so that superiority, hardness and blindness to one’s own faults 
are excluded, and a readiness to forgive and to intercede is 
safeguarded. The emphatic way in which Jesus extended the law of 
love in this direction has far-reaching consequences. It means that the 
Church cannot practice discipline with merciless severity (2 C[or]. 
11:24). It means that the Church cannot take up a hard, contemptuous 


and supercilious attitude towards those whom it regards as sinners. 


Such an attitude is really self-righteousness and 
usurps God’s role (Rom. 14:10-13; James 2:4; 4:11- 
12). 

Jesus’? command has some Jewish parallels, though 
again Jesus’ emphasis is perhaps stronger. In a 
citation attributed to the late first century B.C. (see 
n. 45 for a caveat about this date), Rabbi Hillel said: 
“Judge not your neighbor until you come into his 
place” (m. ‚Abot 2.5). His point is that until one 
knows the circumstances one should not judge. M. 
‚Abot 1.6 speaks about regarding someone with 
mercy: “When you judge any man, incline the 
balance in his favor.” The principle of divine 


response based on how we treat others surfaces as 
well in m. Sota 1.7: “With what measure a man 
metes, it shall be measured to him again” (Luke 6:38; 
SB 1:441—42: b. Sab. 127b; b. B. Mes.. 59b; Polycarp 
2.3; 1 Clem. 13.2). 


(2) Do Not Condemn and You Will Not Be 
Condemned (6:37b) 


6:37b Jesus notes that God promises to treat us as 
we treat others. God is gracious to those who are 
gracious. He will not judge those who do not judge. 
He will not condemn those who do not condemn. He 
will forgive those who forgive. The demand that the 
follower be gracious grows out of God’s graciousness 
extended to us. God promises to deal with each 
person, but the tone of his dealings is influenced by 
how that person deals with others. The nature of this 
judgment by God not only involves the ultimate 
eschatological judgment, but it relates to how he 
deals with people in life (see 6:38; 11:4; 12:48; esp. 
18:30). Jeremias (1963a: 222) shows the association 
with the thought of rewards (Luke 6:38; 14:14; Matt. 
5:12; 6:20; 19:28-29). The righteous and merciful 
store up heavenly treasure. God is gracious to those 


who humbly show mercy, but he scorns the proud 
(James 4:1-10). 


(3) Forgive and You Will Be Forgiven (6:37c) 


6:37c We are to forgive, because God has forgiven 
us (Eph. 4:32). Schürmann (1969: 361 n. 127) makes 
the point that in living this way one is not to pretend 
that another person is innocent when he or she is 
guilty; but rather one is not to hold an action 
permanently against that other person. It is not 
acquittal, but amnesty that is in view (Luke 11:4; 
Matt. 6:12, 14-15; 18:27-35; 2 Macc. 12:45). It is 
also clear that what is in view here is fundamentally 
an individual ethic and not a governmental one, since 
the state is charged with creating an environment 
where its citizens are safe. The courts have the right 
to sentence the guilty. Jesus did not deny the right of 
Caesar to exist nor did he deny the roles of the 
soldier or tax collector (also John the Baptist in Luke 
3:12-14; 20:20-26 and Paul in Rom. 13:1-4; 1 Tim. 
2:1-4). It is also clear that defending moral standards 
is not prohibited by this teaching. The passage does 
not deny the right to moral evaluation. What is 
warned against is evaluating others with such a 
harshness that the result is an unforgiving attitude 


and an approach that ceases to hold out hope as if 
someone is beyond God’s reach. The text’s emphasis 
is on reflecting mercy, being able to forgive, and 
refusing to judge harshly.” 


(4) Give and You Will Be Given to (6:38a) 


6:38a Jesus also calls for generosity, while giving a 
promise. The one who gives will also receive. Jesus 
notes that generosity will be honored by God. The 
reverse of this idea is stated in the NT Letters: those 
be hindered (1 Pet. 3:7-12). To the generous, God is 
generous. 


viii. Standard: You Will Be Judged by How You 
Judge (6:38b) 


6:38b The promise is graphically illustrated with the 
image of counting out grain in abundance. The steps 
(a good measure, pressed down, shaken together, and 
running over) show the overflow of blessing. 
Jeremias (1963a: 222 n. 67) describes the process 
behind the language: 


The measuring of the corn is a process which is carried out according 
to an established pattern. The seller crouches on the ground with the 


measure between his legs. First of all he fills the measure three- 


quarters full and gives it a good shake with a rotatory motion to make 
the grains settle down. Then he fills the measure to the top and gives 
it another shake. Next he presses the corn together strongly with 
both hands. Finally he heaps it into a cone, tapping it carefully to 
press the grains together; from time to time he bores a hole in the 
cone and pours a few more grains into it, until there is literally no 
more room for a single grain. In this way, the purchaser is guaranteed 


an absolutely full measure; it cannot hold more. 


This is the full measure that comes from God into the 
lap of the one who gives. KOAmtov (kolpon, lap) is 
actually the pocket created by the fold of the robe 
(Plummer 1896: 189; Nolland 1989: 301; Exod. 4:6; 
Ps. 74:11 [73:11 LXX]; 79:12 [78:12 LXX ]; Isa. 
The passive verb AVTLWETPNONGETAL 
(antimetrethésetai, it will be measured back) 
expresses God’s promise to reward the disciple’s 
gracious actions toward others (Fitzmyer 1981: 641; 
Schneider 1977a: 158). The person’s activity sets the 
standard of God’s reaction, which does not so much 
involve the eschatological judgment of one’s 
salvation before God as it involves God’s evaluation 
of the character of one’s life and the pleasure he 
expresses at the way one has lived. In fact, some of 


the divine response may spill over into how God 
treats one in this life (Luke 18:30; Jeremias 1963a: 
222; Bertram, TDNT 7:69-70; Deissner, TDNT 
4:634). 

Marshall (1978: 267) notes that the imagery is 
thoroughly Palestinian and that the verse, which has 
no parallel, could not be from Luke’s hand but is 
from a parallel tradition (also Schürmann 1969: 363). 
This origin is made even more likely when one notes 
that Matt. 7:2 uses the phrase at the end of the verse 
to warn about judgment, while Luke uses it to hold 
out the promise of blessing. Of course, both 
applications are legitimate, because a person can 
measure others either harshly or generously. Luke’s 
positive thrust may relate contextually to the positive 
call of 6:35. In sum, the standard one uses in relation 
to others is the standard that God will apply. 

Such imagery was common among the ancients (m. 
Sota 1.7; CD 2.13; SB 2:221; see Rüger 1969 for the 
Jewish parallels and Couroyer 1970 for extrabiblical 
parallels outside of Judaism). The rabbis held that 
God could measure by one of two balances: justice or 
mercy (Lev. Rab. 29.3 on 23:24). Jesus may well be 
alluding to this option and noting the abundant 
blessing that comes with generosity, though one 


should be quick to note that such generosity need not 
be equated with prosperity, since it is God’s 
forgiveness and absence of condemnation that are in 
view. In fact, the major blessing is intimate 
fellowship with God, new relationships with other 
believers, and the presence of his transforming power 
in life (Luke 18:29-30). One suspects that effective 
prayer is the result of such generosity (1 Pet. 3:7—9). 


c. Parabolic Call to Righteousness, Fruit, and 
Wise Building (6:39-49) 


The sermon concludes with three parables that warn 
the disciples to take Jesus’ words seriously and use 
them as a basis of self-examination. The first, 6:39— 
42, is actually a three-part picture. There is a warning 
about the ineffectual guidance that a blind person 
provides for other blind people (6:39). There is a 
recognition that a pupil becomes like the teacher 
(6:40). And there is the exhortation to proper self- 
evaluation before moving to evaluate others (6:41— 
42). So one should choose one’s teachers carefully, 
make sure one is going in the right direction, and not 
be too quick to set others straight. This subunit is 
more proverbial in character than parabolic. Jesus is 
giving general counsel. 


The next subunit makes the point that what one 
produces reflects what one is spiritually (6:43-45). 
The exhortation is to examine the quality of one’s 
inner spiritual condition by examining one’s product. 
The product reflects the heart. Again, we are dealing 
with proverbial truth here, since Jesus will also 
mention that false teachers are like wolves in sheep’s 
clothing, so that what one sees from them is not 
necessarily what is inside (Luke 10:3; Matt. 7:15; 
10:16). This proverb, however, is not so much 
concerned with how we are to look at others, but how 
we are to examine ourselves. Jesus’ remarks in this 
are introspective, and the failure to recognize this 
emphasis can lead to a false understanding of the 
text. 

The final subunit is a serious call to heed Jesus 
(6:46-49). The comparison is between two types of 
people: the person with a house on rock (i.e., the one 
who practices Jesus’ teaching) and the person with a 
house on sand (i.e., the one who only hears the 
message but does not practice it). The stress is on 
introspection and application of what Jesus says. 
Jesus closes his sermon by saying, in effect, “Will 
you as a disciple put into practice the love ethic 
proclaimed here?” His desire is not so much to have 


his audience examine if people around them love, but 
to have them look honestly at themselves. 
Unfortunately, the words often have not been applied 
in the way they were designed. 

The passage is dominated by two rhetorical 
features: questions and pairs. The questions raise the 
issue of whom one is following (6:39 [twice], 41, 42, 
46). The pairs suggest the issue of following and also 
divide the imagery of the passage into two parts: 
good and bad (Bovon 1989: 330). The pairs are two 
blind people (6:39), the teacher and the pupil (6:40), 
two brothers (6:41—42), good and bad trees (6:43- 
44), good and evil people (6:45), and two houses 
(6:47-49). The pictures move from asking whom one 
follows to describing two ways of living. The wise 
way is listening to Jesus, while foolishness fails to 
heed him. 


i. Call to Righteousness: Watch Whom You 
Follow and Where You Look (6:39-42) 


(1) Can the Blind Lead the Blind? (6:39) 


6:39 Through various pictures, Jesus pushes the 
disciples to examine themselves. Luke uses the term 
stapaßoAnN (parabole, parable) to describe these 
comparisons (for this term, see the exegesis of 5:36). 


The first picture contains two rhetorical questions, 
which are really statements in which the choice of the 
interrogative particle shows the answer Jesus intends 
in each case. First is the statement that a blind person 
is not able to guide another blind person. The particle 
UNTI (meti, is?) expects a negative answer (Marshall 
1978: 268). The blind leading the blind pictures poor 
spiritual guidance (so Oönyelv, hodegein, to guide: 
Acts 8:31; John 16:13; Ps. 25:5 [24:5 LXX]; 86:11 
[85:11 LXX ]; 119:35 [118:35 LXX]; Michaelis, 
TDNT 5:100). A teacher needs clear vision to avoid 
leading pupils into a pit, dungeon, or black hole. 
There is some debate as to the referent of the blind 
leader. (1) Does Jesus allude to avoiding false 
teachers, because to follow them is disaster 
(Schürmann 1969: 365-79, esp. 3695-66; Fitzmyer 
1981: 642)? Such a sense would parallel Matt. 15:14 
and could fit a context of Jesus’ contrasting himself 
with the Pharisees. However, there is no explicit 
reference to this group in the passage. (2) Does Jesus 
call the disciples to examine themselves and realize 
that only Jesus can lead them (Marshall 1978: 269)? 
Such an understanding argues against seeing a 
parallel here to Matt. 15:14, but honors Luke’s 
introspective context, while also alluding to Luke 


6:37 and the call not to judge. The point in effect is 
this: if you try on your own to lead yourself and 
others spiritually, you are in danger. Jesus is warning 
against self-righteousness and arrogance. Marshall 
also argues that the Lucan form of the saying warns 
disciples, but that the saying’s original setting may 
have been a warning to the Pharisees. This view 
recognizes both senses in the tradition, but argues 
that Luke is interested only in the disciples 
(Rengstorf 1968: 91-92). This approach seems more 
unifying to the Lucan context of introspection, 
though the shadow of the false teachers cannot be far 
off. The setting of Jesus’ words in the sermon means 
that the leaders who lead the wrong way are the 
Pharisees. What allows a bridge into a church setting 
is that the Pharisees’ error—being arrogant and 
judgmental—is one that the disciples must watch for 
and avoid. Jesus says that if you seek to go on your 
Own spiritual intuition or look to other examples you 
will end up fallen and trapped. 

Bovon (1989: 332) brings his own twist to this 
view. He argues that the audience is believers and the 
point is this: so long as you are still blind, do not 
advise. This connects the passage to 6:41-42. Bovon 
sees tension within the community, where some are 


seeking to teach and lead in a way that Luke thinks is 
inappropriate. Bovon compares the situation to that in 
Corinth, where those gripped by spiritual enthusiasm 
were trusting their own instincts and going their own 
way, ignoring those like Paul. The contemporary 
application may be a point of Luke’s concern, but 
again, this is because Jesus’ remark is proverbial and 
timeless. In fact, the emphasis is following Jesus and 
watching to whom you entrust yourself. 

The argument goes as follows. Luke 6:37—38 leads 
into the theme with a transition: “Do not judge, 
forgive”; 6:39 says, “Watch whom you follow”; 6:40 
says, “Watch whom you follow, because you will be 
like your teacher”; 6:41—42 says, “Do not be quick to 
judge, until you are willing to deal with your own 
problems”; 6:43-46 says, “Your heart is evident by 
your fruit, so follow my teaching”; and finally 6:47— 
49 makes clear that there is one example to follow 
and that is Jesus’ teaching. 

The second statement in 6:39 is that, given a blind 
teacher, both teacher and pupils end up going 
nowhere, since they fall into the pit. The particle 
OUyL (ouchi) expects a “yes” answer. All the blind 
will fall into the pit. BO8vvov (bothynon) is a 
reference to a deep pit, not merely a ditch.” As such, 


the image is strong and describes a dive into a 
mammoth hole. The blind leading the blind is a walk 
to disaster. The spiritual process requires care as to 
where we are going and whom we are following (for 
Greek and Jewish parallels, see Schrage, TDNT 
8:275, 285, 292). Simply put, the point is this: since I 
have warned you about judging (6:37—38)—and the 
blind person is no guide—there is no authority except 
Jesus (6:46-49). 

As noted, the proverb’s usage here is not the same 
as Matt. 15:14, which addresses the Pharisees 
directly and has a distinct setting (the parallel in the 
Gospel of Thomas 34 is like Matthew). Since it is a 
proverb, there is no need to insist on the same 
application of it in every use. Jesus could reuse 
imagery in a variety of ways. Thus, the quest for its 
original setting is useless, since two distinct uses are 
present in the NT (contra Michaelis, TDNT 5:100 
n. 16). 


(2) The Pupil is Like the Teacher (6:40) 


6:40 To solidify the warning, Jesus turns to the 
importance of choosing an instructor, given that the 
pupil is like the teacher. In our day, the expression 
“like parent, like child” portrays what one encounters 


in this passage: “like teacher, like student.” In a 
context where the potential of following a blind 
teacher is raised (6:39), a point of the passage is to be 
careful whom you follow. 

The picture is laid out in two steps. First, Jesus 
makes the general point that a pupil is not greater 
than (UTTEP, hyper) the teacher.‘ In the ancient 
world, the teacher-pupil relationship was a personal 
one, since one learned by oral instruction rather than 
by books, which were not readily available. One 
virtually lived alongside the teacher. In addition, 
these teachers were followed, because they were 
regarded as authorities (Rengstorf, TDNT 4:442; SB 
1:577-78; Marshall 1978: 269). One chose not 
simply to get information or to challenge the 
teaching, but to follow a teacher by adopting the 
teaching. Thus, and here is the second step, the 
disciple becomes like the teacher, because of the 
nature of the teacher-pupil relationship. 

Though the general thrust of the verse is clear, the 
exact application of Jesus’ teaching to his setting is 
disputed (Marshall 1978: 269-70): 


1. Only agreement with the teacher (Jesus) gives 
the disciples authority to teach (Wellhausen 
1904: 25). In this view, the focus of the passage 


is solely on Jesus’ authority. Though this is a 
point of the passage, the examples from the 
context (6:43-45) are too negative for the 
meaning to be this narrow. 

2. No pupil will see clearly if following a blind 
teacher. Thus, the passage is a warning not to 
follow the Pharisees (Godet 1875: 1.329-30). 
This view relies on the previous context (6:37— 
39). Hendriksen (1978: 361 n. 271) objects that, 
since the verse is stated positively, emphasizing 
the idea of being fully taught, it is not intended to 
convey a negative thrust. Hendriksen’s criticism, 
however, fails to deal with the negative imagery 
that precedes and follows this passage. The 
problem with the view is the lack of any clear 
reference in the sermon to the Pharisees. 

3. Do not behave differently from Jesus; that is, 
do not judge. This approach ties the verse into 
the following verses (Schweizer 1984: 126). One 
wonders, though, if it deals with the connection 
to 6:39. 

4. Do not go beyond Jesus’ teaching, as the false 
teachers do. This approach has a church setting 
in view, though one can note that such a setting 
is not required if disciples are the audience 


(Schürmann 1969: 368-69; Danker 1988: 153; 
Wiefel 1988: 139 [the Twelve as community, 
which is too narrow of a setting]). 


Which view is most likely to be correct? It would 
seem that the fourth view has the most going for it. 
Contextually, 6:40 is a bridge between the danger of 
following the blind leader and the warning about 
judging. The connection between those two sections 
is the danger of attributing too great an authority to 
oneself. The error of spiritual blindness is often that it 
thinks it sees. Blind people may think they know 
where they are going but do not, while those who 
judge the specks in others are too busy examining 
others to see their own faults correctly. In both cases 
the danger is a lack of self-examination and a sense 
of overconfidence. The solution is to not go beyond 
the teacher, who will clearly emerge as Jesus in 6:46— 
49. This sense needs one qualification: even though 
the Pharisees linger in the background of Jesus’ 
saying, in Luke’s day the application would be to 
anyone who shared their error of arrogance. Luke’s 
point is this: do not err, pick the right teacher (i.e., 
Jesus or one who truly follows him). The warning is 
proverbial and fits the setting of Jesus’ ministry, 
though its application is timeless. 


This pupil-teacher imagery appears in various 
passages with various applications, a point that is not 
surprising for a proverbial saying. Luke 22:27; Matt. 
10:24; and John 13:16; 15:20 use this picture or a 
similar servant-master picture to express the idea that 
the product is like the producer. Thus, efforts (e.g., 
Leaney 1958: 138) to decide which saying was given 
in the original setting and which sayings came later 
stumble in assuming that Jesus could use this proverb 
in only one setting and in only one way (so correctly 
Godet 1875: 1.330; against this is Leaney, who 
argues that none of the Gospel contexts are original!). 
Luke 22:27 and John 13:16 argue that one should not 
set oneself above the teacher, but be a servant. 
Matthew 10:24 and John 15:20 argue that the servant 
should not expect to be treated differently than the 
master. All the examples share an assumption that 
Jesus’ disciples are called to be like him. The history 
of the relationship of these sayings to one another is 
simply that they share similar imagery, rather than 
reflect a development of a single saying. 


(3) Remove Your Own Logs Before Others’ 
Specks (6:41-42) 


6:41 Jesus continues to warn about self- 
righteousness, with an image that plays on the picture 
of sight, as did 6:39. But it is the hyperbolic 
construction of the rhetorical questions that carries 
the passage’s emotive force. The contrast is a simple 
one between perceiving a speck and considering a 
builder’s beam.” The speck, KAp@OG (karphos), is a 
small flake of wood, chaff, or straw (BAGD 405; 
BAA 823; Plummer 1896: 191). The beam, 60KOC 
(dokos), is the main beam of a building (BAGD 203; 
BAA 408; Hendriksen 1978: 362). Both KAPpoG 
and Ö60KÖG are used six times in the NT: three times 
in Matt. 7:3-5 and three times in Luke 6:41—42. The 
contrast could hardly be greater. Why is the critic 
concerned about the dust in someone’s eye, when a 
huge beam protrudes from the critic’s own eye? Of 
course, the speck and beam are figures for personal 
faults that are worthy of correction. The point is 
simple: What nerve someone with major problems 
has to be concerned about minor problems in 
someone else. The obvious response is that one 
should not worry about the person with minor 
problems while one has unresolved major problems 
to face. One should be self-critical before thinking 
about being critical of others. Jesus says not to 


patronize others with your expert advice if you have 
not dealt with your own problems first (Danker 1988: 
153). Rather, consider or take careful notice, 
KATAVOEIG (katanoeis), of your own beam.” 


6:42 The illustration continues with a second 
rhetorical question: How is one for whom a major 
problem still exists able to criticize someone with a 
small problem? Again, the emotive force of the 
question gives an answer: What nerve! ‘YMOKPLTa 
(hypokrita, hypocrite) makes it clear that someone 
with this attitude stands rebuked. The term 
ÜTIOKPLTNG is descriptive, meaning “play-actor” 
(Wilckens, TDNT 8:567-68; BAGD 845; BAA 1684; 
Danker 1988: 154; fourteen of its eighteen NT uses 
are in Matthew; see also Luke 12:56 and 13:15). It 
suggests an insincerity in someone who fails to deal 
with self. One pretends that sin offends while 
ignoring one’s own sin (Plummer 1896: 191)! In fact, 
in Judaism, ÜTTOKPLTNG often referred to the godless 
or deceitful (Fitzmyer 1981: 642; 2 Macc. 6:25; T. 
Ben. 6.4—5; Ps. Sol. 4.6-7). Foolish arrogance insists 
on carefully examining others, while not paying any 
attention to obvious faults in oneself. 


The advice that follows is interesting, for it does 
not tell someone never to deal with other people’s 
problems. Rather, it says to take care of the major 
problem in your life and then you will be able to help 
someone else—as if by taking care of your own 
problem, you can see better to deal sensitively with 
someone else’s problem ( Gal. 6:1). To correct 
“obscured vision,” be self-critical and then take 
appropriate action. Through those lessons one is 
better placed to aid others. Thus, after humble self- 
examining to remove the beam, one can see to help 
someone else. AtaßA&bbeıg (diablepseis) shows that 
by working through one’s own problems, one can see 
more clearly. 

Jesus’ teaching has many cultural parallels 
(Marshall 1978: 270; Fitzmyer 1981: 642-43; SB 
1:446-47). In the fifth century B.C., Democritus said: 
“Better it is to correct one’s own faults than those of 
others.” Jesus’ advice goes beyond the Greek 
philosopher in saying that one should care for other 
people after dealing with self. About A.D. 100, Rabbi 
Tarphon is reported to have said: “I should be 
surprised if there was anyone in this generation who 
would accept correction. If one says to a man, 
‘Remove the speck from your eye,’ he will reply, 


‘Remove the beam from yours’ ” (b. «Arak. 16b; 
Manson 1949: 58). This is the reversal of the very 
attitude that Jesus seeks. First, one removes the 
beam, and then helps the other, who in turn should be 
ready to be honest in dealing with genuine criticism. 

Jeremias (1963a: 167) argues that Jesus really has 
in mind the Pharisees (as in Luke 13:15), and so the 
saying is out of place here. But it is more likely that 
Jesus is warning his disciples not to be like some 
Pharisees (18:9). The passage has a close parallel in 
Matt. 7:3-5, where it is part of the warning not to 
judge. Luke, by interjecting additional material in 
Luke 6:39—40, has the passage in a similar context, 
but probably has made an additional point. By 
removing the plank from one’s eye, one is less likely 
to be a blind leader of the blind (6:39). The eye 
imagery in these two passages makes this additional 
point likely. Through his reuse of the image, Luke 
notes another point of application from the Lord’s 
teaching: those who are ready to aid others are those 
who have learned to deal with their own faults. 


il. Call for Fruit (6:43-45) 
(1) Good and Bad Trees (6:43) 


6:43 Jesus now explains why being self-critical and 
self-correcting is important. The fruit that a teacher 
produces reflects what is at the core of his or her 
being, either good (KaAOv, kalon) or bad (oamtpov, 
sapron). The fruit a tree produces cannot be different 
from the character of the tree itself. Fruit is a picture 
of the product in one’s life (Luke 3:8-9; Hos. 10:13; 
Isa. 3:10; Jer. 17:10; 21:14; Fitzmyer 1981: 643). 
Some suggest that fruit is a reference to the type of 
disciple a teacher produces (Godet 1875: 1.331; 
Plummer 1896: 191). But this understanding is 
difficult in light of Luke 6:45, where the person’s 
activity—especially speech—is in view (Marshall 
1978: 272; Sir. 27:6). The essential point is this: how 
can you teach if you have a problem and are self- 
righteous about it (Hendriksen 1978: 363; Fitzmyer 
1981: 643)? The point of connection with the 
previous verses is marked out by yap (gar, for), 
which indicates that this illustration explains the 
beam-speck image of Luke 6:41—42. Jesus expresses 
himself in a proverbial form here, so what he says is 
generally true. 

Luke’s usage differs slightly from Matt. 7:15-17, 
where the connection is explicitly to false teachers. It 
also parallels Matt. 12:33-34. Of course, as 


Matthew’s usage shows, such an image has the 
potential for multiple application. Luke clearly 
applies the warning directly to his audience. The 
application to speech (Luke 6:45) is like that made in 
both Mark 7:21-22 and James 3:11-12.° Thus, 
Luke’s application seems rooted in church tradition 
that goes back to Jesus. Most agree that the history of 
this saying’s usage is difficult (Creed 1930: 97-98; 
Marshall 1978: 271-72; Hunzinger, TDNT 7:754).” 


(2) Principle (6:44) 


6:44 Jesus gives the explanation, as yap (gar, for) 
shows. The nature of the tree is revealed by its fruit. 
The principle is followed by two more illustrations: 
figs and grapes do not come from thorn bushes or 
bramble bushes.” The point of the passage agrees 
with the illustrations of the previous verse: you will 
produce what you are and not something different. In 
connecting this text with the previous verses, the idea 
is to take a careful look at oneself and note the fruit 
produced. The primary intent is self-examination, not 
examination of others. Watch what you produce and 
make sure that the one whom you follow gives good 
produce. No doubt, such expectations created the 
basis for selecting church leaders in the Pastoral 


Letters’ list of qualifications (1 Tim. 3:1-13; Titus 
1:5-9). The imagery is pastoral and fits a Palestinian 
setting (Schürmann 1969: 374 n. 194; see Isa. 5:2—4 
for the thorns/grapes image). The remark closes with 
a technical term for picking grapes, TPLYWOLV 
(trygösin, are picked; BAGD 828; BAA 1651; other 
NT uses: Rev. 14:18-19). 


(3) Good and Bad People (6:45) 


6:45 The previous two verses now find application 
in two types of people: those who produce good 
because the heart is good and those who produce evil. 
This generalized twofold division is similar to 
sections of 1 John. The heart (Kapöla, kardia) is the 
key image in the verse and refers to a person as he or 
she is, especially in the deepest thoughts and being 
(BAGD 404 81be; BAA 820 §1b€; Behm, TDNT 
3:612 §D2d; Luke 12:34; 24:32). The inner self 
possesses treasure that is distributed to those around. 
The image of treasure (ON OaUPOG, thésauros) here is 
different from other passages where 8noaupoc is 
used to refer either to externals that one sees as 
valuable or to storing up God’s favor as a reward 
because he is pleased with what one does (12:33-34; 
18:22; Marshall 1978: 273). In 6:45, Jesus says that 


from the storehouse of one’s inner person comes 
either good or evil. Often, the image of dispensing 
evil is in view, though some texts refer to a variety of 
possibilities for fruit (Matt. 15:19; Mark 7:21; Luke 
8:5-15; 13:6-9; Tiede 1988: 146). In 6:45, either 
possibility exists. The images of a clean or a filthy 
heart also occur later in the book (8:15 [good]; 11:39 
[filthy]; Schneider 1977a: 160). A general 
exhortation sharing a similar theme is Eph. 4:29. 

The fundamental principle comes at the end of the 
verse: what the mouth produces comes from what 
overflows from the heart. The concern with teaching 
and speech is evident in the mention of OTOUA 
(stoma, mouth). When tied to the heart, the term for 
abundance (TTEPLOOEUUG, perisseuma) expresses 
that what we say is an outgrowth of who we are 
(Matt. 12:34; Mark 8:8; 2 Cor. 8:14 [twice]; BAGD 
teaching is still in view, though the principle would 
be true of all behavior. 

The parallel passage to this verse, Matt. 12:34—35, 
gives the principle first and then describes the two 
types of people (Klostermann 1929: 84). The 
wording of these passages is similar: the verbs differ 
slightly (Luke has TTPO@EPEL, propherei, produces 


[its only NT uses are the two in this verse], and 
Matthew has €kBaAAEL ekballei, brings forth); the 
objects in Luke are singular (good, evil), while in 
Matt. 12:35 they are plural (good things, evil things); 
and Luke more closely associates the heart and 
treasure ideas and speaks of “his” mouth. Matthew 
has the remarks in a clearly distinct setting, while 
also paralleling some of Luke 6:43-44 in Matt. 7:16- 
18. Again, it seems more likely that a similar saying 
appeared in distinct ways in various settings than that 
one of the writers moved the saying. In addition, 
James 3:1-10 is similar in conception, and he often 
alludes to this material (Gospel of Thomas 45b-c is 
parallel to Luke; cf. Mark 7:14-23). 

The subunit shows that one should be able to tell 
one’s spiritual condition by one’s own fruit. Luke 
seeks introspection, not looking at how others live. 
The context of the entire sermon indicates that 
another element in the call to love is a process of 
honest self-evaluation and correction. This is a 
prerequisite for being in a position to help others. 


iii. Call for Wise Building: Put Jesus’ Word 
into Practice (6:46—49) 


(1) Rebuke: Why Call Me “Lord” and Not Do 
What I Say? (6:46) 


6:46 As he concludes the sermon, Jesus gives a call 
to respond in obedience. The rhetorical question and 
the following parable serve the same purpose: to 
exhort the disciple to do what Jesus says, and thus be 
wise (Luke 8:21; James 1:22-25). The mention of 
speech in Luke 6:45 may have led to the thought of 
not uttering lightly one’s commitment to Jesus (Ernst 
1977: 235). Thus, this verse is also a transition. The 
force is clear. Why give Jesus a title of honor and 
respect like “Lord” and then ignore what he teaches? 
In fact, the double invocation of “Lord” is emotive 
and emphatic, but the life that makes the confession 
without obedience is without substance, despite the 
emotion of the appeal. Such an approach is foolish at 
best and hypocritical at worst. 

Some argue that the presence of KUpLE (kyrie, 
Lord) reflects the church’s highest confession of 
Jesus’ deity and thus reveals that the saying is the 
church’s product rather than from Jesus, since such a 
high Christology cannot easily be located this early in 
Jesus’ ministry (Fitzmyer 1981: 644). But KUPLOG 
need not refer to or be understood simply as a high 


christological title, since it was a title used for a 
respected authority, religious or civil (Foerster, TDNT 
3:1054, 1084-85). In Luke, it probably is perceived 
as a way to refer to Jesus as a respected teacher, the 
mari (Aramaic °) or rabbi-teacher (Foerster, TDNT 
3:1093; Marshall 1978: 274; Schürmann 1969: 380, 
esp. n. 4; Creed 1930: 99; Guelich 1982: 398). In this 
sense there is no difficulty with the saying fitting the 
setting of Jesus’ ministry. It should also be noted that 
the double address of Jesus as “Lord, Lord” is 
emphatic and Semitic in character (Foerster, TDNT 
3:1093; Marshall 1978: 274). 

More difficult is the saying’s relationship to Matt. 
7:21. The Lucan saying occupies the same position in 
the Lucan sermon as that saying does in Matthew, 
but with some notable differences. Matthew has 
developed the saying on clearly eschatological lines, 
a usage that suggests that Jesus’ authority is greater 
than that of a teacher, since he exercises 
eschatological authority as judge. In fact, Matthew 
has additional verses to draw out this theme. Most 
explain this additional material as a Matthean 
development on an original saying like that in Luke 
(Marshall 1978: 274; Luce 1933: 151; Creed 1930: 
98; Schneider 1977a: 161). What can be said with 


certainty is that Matthew does more with the saying 
than does Luke. 

But Lucan emphases can also explain why Luke 
may have opted for a shorter version of the saying. 
The noneschatological character of Luke’s saying fits 
his tendency to play down the end-time judgment. 
Luke may have used a shorter form to emphasize the 
present significance of Jesus’ teaching and position 
without desiring to bring out their future significance. 
Thus, Luke follows his own emphases. In addition, 
Luke summarizes the sermon throughout in such a 
way as to emphasize the need for proper 
introspection by the disciple rather than wariness of 
false teaching. Accordingly, the eschatological 
emphasis and the third-person reference to others 
who may be cast out are omitted to maintain this 
emphasis. The disciples are challenged directly to 
make sure that they are not among the group that 
hypocritically pays respect to Jesus while ignoring 
his teaching. Thus, it is quite likely that Luke chose 
to summarize the larger saying to maintain the 
introspective focus on the present. The abbreviation 
is consistent with his summarization of the sermon. 

This conclusion returns us to the christological 
question of Matthew’s use of KUPLOG. There is no 


doubt that Jesus in the Matthean version of the saying 
portrays himself as an eschatological mediator at the 
judgment. The issue tied to entry to the kingdom is 
knowing Jesus, but it also is doing God’s will, as a 
response to him and his teaching. The actions done 
“in Jesus’ name” reflect his position of authority. 
Though these expressions can be read in terms of full 
authority—and probably were read that way in the 
church that emerged after Jesus’ resurrection—Jesus’ 
remarks need not have been taken that way 
originally. They could have simply described his 
authority as a prophetic or messianic mediator of 
God’s will. For the disciples and crowds who 
followed Jesus at this early period are portrayed as 
struggling to understand who he was, and at a 
minimum they were responding to him as a prophet. 
In fact, those who failed to appreciate him fully may 
have responded to him only at this level and thus may 
have shown that they did not really understand him. 
If Jesus saw himself as regally messianic in any 
sense, then the authoritative, mediatorial role he 
describes here could have been articulated by him, 
since Messiah was to rule and help administer 
eschatological righteousness and judgment. The 
absolute authority Jesus places in his teaching goes in 


this direction (Marshall 1978: 274). The Christology 
expressed in Matthew need not be so high as to be 
impossible for Jesus to declare at this time or to be 
impossible for this early audience to relate to, even 
though it is clearly an expression that ultimately 
possesses high christological overtones and 
intentions. 

Thus, if the Matthean version is original and Luke 
shortened it, each writer has given emphases from the 
teaching that are legitimate expressions of Jesus’ 
instruction. Matthew focused on the ultimate 
implications of the exhortation from an 
eschatological mediator, while Luke highlighted the 
present implications of the instruction of this 
authoritative teacher from God. Their summaries 
complement one another. 


(2) House on the Rock: Practicing Jesus’ 
Words (6:47-48) 


6:47 Jesus turns to his concluding parable to 
illustrate his evaluation of the two types of people. 
He begins with those who come, hear, and do his 
teaching. Of course, the teaching in view is especially 
that of the sermon. In fact, the sermon’s unity is 
shown by the phrase 0 EpxyOuEvog TTPÖG ue (ho 


erchomenos pros me, those who come to me), which 
serves as an inclusio for the sermon by answering the 
phrase oï NABov AKovdoat avTOD (hoi élthon 
akousai autou, they came to hear him) in 6:18, as 
well as TOLC AKOVOVOLV (tois akouousin, those who 
hear) in 6:27. The concept of coming to Jesus is 
Marshall 1978: 275). Jesus commends those who put 
into practice his teaching. The idea of hearing and 
doing the word is common (Luke 8:21; 10:37; 11:28; 
Mark 4:20; James 1:22—25; Schiirmann 1969: 380 

n. 7). The structure of the sentence is somewhat 
broken in that the three nominative participles (Ò 
ENYOUEVOG, AKOUWV, and TTOL@V [ho erchomenos, 
akouon, and poion], the one who comes, hears, and 
does) refer logically to the dative Ttvt (tini, to whom 
or to what), a construction known as anacoluthon (a 
broken grammatical construction). Jesus’ remark 
about what this person is like may reflect a direct 
question in Aramaic.” 

The passage is paralleled in Matt. 7:24, where it 
also occupies the same concluding position in that 
sermon. The wording in the two Gospels is slightly 
different, but the concept expressed is the same. 

Luke alone has the image of coming to Jesus, the 


introduction about showing whom this person is like, 
and the anacoluthon.° Nevertheless, it is clear that 
Luke and Matthew represent parallel sayings. The 
point in both Gospels is fundamentally the same: to 
stress the importance of following Jesus’ teaching 
and to picture the authority of that teaching. 


6:48 Jesus gives a simple contrastive parable, though 
Luke gives it in a style that has less parallelism than 
Matthew (Guelich 1982: 403). In fact, each writer has 
unique details. Luke mentions the foundation that is 
laid for the secure house in a threefold description 
that Matthew lacks: the builder digs (&oKaWev, 
eskapsen; BAGD 753; BAA 1505; elsewhere in the 
NT only at Luke 13:8; 16:3), digs deeper 
(€Ba8uvev, ebathynen; BAGD 130; BAA 262; only 
here in the NT), and lays a foundation on rock 
(#0nKev, etheken; BAGD 816 8I.1aß; BAA 1626 
81.1aß). Matthew 7:24 says only that the builder built 
(wkOSOUNGEV, dkodomésen) a house. The Lucan 
picture is more detailed: the builder is digging 
through topsoil and laying a solid foundation in the 
rock. Most see Luke’s adapting the parable by 
describing how a house would be built by his Greek 
audience, rather than how one is built in Palestine 


(Marshall 1978: 275; Jeremias 1963a: 27 n. 9; Luce 
1933: 151). Such a treatment of the parable need not 
be seen as a problem, since summarizing occurs and 
the point is not altered by telling the story or using a 
figure in a way that the audience can appreciate the 
image. It is a type of contextualizing that does not 
alter the basic image. The threefold use of Kat (kai, 
and) may reflect Semitic style (Klostermann 1929: 
85; BDF 8471.4) and thus a Semitic source may be 
present. If so, then one can be less certain of Luke’s 
access to a distinct account as the vocabulary in Luke 
6:49 suggests (see the exegesis of 6:49 and n. 72). A 
certain decision is not possible. Matthew simply 
summarizes more briefly and speaks of the house on 
the rock. Nevertheless, for both writers, the house is 
solidly anchored in the rock and is prepared to face 
any storm. 

Matthew 7:25 describes the bad weather as a 
typical Palestinian autumn storm in which fierce 
rains fall on the mountains and the resulting torrents 
create rivers that crash against the house, along with 
the winds (Luke has no parallel to Matthew’s OL 
CVELOL, hoi anemoi, winds). Such a flood is 
described by Josephus, and Luke uses a distinct 


summarizing term, tANUUÜPNG (plemmyres, high 
water, flood), to describe it. Luke describes only the 
overflow water, comparing it to a river that comes 
against the house. Citing Luke’s singular river (Ò 
TTOTAUOG, ho potamos) as opposed to Matthew’s 
plural rivers (Ot MOTAUOL, hoi potamoi), many see in 
the different descriptions of the water a shift of 
imagery from a Palestinian mountain flood to a non- 
Palestinian river flood (Marshall 1978: 275; Fitzmyer 
1981: 644). Fitzmyer says that Luke simplifies the 
image for those who do not know Palestinian 
weather. Thus, another contextualization is present in 
this difference. But Klostermann (1929: 85) is less 
certain of this conclusion. Luke may simply be 
briefer in describing the flood’s origin, so the 
difference is more a matter of literary compression 
than a conscious shift of imagery. Luke does not give 
the source of the river’s overflowing; he pictures the 
flood simply as a single torrent. Again, a certain 
decision is not possible. 

When the waters came they could not shake the 
house. They were not strong enough to overcome a 
house with a solid foundation. Again, the wording is 
common for Luke.” The picture of the verse is clear. 
Anyone who listens to Jesus’ words is in a solid 


position to resist life’s trials. Such foundation 
imagery is common in the NT in a variety of 
3:10-11; Eph. 2:20; also Isa. 28:16; 1 Tim. 6:19; 2 
Tim. 2:19; Heb. 6:1; Rev. 21:14-19; Schürmann 
1969: 382 n. 27). Matthew 7:24 says that such a 
person is wise, a comment that Luke does not have 
but is clearly implied in his form of the parable. 

Schürmann (1969: 381-83) applies the parable’s 
imagery to the final judgment, but there is no 
decisive eschatological imagery in the passage in 
Luke.” The picture is more proverbial and refers to 
one’s life in general. To listen to Jesus’ teaching is to 
provide a basis to stabilize all of life. Jesus’ authority 
comes through strongly here. 

The image of the houses is seen in the rabbis as 
well, though with slightly distinct details (SB 1:469- 
70; Creed 1930: 99-100). In „Abot de Rabbi Nathan 
A.24 (= Goldin 1955: 103-4), the rabbi tells of two 
houses, one built with great stones, the other with 
uncooked bricks. When the storm comes the second 
house crumbles. In the rabbi’s parable, the rock is the 
law. The difference is instructive of the differing loci 
of authority that Christianity and Judaism have. Of 
course, the image that both Jesus and Judaism use has 


roots in Ezek. 13:10-16 (Marshall 1978: 276; 
Nolland 1989: 310). 


(3) House on the Sand: Hearing Jesus’ Words 
(6:49) 


6:49 In contrast to the obedient person stands the 
person who only hears Jesus’ teaching. Many such 
people might have been in Jesus’ audience. The verse 
parallels Luke’s account of the obedient person in 
6:48, except in contrast. Rather than building a 
foundation in the rock, this person simply builds on 
top of the dirt. Rather than standing when the river’s 
flood comes, this house collapses immediately. Luke 
mentions the instantaneous (€VOUC, euthys) character 
of the collapse, and he chooses the heightened 
prefixed term OUVETTEOEV (synepesen, it fell; BAGD 
graphically the house’s fall. Another NT hapax 
legomenon for the home’s destruction, PÄyuAa 
(rhegma, collapse; BAGD 735; BAA 1471; Amos 
6:11; Plummer 1896: 193), adds even more 
emphasis.” Plummer also notes that u£ya (mega, 
great) trails at the end of the verse and is emphatic. 
The verse ends with the tragic sound of a huge thud, 
as the house falls in a great heap. 


The picture is of a person with no spiritual roots, 
because Jesus’ teaching is ignored. The parable is 
primarily a warning, since it ends with the negative 
example and thus accents it as the climax (Marshall 
1978: 275). Luke’s readers would see in the parable a 
warning to not take Jesus’ teaching lightly, since the 
consequences of such a choice are potentially 
devastating. The passage is proverbial and not 
exclusively eschatological, so that the nature of the 
destruction depends on who is applying the passage 
and the setting in which it is being applied. 

The image is closely parallel to Matt. 7:26-27. But 
there are differences, many of which are parallel to 
issues discussed in the exegesis of Luke 6:48: 


1. Matthew specifically notes that the person 
does not obey Jesus’ words (AUTOUG, autous). 
2. Matthew identifies this person as foolish. 

3. Matthew speaks of a house built on sand and 
does not make reference to a foundation. 

4. Matthew details the storm as including wind, 
rain, and torrents. 

5. Matthew picks a synonymous verb for 
collapse, ETTEOEV (epesen, it fell), though it is a 
little less emphatic than Luke’s OUVETTEOEV. 


6. Matthew has a synonymous term for fall 
(TTWOLG, ptosis; BAGD 728; BAA 1457; Luke 
2:34 is the only other NT use). 

7. Matthew’s context is slightly more 
eschatological than Luke’s. 


Some of these detailed differences can be explained 
in terms of the differing images that the authors 
chose in summarizing the parable, but it seems 
unlikely that all of them can be explained this way, 
since the differing terms used are so synonymous. 
This is especially true of points 5 and 6. Again, 
evidence suggests that two versions of this parable 
may have existed and that distinct versions were used 
by Matthew and Luke. Nonetheless, the parable’s 
point is the same for each: if one only listens to Jesus 
and does not practice what he teaches, one is 
spiritually vulnerable and runs the risk of suffering 
collapse in the midst of trial (Luke) or judgment 
(Matthew). 


Summary 


What does this sermon as a whole look like? The 
Sermon on the Plain has three key parts, 
beginning with the prophetic declaration of God’s 


promise to those who unite themselves to him. In 
general, these are the downtrodden of life: the 
poor, the hungry, the weeping, and the persecuted. 
For them there is hope: the kingdom is theirs, they 
will be filled, they shall rejoice, and they shall be 
rewarded. But for those who ruthlessly oppose 
God, there is woe. Their riches are their fill, while 
weeping and suffering are in store for them. The 
promise acts as a foundation of hope that supports 
all the succeeding exhortations, because residing 
in God’s blessing and hope enables one both to 
resist the temptation to fight for one’s rights now 
and to suffer wrong, knowing that one is secure in 
God’s care. 

The parenesis calls one to a radical love that 
subjects itself repeatedly to the abuse that comes 
from reaching out to one’s enemy. The love 
expressed here constantly seeks to be available, 
especially to one’s adversary. The opposition that 
Jesus mentions is religious in character. Jesus says 
to extend continually a hand that offers hope to 
those who seek to harm one for one’s commitment 
to God and his Chosen One. Love in its essence is 
the extending of mercy to those around the 
disciple. This love is to distinguish itself from the 


world’s love. This love does not seek its own 
welfare nor does it come naturally. It is 
exceptional. Those who exhibit it show that they 
are truly children of the Most High, reflecting his 
merciful character. This means also that one is not 
to judge, but rather to extend mercy and 

forgiveness. Mercy and forgiveness have their 
reward in God’s rich blessing of approval. 

The parables describe the importance of whom 
one follows, as well as of how one looks at 
oneself. Disciples are to look at themselves 
honestly and introspectively. Since they will be 
like the teacher they choose to follow and since 
they will produce disciples after their own kind, 
they must be sure that they are following the 
correct teacher. Disciples should be willing and 
able to take responsibility for their own affairs and 
faults before seeking to instruct others. The 
second picture in the sequence says that what 
disciples produce is a reflection of where their 
hearts are. Actions picture the kind of character 
one possesses. Such character is revealed 
especially in the content of the disciple’s teaching. 
Finally, a contrast warns the disciples to do what 
Jesus has just taught. The person who does so is 


like one who builds a solid home that is able to 
withstand the flood. But the person who only 
hears is really a tragic figure, since the house built 
without foundation is lost in the storm. Similarly 
tragic is the loss one suffers for failing to heed 
Jesus. 

For Luke, the sermon is a call to obey Jesus. It 
shows Jesus’ teaching and authority. The choice is 
left before the readers: will they follow Jesus and 
do what he calls them to do? It is clear that Luke 
believes the choice is not difficult, once one Sees 
what is at stake. A solid, standing home is better 
than one that will be destroyed. If one thinks 
through the options, it is obvious that the best 
choice is to embrace Jesus and his teaching. 

It would be well to summarize how my 
approach fits with the views noted in excursus 7. 
The sermon gives a believer’s ethic at the level of 
the individual disciple. Luther’s concept of the 
“two realms” has merit, because the state is 
charged with the responsibility of enabling its 
citizens to live in peace (Rom. 13:1-5; 1 Tim. 
2:1-4). In addition, God uses the state in the OT to 
operate as a potential source of discipline for other 
states that are unjust (OT prophets). In contrast, 


the sermon relates particularly to the area of 
personal ethics. 

The sermon also is set in a gospel-response 
context, so that to characterize it as law is 
incorrect. On this point, I agree with Jeremias’s 
description of its function, in that the sermon is a 
catechism on love grounded in the security of the 
knowledge of God’s blessing. I have tried to 
explain the force of figures of speech, and I do not 
see the sermon as engaging in such excessive 
hyperbole that one should resort to generalizing. 
When the figures are properly understood, the 
teaching’s force is clear. The absence of personal 
vengeance is a theme that other NT books pick up 
on from this sermon (1 Cor. 6:5-8; Rom. 12:17— 
21). It is possible that such exhortations have their 
roots in Jesus’ teaching. In fact, one can argue that 
the Lucan form of the sermon is equivalent to the 
great Pauline chapter on love in 1 Cor. 13. 
However, it is Jesus’ sermon—and not Paul’s 
descriptions—that makes clear the total extent to 
which the true practice of love should go. For 
Jesus defines in a most revealing and graphic way 
what Paul describes. His walk to the cross will 


picture the commitment of that love, a love that 
the disciple is to reflect to outsiders. 


Additional Notes 


6:24-26. Since the people addressed in the woes are not seen as 
genuine disciples, some speculate on the origin of the woes of 6:24— 
26. Some regard the tone of the teaching as not fitting an audience 
of disciples. As a result they see Luke adding the woes to Jesus’ 
teaching at this point (Luce 1933: 146). Other reasons for this 
position also exist. One of the most important is the lack of any 
parallel in Matthew. Others mention the second-person form of the 
woes, while the blessings have mostly a third-person reference 
(Schweizer 1984: 121). Schweizer also notes that 6:26 is longer than 
the other woes in 6:24—25. Fitzmyer (1981: 627, 636-37) argues that 
6:24-26 is full of Lucan vocabulary.” Luke is said to have formed 
the woes in parallelism to the blessings that he already possessed. 
But the situation is not as clear as proponents of Lucan creation 
suggest. First, given the prophetic form, one need not argue that the 
remarks are inappropriate to the disciple setting, since OT prophets 
often called down the nations in condemnation as a note of 
consolation to the believers they addressed (Isa. 15-23; Amos 1:1- 


2:3). In addition, many of the curious who came to hear Jesus 


needed to hear this warning as well, so that an audience exists for 


these remarks (Marshall 1978: 255-56; the multitude is present, as 
6:17, 19, 27 makes clear). The warning also has value to the 
disciple, whose lifestyle is not to emulate the world’s values, which 
are a snare to be avoided (1 Tim. 6:6-10, 17-19). Thus, the 
audience does not suggest a Lucan insertion. 

Second, Matthew may have omitted the woes because he chose 
instead to give a full catalogue of virtues and to focus on those that 
God accepts. Given Matthew’s long list of virtues, a parallel list of 
woes may have been seen as cumbersome, especially since he will 
use a long woe list in Matt. 23 (Schürmann 1969: 339). Still another 
reason for the Matthean omission could be the sermon’s early 
placement in his Gospel, which may have prevented the woes from 
appearing since no opposition has yet emerged (Plummer 1896: 
182). 

The issue of the differing length of the woes is like the argument 
that the fourth beatitude of 6:23 is added because it is longer, an 
argument refuted in the exegesis. Such variations are not unusual. 

More central are the last two factors: the second-person form and 
Lucan vocabulary. The element of the second person is significant 
and is probably the strongest argument for Lucan formulation, but it 
may well reflect only literary balancing by Luke through a more direct 
address. If he took the third-person Matthean tradition and 
paraphrased it into a more direct address in the Beatitudes, why not 
also here? Another substantial point centers on Lucan vocabulary. 
Schürmann (1969: 337-39 nn. 86, 88, 96, 103) notes that there are 


non-Lucan elements in these verses (see n. 73), and he also finds 
traces of these verses in James 4:9 and 5:1. Thus, it is likely that 
Luke is following a source here (so Schürmann 1969: 339; 
Schneider 1977a: 151; Marshall 1978: 247; Grundmann 1963: 144; 
Wiefel 1988: 132). 


6:31. The UBS-NA text has a shorter reading that does not agree 
with Matt. 7:12. This reading has Alexandrian and some Western 
support (P/>, B, four Itala manuscripts, Syriac Peshitta). Most 
manuscripts insert the pronoun DUEIG, which agrees with Matt. 
7:12. That the several variants place DUETC in different positions 
suggests that it was not original, but was inserted by scribes trying to 
make the text more like Matthew. 


6:33. A parallel structure is obtained by adopting the two variants in 
the NA apparatus: omitting Yap from the first line of the verse and 
including yap in the final clause after KAL (these variants are not 
in UBS*). Granted, the harder reading would be that in the UBS-NA 
text, where YAP is in the first clause but not in the last clause. 

Nevertheless, internal evidence strongly favors making 6:33 parallel 
to 6:32 and thus adopting both variants (Marshall 1978: 263).’4 


6:34. Does the question in the verse end with €OTLV or is the verb 
omitted and thus implied? The former choice makes the verse 
parallel to 6:32 and 6:33 and has the support of the widest range of 


manuscripts: X, A, D, L, W, ©, £, W, family 1, family 13, Byz.’3 


Thus, the verb is original, though there is no difference in meaning 
between the readings. 


6:34. The presence of yap as the second word of the final clause 
where sinners are mentioned would parallel 6:32 and 6:33. The 
decision of the UBS-NA text to omit yap may not be correct. 
Witnesses attesting to the presence of the term are drawn from a 
variety of textual families (A, D, O, Byz), but the omission is the 
harder reading and has some manuscript distribution p”, X,B,L, 
W, 5). Thus, the choice is difficult, since the variant breakdown is 
more complex than the other text-critical problems in 6:33-34. The 
difference in the readings is slight. The presence of yap would 
ensure that KAL be read as an emphatic: “For even sinners lend to 
sinners.” It may well be that yap should be read here, given the 
breadth of manuscripts with the reading. 


6:35. The reading of the UBS-NA text, UNdEV 

ATTEATI LCOVTEC, is clearly the better reading, since it has a 
variety of manuscript support: A, B, D, L, P, A, ©, Byz, and Itala. 
Mn Seva ATTEATL LCOVTEG is read by a less significant group 
of manuscripts (X , W, = and probably arose by a double writing of 


Ol, an error called dittography (Metzger 1975: 141). 


6:48. The UBS-NA reading 6 La TO KAÀ GC 
OLKOS0UNOHAL AUTNV (because it had been built well) is 
correct, since the image of the Lucan account is of a foundation dug, 


while the variant TEOEUEALWTO Yap ETL THV TTETPAV 
(for he built upon the rock) matches Matt. 7:25 and its more 
summary description of the house on the rock without mention of the 
foundation. The variant is read by A, C, D, O, Y, family 1, family 13, 
Byz, Lect, some Syriac; while the UBS-NA reading has support in 


pio X, B, L, W, 4, 33, some Syriac. Even Godet (1875: 1.334), 
who often accepts non-Alexandrian readings, agrees with this 


judgment, based on internal considerations. 


D. First Movements to Faith and 
Christological Questions (7:1-8:3) 


After Jesus’ Sermon on the Plain come several 
pericopes where faith and questions about Jesus’ 
identity are the main issues." There is a pericope 
about faith (7:1-10), followed by two passages about 
who Jesus is (7:11-35), followed by two more 
pictures of faith in action (7:36-8:3). In the last two 
pericopes, the major subjects are women, showing 
that Jesus’ work has no gender gap. And in the first 
pericope of the section, a Gentile has faith, showing 
that there is no racial gap either. Jesus comes for all. 

The bracketing of faith around questions about 
Jesus is effective from a literary perspective. First is 
an example of faith from a Gentile, then questions 
about Jesus, and then exemplary responses of faith. 
The section as a whole presses for the trust that Jesus 
is worthy to receive. In fact, such worthiness for 
Jesus is expressed in the centurion’s humble remarks 
about his own unworthiness. The weeping sinful 
woman responds to God’s forgiveness with gratitude 
for Jesus (7:36-50). Still other women serve Jesus’ 
ministry with their material wealth (8:1-3). Humility, 
gratitude, and service reflect faith. 


In the middle of the unit come John the Baptist’s 
question and Jesus’ reply. Is Jesus really God’s 
Promised One to come? Jesus answers by noting that 
he performs the acts of deliverance and brings the 
message of God’s promise. The OT places his actions 
in a setting where a positive answer emerges. John 
was the forerunner; Jesus is the one. He represents 
the eschatological visitation of God (Nolland 1989: 
313). But the response continues to be mixed. As 
people responded to John, so have they responded to 
Jesus, despite the differences between the two. For 
some, regardless of the style of God’s messenger, 
God’s way will not do (7:29-35). But for those of 
faith, there is the commendation of God. 


1. Faith of a Centurion (7:1-10) 


Luke turns to narrate a miracle. His narrative is 
less concerned with the miracle itself than with the 
faith of the man who requests Jesus’ aid. Thus the 
story is more a pronouncement on commendable 
faith than it is concerned with Jesus’ power 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 650). In fact, this focus on 
characters who respond to Jesus fits well with the 


chapter’s movement as a whole. In Luke 7, Jesus 
ministers to a centurion, a widow with one child, 
and a sinful woman. Jesus cares for outsiders. 
The account’s fundamental structure includes an 
introduction (7:1-2), the sending of the first 
emissaries (7:3-5), Jesus’ coming (7:6a), the 
sending of the second emissaries (7:6b-8), Jesus’ 
response at the centurion’s faith (7:9), and a note 
on the healing (7:10). Its connection to 6:47—49 is 
clear. A man who is building his house on the rock 
responds to Jesus with concrete faith (Hendriksen 
1978: 374). Faith is defined in the passage as a 
plea to Jesus to offer his aid in the form of his 
power, even though one is unworthy to receive it 
(Theissen 1983: 138). Jesus is a picture of power, 
a man in authority—authority that the centurion 
understands and describes. This is the third 
example of faith noted in the book (Mary in 1:45; 
the four men with the paralytic in 5:20). This first 
encounter with Gentiles in Luke shows their 
sensitivity and willingness to respond to Jesus. 
Faith combined with humility is a commendable, 
even exemplary characteristic in the centurion. 
The humility here recalls that of Peter in 5:8, as 


does the trust of Jesus’ authority (Talbert 1982: 
83). Jesus willingly responds to such faith. 


Sources and Historicity 


The account has a parallel in Matt. 8:5-13 (Aland 1985: 885). In 
fact, Luke 7:6b-9 is very similar in wording to Matt. 8:3-10. Matthew 
interjects one event between the Sermon on the Mount and this 
event: the healing of the leper, which Luke had in Luke 5:12-16 
before his Sermon on the Plain. As noted earlier, Matthew is 
somewhat topical in chapters 8-9; thus the leper account probably 
preceded the sermon, a reflection of Luke’s placement (See the 
introduction to Luke 5:12-16). Mark does not note this event, an 

omission that is hard to accept on the premise that Mark was the 
last Gospel written, especially given Mark’s attention to Jesus’ 
miracles (Godet 1875: 1.336). 

More controversial is the relation of this account to John 4:46-54 
(Van Der Loos 1965: 530-32; Siegman: 1968; Wegner 1985: 34-57). 
Most see the same event in view because of the parallel wording.2 
Barrett (1978: 244—49) cites John 4:47, 50, 53 as having clear 
parallels in the Synoptics, especially Matthew. Van Der Loos accepts 
that they are the same event, while noting eight differences in the 
accounts. Siegman, who finds it difficult to see only one event, notes 


nine areas of difference. The major differences are as follows: 


1: John 4:46 mentions both Cana and Capernaum, 
while Luke 7:1 and Matt. 8:5 mention only Capernaum. 

2. While Matt. 8:5 and John 4:47 mention the 
approach of a centurion, Luke 7:3, 6 mentions emissaries. 
John’s term for this person, BaoıAıkög (John 4:46, 
49), differs from EKATOVTÄPYNG in Matt. 8:5, 8 and 
Luke 7:2, though the terms can be synonymous (Wegner 
1985: 57-72). 

3. Matthew 8:6, 8, 13 says that a TALC (child or 
servant) is ill (on TALC meaning “servant,” see Matt. 
12:18; 14:2). Luke has TTALG in Luke 7:7 and SOUAOC 
(slave) in Luke 7:2, 3, 10. Besides this potential Synoptic 
diversity stands John’s account, which clearly speaks of a 
son: vioc (John 4:46, 47, 50, 53) and TALS LOV (John 
4:49) (but cf. TALC in John 4:51). 

4. The key difference is that in Matt. 8:7 and Luke 
7:6a, Jesus comes in response to an initial request; but in 
John 4:48, he issues a rebuke. It is possible that Jesus 
issues a rebuke initially and then the centurion’s faith 
reverses his tone into praise, but this conclusion seems 
less than likely. 

5. Another key difference is Jesus’ later reaction. In 
Matt. 8:10 and Luke 7:9, he marvels at the centurion’s 
faith, a note that John lacks, since the fourth evangelist 
chooses to note only the healing. 


6. The notation of the healing differs in all accounts. 
Matthew 8:13 notes that the healing came the same hour 
that Jesus spoke (Matthew also contains an additional 
saying about the Gentiles at this point, similar to what 
Luke has at 13:28-29; see the exegesis of 7:9). Luke 7:10 
merely mentions the healing. On the other hand, John 
4:51-53 notes that the servants report the hour of the 
healing, so that the royal soldier realizes the healing 
occurred at the hour that Jesus spoke. 

re Only John mentions that the whole household 


believed because of the healing. 


Of all the differences, the most problematic is the differing tone of 
John’s account and that of the Synoptics. Though a case can be 
made that the same event is in view, given that Cana and 
Capernaum are close to one another and that some distance 
between Jesus and the centurion is assumed in the account, it 
seems more likely that John is referring to a distinct situation, 
especially given differences 1, 4, and 5. 

Another key difference within the Synoptics is Luke’s inclusion of 
two sets of emissaries, which Matthew lacks. Many regard Luke to 
have added this detail,2 while others see a traditional source 
(Schramm 1971: 40-41, who sees Q and a special Lucan source; so 
also Wegner 1985: 249-50). Still others argue that Luke had a 
distinct Q source (Grundmann 1963: 155), while some see 


Matthew’s abbreviating his account. Marshall (1978: 278) makes 


several points worthy of attention: 


1. Matthew does abbreviate accounts (Matt. 9:2, 
18-19; 11:2-3; see also Matt. 8:28-34 and 9:18-26 
versus their parallels). 

2. Messengers sent to represent a figure can be 
said to speak as the figure (2 Kings 19:20-34). A modern 
analogy is a press secretary who is perceived as 
speaking for the president. 

3. Appeals to the parallel use of messengers to 
report Jairus’s daughter’s death in Luke 8:49 fail because 
their function is not the same. 

4. The possibility of a traditional source concerned 
with good Jewish-Gentile relations cannot be ruled out. 

5. It is debatable if one can argue for a Lucan 
insertion because of Lucan vocabulary, since there also is 
non-Lucan vocabulary, as examination of the verses will 


show. 


In sum, one can adequately explain the reference to the messengers 
without insisting that Luke is responsible for a creative addition. 
Either Luke had access to additional material or Matthew 
abbreviated his account (or both). 

As with the earlier material involving dialogue related to miracles, 


the Jesus Seminar puts the words of Jesus in black type, arguing 


that, although the wording of 7:9 is also attested in Matt. 8:10 and 
so is tied to Q, it does not go back to Jesus (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
300). Crossan (1991: 326-28) agrees, by similarly stressing the 
differences between the Synoptics and John 4. The words were, in 
the seminar’s view, “created by storytellers.” But the concept of 
surprise at Gentile sensitivity to Jesus also appears in Mark 7:24-30 
= Matt. 15:21-28. Thus, this concept is multiply attested, even ifthe 
wording is not. | agree with Nolland (1989: 315) that “the report has a 
strong claim to being part of the oldest tradition of the ministry of 
Jesus.” Jesus’ remark expresses some surprise at Gentile response, 
but accepts it. If a Gentile-sensitive Luke had created this saying, 
such a Gentile response would not have been surprising, so the 


perspective must be an early one. 


The form of the account is variously 
understood. Bultmann (1963: 38-39) argues that it 
was an apophthegm or pronouncement story that 
was clearly a church creation because of the 
“telepathic healing.” He also sees the account as a 
variation of Mark 7:24—31, written to defend 
Gentile mission. V. Taylor (1935: 75-76) argues 
for a “story about Jesus.” Fitzmyer (1981: 649) 
agrees with Bultmann that a pronouncement story 
is present, though he demurs on Bultmann’s 
comments on historicity, simply saying that such 


modern questions about the account cannot be 
answered. He also doubts the connection to Mark. 
Theissen (1983: 321) calls the account a healing, 
since it is a miracle (Berger 1984: 309, 314 has 
this unit in his discussion of miracles, though he 
dislikes the category “miracle stories”). The issue 
is whether the miracle or the saying on faith is 
key. Most acknowledge that the stress is on the 
exchange between Jesus and the messengers, so 
the emphasis on pronouncement is appropriate. 
The evaluation of historicity depends on one’s 
worldview. Why is a “telepathic healing” more 
difficult than any other healing? Either Jesus 
healed or he did not. Such power, if it existed, 
would not be limited by distance. 

Tannehill (1986: 111-16) mentions a literary 
category that has great merit, the “quest story,” an 
account in which someone approaches Jesus in 
quest of something important for human well- 
being.” The quest itself is the story’s dominant 
concern, and the account ends by noting whether 
the quest is successful. A quest account focuses on 
the person who comes to Jesus, unlike other 

pronouncement accounts, where the saying is the 
point. Jesus is the authority in such accounts and 


responds to the one on the quest. Usually there is a 
difficulty in the request or objectors are present so 
that the obstacle heightens the drama. In Luke 7, 
the quest is indirect since messengers for another 
are involved. The only difficulty present is the 
potential racial obstacle, which ends up being a 
nonissue for Jesus. 

The outline of Luke 7:1-10 is as follows: 


a. Setting: after the sermon, in Capernaum, a 
sick slave (7:1-2) 

b. Jewish elders as emissaries invite Jesus 
(7:3-5) 
i. Emissaries sent (7:3) 
ii. The centurion is worthy (7:4-5) 

c. Jesus goes (7:6a) 

d. Other emissaries ask Jesus simply to speak 
and heal (7:6b-8) 
i. “I am not worthy” (7:6b—7a) 
ii. Authority: “just say the word” (7:7b) 
iii. Authority illustrated (7:8) 

e. Jesus praises a Gentile’s faith (7:9) 

f. The healing is noted (7:10) 


The themes are simple. Commendable faith 
reaches out in trust to Jesus. The passage pictures 


Gentile faith, Jews who respect a Gentile, the 
exemplary humility of the centurion, and Jesus’ 
authority. Needless to say, it also illustrates 
Gentile involvement in Jesus’ ministry, as well as 
Gentile responsiveness. It also shows that racial 
differences should not be an obstacle, since Jews 
intercede for a Gentile here and Jesus responds to 
the quest. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


1 After all his words filled the ears of the people, he came to 
Capernaum. ?2Now a certain slave of a centurion, who was dear to 
him, was ill and close to death. ®And having heard about Jesus, he 
sent to him civil elders ofthe Jews, asking him to come and cure his 
slave. “And those coming to Jesus were exhorting earnestly, saying, 
“He is worthy, so that this should be granted him, °for he loves our 
nation and built the synagogue for us.” 

Sand Jesus was going with them. And when he was already not 
far from the house, the centurion sent friends to him, saying, “Lord, 
do not trouble yourself, for | am not worthy that you should come 
under my roof. “Now neither do | count myself worthy to come to 
you; but speak the word and my servant Oshall be healed. ®For | 
am also a man set under authority, having under myself soldiers, and 


| say to this one, ‘Go,’ and he goes, and to another, ‘Come,’ and he 
comes, and to my slave, ‘Do this,’ and he does.” 

and when he heard this, Jesus marveled at him and, turning, 
he said to the crowd following him, “I say to you, not even in Israel 
have | found such faith.” 1%And when those who were sent returned 


home, they found the slave in sound health. 


a. Setting: After the Sermon, in 
Capernaum, a Sick Slave (7:1-2) 


7:1 Luke supplies a transition into the account of the 
centurion: from the plain located near Capernaum, 
Jesus journeys into the town. Such transition verses 
are common in Luke (4:30, 37, 44; 5:11, 16, 26; 6:11, 
17; Plummer 1896: 194). This account is clearly set 
after the sermon, as Erteiön) (epeide) shows. The 
term occurs only here in the NT with a temporal 
sense and is best translated “after” (Plummer 1896: 
194; Klostermann 1929: 85). The picture of Jesus’ 
teaching filling his listeners’ ears portrays its 
importance (19:48) and perhaps alludes to the 
teaching’s authority and penetrating character. At the 
least, the picture suggests that Jesus’ teaching caused 
reflection and recalls Jesus’ closing call to hear in 
6:47-49. The term &kodc¢ (akoas) means “ear” here 
(as in Acts 17:20; 2 Tim. 4:3; Heb. 5:11; BAGD 31 


8ic; BAA 59 81c), but the term has gospel overtones 
in the early church, where it also means “report” and 
refers to the content of what went into the ear (see 
Rom. 10:16; Gal. 3:2; 1 Thess. 2:13; BAGD 31 82b; 
BAA 59 82b). AaoÖ (laou, people) refers to the 
entire crowd (cf. ÖXAw, ochlö, crowd, in 7:9; 
Strathmann, TDNT 4:51). 


7:2 The account’s central figure is the centurion. Yet 
he never explicitly appears in the Lucan version. 
Ranked between a decurion who commanded ten 
soldiers and a chiliarch who had authority over one 
thousand soldiers, a centurion (£EKATOVTAPYXNG, 
hekatontarches) under Herod Antipas was in charge 
of one hundred men (BAGD 237; BAA 477; Van Der 
Loos 1965: 533 n. 1; EKATOVTAPYXNG appears 
twenty-three times in the NT, nineteen of which are 
in Luke—Acts: Luke 7:2 [twice], 6; 23:47; Acts 10:1, 


(Fitzmyer 1981: 651), centurions could be of a 
variety of nationalities (Josephus, Antiquities 17.8.3 
88198-99; Windisch, TDNT 2:509; Nolland 1989: 
316). Sherwin-White (1963: 123-24) notes that 


Romans did not serve in this capacity in Galilee until 
A.D. 44. Centurions earned significant amounts of 
money: in a period where the lowest-paid soldier 
earned 75 denarii, a centurion earned between 3,750 
denarii and 7,500 denarii (Wegner 1985: 63). The 
soldier’s nationality is unclear, though Luke 7:9 
makes clear that he is not Jewish (Schürmann 1969: 
391 suggests that he might be Syrian). Though it 
cannot be said for certain that he is a proselyte, it is 
possible that his support of the synagogue (7:5) 
makes this conclusion tenable. Centurions were not 
always highly regarded. Danker (1988: 158) notes the 
remarks of Persius to the effect that centurions were 
uneducated and uncultured (Satires 3.77-85; 5.189— 
91). This centurion was of a different character and 
clearly had garnered a high reputation. (Cornelius in 
Acts 10 is another respected centurion. ) 

The problem is that the centurion has a slave near 
death. Matthew 8:6 tells us that the slave is 
paralyzed, but Luke lacks such detail. Rather, Luke 
stresses that his life is hanging by a thread. The slave 
is respected or highly regarded by the centurion, but 
it is hard to be sure of the exact force of EVTLUOC 


1896: 194; Marshall 1978: 279). If the centurion 


regarded the servant as an asset or possession, 
“valuable” is the better translation (1 Pet. 2:4, 6); but 
if the centurion was the moral, sensitive man that the 
account suggests, “dear” or “esteemed” may be better 
(Luke 14:8; Phil. 2:29). The centurion’s hesitation in 
approaching Jesus may have been because of his 
concern for his slave, as well as his being a Gentile 
(Plummer 1896: 194; Ellis 1974: 117). 


b. Jewish Elders as Emissaries Invite Jesus 
(7:3-5) 


i. Emissaries Sent (7:3) 


7:3 The situation is serious, and so the centurion 
decides to take action. He has heard about Jesus’ 
ministry, including, given the nature of the request, 
miraculous works like those in 4:31-44 and 5:12-26 
(A. B. Bruce 1897: 510; Fitzmyer 1981: 651). But as 
a Gentile, the centurion may have been hesitant about 
asking a Jewish teacher for aid, so he sent 
(ATTEOTELAEV, apesteilen) emissaries to make the 
request for him.° 

These emissaries are described as “elders of the 
Jews.” IIpeoßuT£poug (presbyterous) may refer to 
synagogue leaders (Godet 1875: 1.337), but it more 
likely refers to Jewish civil leaders (Plummer 1896: 


195; Schürmann 1969: 391 n. 16; Marshall 1978: 
280). Alford (1874: 503) mentions that Luke uses a 
different term for synagogue leaders in Acts 13:15: 
APXLOLVAywyoL (archisynagögoi). The 
TtPEoßBUTEPO!L are often distinguished from the 
priests and scribes by Luke (Luke 9:22; 20:1; 22:52; 
Acts 4:5, 8, 23). Equivalent to yepouVola (gerousia, 
elders) in the LXX, the normal meaning of the term 
is “prominent social leaders” (Deut. 19:1—13; 21:1--9, 
19; Ezra 10:14; Van Der Loos 1965: 534 n. 4; 
Bornkamm, TDNT 6:660-61). 

Luke indicates three things in referring to the 
Jewish emissaries. First, he shows how Jews and 
Gentiles can get along and have respect for one 
another, a point of great importance for his Gospel. 
That this detail is his alone fits this concern. Second, 
by using Tovéatwv (Ioudaiön, Jews), Luke also 
indicates his audience and perhaps his own ethnic 
origin, since this term is commonly used only by 
Gentiles to refer to Jews (Gutbrod, TDNT 3:376-77; 
Marshall 1978: 280; Leaney 1958: 141). Third, the 
nonappearance of this Gentile figure may well 
indicate the example of a man who exercises faith 
without actually having seen Jesus (Talbert 1982: 
79). 


The emissaries make a simple request. They wish 
Jesus to come and cure the slave. ALUOWLW 
(dias0zö) refers to bringing someone safely through 
an ordeal or to rescuing someone.” This Gentile 
soldier believes that Jesus has the power to restore 
his slave, and so he appeals for the teacher’s aid. 


ii. The Centurion is Worthy (7:4-5) 


7:4 The emissaries do not just bring the centurion’s 
request, but they also lobby on his behalf. They 
attempt to persuade Jesus to come and aid this soldier 
(of thirty-seven NT uses of Tapayivoual, 
paraginomai, twenty are in Acts and eight in Luke; 
Plummer 1896: 195). The text indicates emphatically 
the length to which these Jews labored on behalf of 
this Gentile. The adverb onovaíwc (spoudaiös, 
earnestly) indicates a seriousness in their efforts 

Phil. 2:28 are the other NT uses). 

The emissaries implore Jesus by offering a 
commendation. They describe the centurion as 
worthy (CLOG, axios) of benefiting from Jesus’ 
power (BAGD 78 82a; BAA 155 82a; Foerster, 
TDNT 1:379-80; Marshall 1978: 280). In fact, this is 
the only time that the NT uses this term positively to 


ends the verse is a relative clause describing his 
worthiness: “This man is worthy so that this request 
should be granted him.” The elders’ confidence 
contrasts with the centurion’s own evaluation of 
himself sent through the friends who come later. 
They will note that he himself does not feel worthy of 
a visit to his house (7:6). Such humility Jesus 
commends later (14:7—11). 

The elders’ favorable treatment of the man raises 
the question whether he was a Jewish proselyte. Most 
regard it as unlikely, since the appeal could have 
made this status clear to justify the request (so Van 
Der Loos 1965: 535 n. 3). But it is possible that he 
was a Candidate to be a proselyte, since his sympathy 
extended to building the synagogue. That he already 
was a proselyte is less likely, since in 7:5 there is no 
mention of his loving God. However, there is no way 
to be certain. At the least he was sympathetic and 
sensitive to the Jews, as other Gentiles had been. 
Josephus describes Alexander the Great in similar 
terms, showing that one need not be a proselyte to 


receive such respect from Jews (Against Apion 2.4 
843; Klostermann 1929: 86; Bovon 1989: 348 n. 20). 


7:5 The explanation why (yap, gar) the elders think 
this man is worthy of the Jewish teacher’s attention 
follows: he loves the nation. If a proselyte were in 
view the comment probably would have been that 
“he loves our God” (Plummer 1896: 195). Here is a 
Gentile who respects Jewish worship and has 
affection for the people. A contemporary illustration 
might be of an anthropologist, ambassador, or soldier 
sent to a foreign land who grows to respect and love 
that nation’s culture and people. This man may be a 
God-fearer, but even this is not clear from the 
remarks, which focus only on Israel’s customs 
(Bovon 1989: 348 places the centurion in this 
category; note also Finn 1985). If a God-fearer can be 
defined as a moral, monotheistic Gentile, then 
perhaps the centurion is a convert in this broad sense. 
His affection is evident in the elders’ second point; 
namely, that he built their synagogue. The centurion 
clearly is a man of means and generosity. This 
Synagogue may have been mentioned already in 4:33 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 652). A synagogue has been 
excavated at Tell Hum (Capernaum), but it is dated in 
the third century A.D., too late to be the synagogue 


of Luke 7 (Van Der Loos 1965: 536 n. 1; Ellis 1974: 
117; Schrage, TDNT 7:816 n. 111). Why would a 
foreign soldier do this? Augustus saw synagogues as 
valuable, because they maintained order and morality 
(Josephus, Antiquities 16.6.2 33162-65; 19.6.3 
88300-311). Examples of such Gentile generosity are 
noted in other Jewish sources (t. Meg. 3.5 [= Neusner 
1977-86: 2.287 (2.16 in Lieberman’s enumeration)]; 
SB 4:142-43; Creed 1930: 101; Marshall 1978: 
280).* One inscription of note speaks of a Gentile 
who built a Jewish house of prayer (Dittenberger 
1903-5: #96; Fitzmyer 1981: 652). The type of 
Jewish and Gentile cooperation that Luke will call for 
in Acts is previewed here. As well, the favorable 
portrait of a centurion is frequent in Luke (Luke 
23:47; Acts 10). It is also significant that word about 
Jesus was reaching socially significant people of all 
races and was not just limited to the poor. 


c. Jesus Goes (7:6a) 


7:6a A brief comment notes that Jesus accepted the 
elders’ invitation. His compassion has no racial 
limits. 


d. Other Emissaries Ask Jesus Simply to 
Speak and Heal (7:6b-8) 


i. “I Am Not Worthy” (7:6b-7a) 


7:6b As word reached the centurion that Jesus was 
coming, he sent a second delegation to meet Jesus. 
Some argue that this second delegation is simply a 
literary detail added to the account to make clear the 
centurion’s humility (Schürmann 1969: 393 n. 23; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 652). But the point of the second 
delegation is not that Jesus should help a worthy, 
humble man, but that he need not come to the house 
to do so. Also, why is a second delegation required to 
make a statement of humility? Could not the first 
delegation have made this point? And if so, why did 
the centurion not give Jesus this word originally? 
Such skepticism about the tradition is not necessary. 
The narrative is not interested in answering such 
questions, and any answers are speculative. Perhaps 
the centurion perceived that starting off by telling 
Jesus not to come might suggest that he was 
embarrassed to have Jesus come to his home. Having 
made the initial request, he could then tell Jesus that 
the effort to heal need not be bothersome. 
Nonetheless, by telling Jesus not to bother with a 
journey, the centurion’s faith stands out, as well as 
his humility. 


The delegation meets Jesus when he is not far from 
the house. The construction OD (ou, not) with an 
adjective or adverb is common in Luke-Acts 
(Plummer 1896: 195 notes fifteen examples). Luke 
depicts the friends’ message as giving the centurion’s 
exact words. The term for friends, @iAouc (philous), 
is frequent in Luke (12:4; 15:6; 21:16) where 
parallels lack it (Stählin, TDNT 9:159). Their 
message is cast in the first-person singular, “I am not 
worthy.” Thus, the verbal agreement with Matthew’s 
report that the centurion said this to Jesus is not 
surprising (Matt. 8:8-9).” Jesus should not trouble 
himself to enter the house, because (yap, gar) the 
centurion recognizes that he is not worthy of such a 
personal visit. Jesus is addressed with the respectful 
KÜpıe (kyrie, Lord), a term of courtesy for any 
significant figure, which here would be equal in force 
to saying “Rabbi,” since a Gentile is speaking, not a 
Jew (Fitzmyer 1981: 652; Marshall 1978: 281). 
Schtirmann (1969: 393 n. 28) probably correctly 
notes that Luke’s readers would see a little more 
significance in the term (Luke 5:8; 6:46). 

Jesus is not to trouble himself. UKVAAW (skyllö, to 
trouble) also appears in Mark 5:35 = Luke 8:49 in the 
account of Jairus’s daughter, an agreement that leads 


some to suggest that Luke added this unit under the 
influence of that account. But the term’s function in 
the two accounts differs: in Jairus’s story Jesus is told 
not to bother with the daughter, since she has already 
died. In Luke 8 it means to not come at all for it is 
too late; in Luke 7 it means that Jesus can heal from 
where he is. 

The key to the verse is the centurion’s declaration 
that he is not worthy to have Jesus step into his 
house. His sense of unworthiness recalls Peter in 5:8 
(Rengstorf, TDNT 1:330 n. 96). Two reasons are 
posited for his hesitancy (Ellis 1974: 117). Some see 
the soldier as sensitive to a Jew’s becoming unclean 
when entering a Gentile house (Acts 10:28; 11:12; m. 
‚Ohol. 18.7; Danker 1988: 159; Plummer 1896: 196). 
If this is the concern, then the soldier is not a 
proselyte, since a proselyte would be like a Jew. In 
fact, Luke 7:7 is against this view, since the centurion 
will not come to Jesus either. Others argue that the 
text shows no concern for ritual purity (which Jesus 
on occasion ignored; see 5:13), so that the issue is 
clearly Jesus’ person. The centurion simply had a 
high view of Jesus (so Van Der Loos 1965: 537; 
Marshall 1978: 281; Derrett 1973: 176). Rengstorf 
(TDNT 3:294-95) goes so far as to see a confession 


of Jesus’ messiahship here. The second view is 
explicit in the account, since the issue is the man’s 
faith and he testifies to his respect for Jesus in 7:7. 
However, given that he is not a proselyte, it is 
unlikely that he sees Jesus as Messiah. Rather, the 
praise for his faith is a commendation of his 
recognition that Jesus works through God’s power, 
either as a prophet or as a unique man of God. In this 
sense his faith is parallel to another centurion’s 
recognition at the cross that Jesus was righteous 
(23:47). This may not be a full confession, but it is a 
man opening up to what God is doing in Jesus. The 
centurion’s humility recalls John the Baptist’s attitude 
before Jesus (3:16). Before Jesus, great people— 
whether Jew or Gentile—pale into insignificance. 


7:7a The messengers’ report of the centurion’s 
humility continues. He is not worthy to have Jesus 
come into his home, but neither is he worthy to go to 
Jesus, a point that shows that defilement by entering 
a home is not the centurion’s main concern. This 
comment is not in Matthew, because in his 
telescoping of the account the friends who bring the 
centurion’s message are not mentioned at all (Creed 
1930: 102). The wording of this verse is Lucan." 


But this detail may well reflect sources to which 
Luke gained access and summarized in his own 
words. What is clear is that the centurion did not feel 
worthy of direct contact with Jesus. 


ii. Authority: “Just Say the Word” (7:7b) 


7:7b However, the centurion has not given up asking 
for Jesus’ help. He trusts in Jesus’ authority. He 
recognizes that Jesus has access to God and that all 
this powerful figure need do is to speak and healing 
will occur.' He has faith that Jesus’ command is all 
that is needed. laïc (pais) clearly means “servant” 
in the context (Luke 7:2, 3, 10; 12:45; 15:26; Matt. 
8:6, 8, 13; Plummer 1896: 196). The word of Jesus, 
given unseen and from a distance, can deliver the 
precious servant from his illness. It is a profound 
insight that the centurion possesses and expresses: 
even though physically absent, Jesus can show his 
presence effectively. The lesson is a key one for 
Luke’s readers, who no longer have Jesus’ physical, 
visible presence. 


ii. Authority Illustrated (7:8) 


7:8 The centurion now explains through his 
messengers why (yap, gar) he knows that the 


servant will be healed by the power and authority of 
Jesus’ word. The centurion knows that Jesus’ word 
will be obeyed, even from a distance, and the 
centurion graphically portrays his understanding with 
a three-part illustration, which is almost verbally 
identical with Matt. 8:9 (Luke has the additional 
word TAOOOUEVOG, tassomenos, being set under, 
subjected to; Delling, TDNT 8:28). The issue of 
authority has been raised already in Luke (4:6, 32, 
36; 5:24; Marshall 1978: 282). The centurion’s 
illustration reveals his understanding of Jesus. 

The centurion makes a minor-to-major comparison 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 652-53). Surely if he, as a member 
of the government’s army, is obeyed, so also the 
Spiritual forces that are subject to Jesus will obey his 
word. The centurion is under another’s authority, but 
nonetheless is in charge of his own forces. The 
picture parallels Jesus, who ministers for God, 
serving him with a clear sphere of authority. Just as 
the soldiers and servant obey the centurion, so will 
those forces afflicting the centurion’s slave obey 
Jesus. Jesus’ work of healing has been reported to 
the centurion, and he accepts the testimony as true. 
Thus, a soldier of the world’s most significant army 
compliments Jesus’ authority and equates it to 


authority within a military unit (Danker 1988: 159; 1 
Esdr. 4:1-12). 


e. Jesus Praises a Gentile’s Faith (7:9) 


7:9 Jesus’ response to the request is one of surprise 
and commendation, especially for the centurion’s 
confident declaration of Jesus’ authority. Jesus’ 
reaction is emotional: he is amazed at the soldier. 
Jesus, portrayed in very human terms, wonders at the 
quality of a Gentile’s response to him (Plummer 
1896: 197; Van Der Loos 1965: 539). Heis a 
spectator, commenting to other spectators (Bovon 
1989: 351). This is one of only two texts where Jesus 
is said to be amazed (Mark 6:6; Matt. 8:10 = Luke 
7:9; Bertram, TDNT 3:40). The centurion’s faith 
leads Jesus to address the crowd (for the syntax of the 
clause that describes Jesus as turning before 
speaking, see Fitzmyer 1981: 653). 

The reference to turning adds a vivid detail that 
Matt. 8:10 lacks. Ltpaq@eic (strapheis) is common 
in non-Marcan sections of Luke and as such leads 
Fitzmyer (1981: 653) to regard it as a Lucan term 
(7:9; 9:55; 10:23; 14:25; 23:28; in addition 7:44 and 
22:61, which have Marcan parallels, use oTpa@eic, 
but Mark lacks it). But Marshall (1978: 282) notes 


that OTPa@eic is entirely absent from Acts, raising 
the possibility that the term was in Luke’s source. 
The detail adds color to the account, as Jesus 
specifically addresses the multitudes who follow him. 
Jesus’ action and remarks say, “Learn from this.” 

In the paragraph’s key saying, Jesus commends the 
Gentile’s faith as something not found in Israel. The 
faith pictures what will often be the case in Acts: 
Gentiles respond to Jesus while many Jews reject 
him. More than this, Luke shows that pious pagans 
can understand Jesus, who is the completion of the 
path to God (Talbert 1982: 82-83, though Luke is 
less optimistic about pagans outside of Christ; see 
Bock 1991a). 

What is it that Jesus commends as unique? It 
cannot be the centurion’s recognition of miraculous 
power, for that had drawn wide response (4:40-41). 
This unique faith recognizes Jesus’ authority and the 
power of his word, not only over illness but also in 
the face of his physical absence and distance. 
Magical presence or touch is not required for healing, 
only the power of Jesus’ command and will. The 
centurion recognizes that God’s power works through 
Jesus without spatial limitations. Jesus is entrusted 
with great authority. It is clear that entrusted power is 


in view, because of the illustration of 7:8, where 
Jesus, like the centurion, is a man under authority. In 
addition, there is the resultant recognition of 
personal unworthiness. Humility mixed with deep 
faith describes what Jesus praises. The soldier 
approaches the man of God on the proper terms. In 
the commendation, Jesus makes an indirect call to 
trust him in a similar way. The question in effect is, 
“Will you trust as the centurion has?” (Schweizer 
1984: 131). Such faith brings Jesus’ approval. 
Several Synoptic issues need to be addressed. (1) 
The passage is similar in wording to Matt. 8:10 and, 
depending on how a text-critical problem in Matt. 
8:10 is solved, may be exact (see the additional note). 
(2) Matthew 8:11-13 contains an additional saying 
that Luke has in 13:28-29. But this saying is of a 
type that could well have been repeated. The 
difference in wording between these two accounts 
and the differences in the sayings adjoining this 
remark in each Gospel suggest that distinct sayings 
are likely (Plummer 1896: 197). (3) Matthew also has 
an additional word of comfort that the centurion can 
go, because it will be done as he has believed. The 
omission of this saying in Luke has two apparent 
causes. First, most obviously, since the centurion 


does not appear in Luke’s account, he cannot be 
dismissed. Second, Luke’s additional knowledge of 
the sequence of events seems to have caused him to 
focus on the centurion’s confession of Jesus’ 
authority and Jesus’ praise of that confession. 


f. The Healing is Noted (7:10) 


7:10 The slave’s healing is reported without any 
indication of Jesus’ command to be healed (Danker 
1988: 160; Grundmann 1963: 158). The focus is the 
centurion’s faith, not the healing. Of course, the 
healing demonstrates Jesus’ authority, since the event 
reflects the authority that the centurion described in 
7:8. 

The report simply notes that when the messengers 
returned, the slave was healthy. The subject of the 
sentence, oi TTEUPBEVTEG (hoi pemphthentes, those 
who were sent), looks back to the second set of 
envoys in 7:6 (which uses ErteuWev, epempsen; see 
Schürmann 1969: 394 n. 39). Of course, Luke’s 
account differs from Matt. 8:13, which simply notes 
that the slave was healed at the moment that Jesus 
replied. Each author is working with unique materials 
alongside the sources they share. They each end the 
account in their own way. 


The description of the slave’s condition is 
significant. 'YyıalvovTa (hygiainonta) looks to the 
slave’s new-found health, rather than looking back at 
his being healed (BAGD 832; BAA 1660; Luck, 
TDNT 8:312; 3 John 2; in the Pastoral Letters, this 
verb is used eight times of healthy teaching). The 
emphasis is on what the healing produced. The term 
is unique to Luke (5:31; 7:10; 15:27) in the 
Synoptics, leading some to see Luke closing in his 
own terms (Marshall 1978: 282). This is quite 
possible, though that Luke does not use the verb in 
Acts, only the noun (4:10), raises questions as to how 
Lucan this term is. 

Luce (1933: 153) argues that the miracle reflects a 
later stage of miracle story, since it is done at a 
distance and thus is an escalated picture of Jesus’ 
power (this view is similar to Bultmann’s “telepathic 
healing” category mentioned in the discussion of 
sources above). But Marshall (1978: 283) rightly 
notes that the account is just as miraculous in 
character as any of the miracle stories. Such miracle 
stories must be taken together, rather than separated 
into distinct classes. The element of distance is not an 
additional difficulty when we assess the historicity of 
miracles! Clearly the account sets forth the event as 


part of Jesus’ ministry. It is interesting to note that 
the other Synoptic account where Jesus does not have 
contact with the healed is Mark 7:24-30, which also 
involves a Gentile (Marshall 1978: 282). 


Summary 


The healing of the centurion’s slave in Luke 7:1- 
10 foreshadows the expansion of Jesus’ ministry 
to the nations. The non-Jewish centurion has 
encountered the ministry of this Jewish teacher 
and has sought his aid. He has heard of Jesus’ 
work and understands the power and authority that 
the teacher possesses from God. He senses that he 
is unworthy of receiving Jesus’ help. Jesus 
commends his insight as unique and offers the 
faith of this foreign soldier as an example to all. 
His combination of humility, dependent request, 
and trusting awareness of God’s power is the 
essence of faith. 

The respect that this man received from Jews is 
a submotif in the account. Surely Jews and 
Gentiles can get along and share involvement with 
Jesus. Race makes no difference to God. This 
theme will receive more comprehensive treatment 
in Acts, but here the groundwork is laid to show 


that racial-religious distinctions are not part of the 
gospel when one responds to Jesus (Eph. 2:11-22; 
Gal. 3:28-29; Col. 3:10-11). 

Above all, what is clear from this account is that 
Jesus has authority from God that extends over 
space, distance, and disease. He is gifted by God 
to a high degree. The healing he gives reveals the 
authority that he has to reverse the condition of 
those in need. He need not be physically present to 
respond. And anyone can share in the benefits that 
Jesus offers, if faith is exercised. The centurion’s 
faith is an example that should not stand alone. 
Luke asks his reader to have the faith of the 
centurion. 


Additional Notes 


7:7. The harder reading Lað NTW (aorist imperative: let him be 
healed) is supported by p”: B, and L. Widely distributed 
manuscripts (X, A, C, D, W, Byz, Itala) read iaOnoetal (future 
indicative: he will be healed), which looks like Matt. 8:8. This 
impressive variety may indicate the more likely reading, despite the 
parallel wording in Matthew. Regardless, the meaning of the verse is 


essentially the same, since Jesus’ capability is asserted either way 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 652). 


having such faith,” a slightly more personalized, direct, and 
accusatory summary of what Jesus said when compared to Luke’s 
“not even in Israel have | seen such faith.” The essential point is the 
same: the Gentile’s faith is unique. The reading of the UBS—NA text 
seems to be based on the premise that a scribe is more likely to 
make the Gospels agree than to make them disagree in wording. 


However, on the basis of external evidence (X, C, L, A, O, family 
13, 33, Byz, Lect, many Itala, and Vulgate), the more likely Matthean 
text is the one that agrees with Luke. Nevertheless, if a difference is 
present, it is not significant, being only a slight difference in 


emphasis. 


2. Resuscitation of a Widow’s 
Son and Questions About Jesus 
(7:11-17) 


Luke turns from faith as the ground for healing to 
an examination of healing as the basis for popular 


confession of Jesus. A miracle account unique to 
Luke (Aland 1985: 886), the raising of the widow 
of Nain’s son illustrates public reaction to Jesus’ 
healing ministry and describes its perception of 
him as a great prophet (7:16; Fitzmyer 1981: 658; 
Creed 1930: 102 [“the new prophet” ]). Since 
resuscitation from the dead is involved, the 
account expands the scope of Jesus’ power and 
authority. This is one of four such accounts in 
Luke-Acts. Later examples show that apostolic 
authority is parallel to Jesus’ power because it is 
grounded in him (Luke 8:40-42, 49-56 [Jesus]; 
Acts 9:36-43 [Peter]; 20:7-12 [Paul]). The point 
of Luke 7:11-17 is not only that Jesus can 
overcome disease (as the healing of the 
centurion’s slave showed), but he also has the 
authority to override death. The miracle is unusual 
for other reasons: Jesus takes the initiative (so the 
healing comes at the front of the account), and the 
public response to this power includes declaration 
of Jesus’ prophetic office and praise to God for 
visiting his people. When the people conclude that 
Jesus is a great prophet, they are undoubtedly 
comparing him to figures such as Elijah and 
Elisha, who also possessed such miraculous power 


(1 Kings 17:17-24; 2 Kings 4:8-37)." Performing 
resuscitation evidences the presence of God’s 
power. The action itself need not carry with it 
ontological implications, as the apostles’ and 
prophets’ ability to perform resuscitation shows. 
Resuscitation from the dead attests the miracle- 
worker’s access to God’s power. Confessions 
commonly follow miracles in the NT (Luke 5:8; 


Acts 14:11-12 shows, such confessions need not 
be accurate nor exhaustive in their scope. 

Another function of this account is to set up the 
discussion with the envoys from John the Baptist. 
When Jesus alludes in Luke 7:22 to the dead being 
raised, he is referring back to this event. Thus, 
Luke is preparing to declare that a major time of 
eschatological fulfillment has come. 


Sources and Historicity 


The issue of resuscitation from the dead is much discussed (SB 


1965: 559-66; Bovon 1989: 358-60). Several ancient extrabiblical 


accounts report resuscitation with a note of skepticism: Pliny, Natural 
History 7.37 8124; Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 4.45 (third century 
A.D.); Apuleius, Florida 19 (Klostermann 1929: 87; Van Der Loos 
1965: 560-61). Jewish parallels (all late) are particularly interesting 
for their variety in noting who can raise the dead: God (b. Taan. 
2a), righteous people (b. Pesah. 68a, citing Isa. 5:17; Mic. 7:14; 
Zech. 8:4), Messiah (Pirge de Rabbi Eliezer 32 [= Friedlander 1916: 
233], citing Ps. 72:17), or the rabbis (Lev. Rab. 10.4 on 8:2). Such 
accounts were also popular in NT apocryphal literature: Acts of Paul 
2 [son of Anchares], 3 [Dion], 7 [Artemilla] and Acts of Thomas 30- 
33, 51-54 (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 2.238, 247, 252, 351-53, 360- 
62). 


These parallels lead some to explain Jesus’ actions on naturalistic 


terms (Luce 1933: 153-54) by appealing to literary explanations or 
myth or the more naturalistic explanation that Jesus “raised” those 
who were simply comatose (Van Der Loos 1965: 564-66 notes the 
options). Marshall (1978: 283), Nolland (1989: 321), and Van Der 
Loos argue that the ancient parallels prove nothing about the 
historicity of the Lucan account. Such questions will be answered 
more by one’s preconceptions about the possibility of these kinds of 
works than they will by the presence of such parallels. 

The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 300) places the 
wording of the miracle in 7:13-14 in black type, thus tracing none of 
it to Jesus. They attribute it to “the invention of the storyteller under 
the storyteller’s license. There is no word or phrase that is likely to 


have been remembered as coming from Jesus.” This is mere 
assertion that reveals the seminar’s preconceptions. Nolland’s 
judgment (1989: 321) that “there seems no good reason for 
stumbling over the resuscitation of the dead” is sound. The presence 
of multiple attestation for resuscitation in the Jesus tradition makes it 
likely that a summary of what he said during such events would also 
be recalled (see 8:40—56). 

Since the unit is unique to Luke, it is part of Luke’s special 
material (Wiefel 1988: 144; two earlier units unique to Luke are 
4:14-30 and 5:1-11).2 Two other uniquely Lucan pericopes related 
to women follow shortly (7:36-50; 8:1-3). 


The account is a miracle story that can be 
classified more precisely as a resuscitation 
(Bultmann 1963: 215, 233-34; Theissen 1983: 
B21) 

The outline of Luke 7:11-17 is as follows: 


a. Setting: a funeral procession in Nain (7:11- 
12) 

b. Jesus’ healing with compassion (7:13-15) 

c. Public confession of a great prophet (7:16) 

d. Report in Judea and the region (7:17) 


The account is focused on Jesus’ care for the 
needy and his power over death. Jesus takes the 


initiative and acts compassionately, choosing 
healing over defilement. The event results in awe 
for God’s work and a public perception of Jesus as 
a prophet. As a result, news about Jesus spreads. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


and it happened [IthereafterL] that he was going into a city 
called Nain, and his LJdisciples[_] and a great crowd were going with 
him. 12As he drew near the city gate, behold, a man who had died, 
an only begotten son to his mother, was being carried out to burial, 
and she was a widow; and some crowd from the city was together 
with her. 

13 And when he saw her, the Lord had compassion on her and 
said to her, “Do not cry.” 1%And when he approached, he touched the 
bier and those removing the corpse stood still, and he said, “Young 
man, | say to you, arise.” And the dead man sat up and began to 
talk, and he gave him to his mother. 16And fear seized all, and they 
glorified God, saying, “A great prophet is raised up among us” and 
“God has visited his people.” +/And this report concerning him went 
out into the whole of Judea and into all the region. 


a. Setting: A Funeral Procession in Nain 
(7:11-12) 


7:11 Luke connects this event to the previous one 
only in very general terms. Eäfig (hexés, thereafter) 
is a general time reference when it appears without 
NUEpAa (hemera, day). Jesus comes into Nain with 
his disciples and other observers. 

Nain (Vulgate: Naim) is not the Judean city that 
Josephus refers to in Jewish War 4.9.4-5 8509-20. 
Neither does it reflect an imprecise understanding of 
Palestinian geography, as Fitzmyer (1981: 658) 
rightly notes against Conzelmann (1960: 46). 
Mentioned only here in the Bible, Nain was a little 
town and appears to be located at the site of the 
modern town of Nein, which now has about two 
hundred residents.? Located in Galilee three miles 
west of Endor, twenty miles southwest of 
Capernaum, and six miles southeast of Nazareth 
(Creed 1930: 103; Godet 1875: 1.340; Fitzmyer 
1981: 658 [who wrongly locates it southwest of 
Nazareth]; Marshall 1978: 284), Nein sits at the foot 
of so-called Little Hermon over the Valley of Jezreel. 
Bovon (1989: 360 n. 30) notes that the name Little 
Hermon is probably an erroneous Middle Age 
equation of this site with Mount Hermon. He thinks 
that Nain might be located at the foot of Mount 
Moreh (Judg. 7:1), height 1,700 feet. Others refer to 


Nebi Dahi or Desebel Dahi (Gen. Rab. 98.12 on 
49:15; SB 2:161). 


7:12 Jesus approached the city and drew near the 
city gate (tUAN, pylé), which normally served as a 
defensive fortification, though this town was so small 
that the entrance was probably decorative. As Jesus 
entered, he observed a funeral procession. Ihe Way 
of Life meets the way of death (Grundmann 1963: 
159). The verb €kKOULCW (ekkomizö, to carry out) is 
used only here in the NT (BAGD 241; BAA 486; 
Josephus, Jewish War 5.13.7 8567; Fitzmyer 1981: 
658; Plummer 1896: 198; on the syntax, see BDF 
8190.4). Such funerals would proceed out of the city 
walls, where family cemeteries were located.” 
Funerals usually occurred at the end of the day and 
often on the day of the death (SB 4:578—92; Marshall 
1978: 284; Schiirmann 1969: 400; see the exegesis of 
7:13). This death involved an only begotten son 
(UOVOYEVNG, monogenés), a detail that Luke 
frequently notes (8:42; 9:38; Biichsel, TDNT 4:739; 
Marshall 1978: 284-85). The mother was also a 
widow, something that may have been indicated by 
her clothing or the absence of a husband in the 


procession (Stählin, TDNT 9:449 n. 81; on p. 450 he 
notes other texts that show widows crying over the 
loss of loved ones and the loss of protection). 

The description of the woman as widowed and 
childless is important. She has no family now and in 
effect is an “orphaned parent.” The emotion in the 
verse carries deep pathos. The town shares in the 
grief as they gather with her. Such mourning was 
seen as an act of love by one’s neighbors and was 
especially significant where a widow was involved 
(Jer. 6:26; Amos 8:10; Zech. 12:10; SB 4:578). A sad 
setting greets Jesus in Nain. 


b. Jesus’ Healing with Compassion (7:13-15) 


7:13 Jesus takes the initiative and addresses the 
woman as he prepares to deal with her tragic 
situation. He extends to her a word of comfort and 
asks her to stop crying. Such weeping for the dead is 
common in the Bible (Gen. 50:1; Deut. 21:13; 2 Sam. 
3:32; Mark 5:38-39; Luke 7:32; John 11:31, 33; 
20:11, 13, 15; Acts 9:39; Rengstorf, TDNT 3:722). 
The present imperative ur) KAale (me klaie) asks her 
to cease weeping (Fitzmyer 1981: 659). Jesus’ 
comfort will include more than others can give to her, 
and he will offer more than words (Stählin, TDNT 


5:822). Luke describes Jesus’ reaction as the 
expression of his compassion (tonàayyvioðn, 
esplanchnisthe). Several acts of Jesus are attributed 
to this motive in the other Gospels. Other Synoptic 
parallels use omtAayyviCouat where Luke does not 
(Matt. 14:14 = Mark 6:34 = Luke 9:11; Matt. 15:32 = 
Mark 8:2 [not in Luke]; not used in Acts). Thus, it is 
likely that this description came to Luke in his 
source. Jesus’ comforting call to cease crying also 
has a parallel elsewhere in the tradition (John 11:33). 
The description of Jesus as Lord is the first use of 
KUpLOG (kyrios) in Luke’s narrative comments with 
regard to Jesus (Creed 1930: 103-4). The description 
presents Jesus with the title that will depict his 
exalted and authoritative position after his 
resurrection (Acts 2:33-36). Luke is the only 
Synoptic writer to use KUPLOC before the resurrection 
in narrative editorial notes, and he does it often (Luke 
7:19; 10:1, 39, 41; 11:39; 12:42a; 13:15; 17:5, 6; 
18:6; 19:8a; 22:61 [twice]; Marshall 1978: 285; 
Klostermann 1929: 88-89; Foerster, TDNT 3:1092— 
93; Schiirmann 1969: 401 n. 99; see the exegesis of 
5:8). KUptoc indicates the authority that Jesus had 
during his earthly ministry (Moule 1966; Franklin 
1975: 49-55). Nonetheless, it is a reflective use of 


the term, since the title does not occur for Jesus 
within the events of his ministry, though the more 
ambiguous vocative use does appear (see 5:8; 6:46). 
Luke looks back and characterizes Jesus’ acts in 
terms of the authority that the disciples later came to 
understand as a reflection of his earthly ministry. 

It is debated whether Luke’s use of KUPLOG is his 
own or reflects his sources. Those who argue that 
Luke supplied the title observe that he alone uses it 
this way and that this title is found only in Luke in 
Matthean-Lucan parallel passages (Luke 7:19; 10:1; 
11:39; 12:42; 17:5-6; Vielhauer 1965: 34-36 [repr. 
pp. 154-56]). Those who argue that the title came to 
Luke from sources argue that he never has the term in 
Marcan-Lucan parallels.* The answer to this question 
still seems open (La Potterie 1970). In any case, the 
title reveals Jesus’ authority in this event. 

To set the scene, it is important to appreciate the 
nature of burial customs in Judaism (Safrai 1976a: 
773-87). First, a person was not prepared for burial 
until death was certain (Semahot 1 [= Zlotnick 1966: 
31-33]). Second, a family tore their garments as a 
sign of mourning and closed the eyes of the corpse to 
show that death had come (Semahot 1.4 [= Zlotnick 
1966: 31]). Third, to prevent deterioration the body 


was anointed and buried quickly (cf. Acts 5:1-11). 
Generally not kept overnight in the house (m. Sab. 
23.4-5; m. Sanh. 6.5; ,Abot de Rabbi Nathan A.35 [= 
Goldin 1955: 143], B.39 [= Saldarini 1975: 236]; t. 
Neg. 6.2 [= Neusner 1977-86: 6.156]; b. B. Qam. 
82b), the corpse was wrapped in cloth on a burial 
plank, not in a coffin, for all to see (m.Mo-ed Qat. 
1.6; m. Sab. 23.5; Godet 1875: 1.341). Thus, as Jesus 
approached the woman, the funeral procession was 
moving out of town, with the mourners present to 
bury the visible but covered body.' In a normal 
funeral, the service would end with the Shema. and 
the family would mourn for thirty days (m._Ber. 3.1; 
on how feasts affected the mourning period, see m. 
Mo.ed Qat. 3.5, 7-9). The funeral procession was 
emotional, and the widow’s tears in such a setting are 
quite understandable. But Jesus’ action will reverse 
the mood. 


7:14 Jesus moves to justify his words of comfort. He 
moves away from the widow and approaches the 
open plank. Interestingly, whenever the term 
TTPOOEPXOUAL (proserchomai, to approach) is used 
of Jesus’ coming to someone, it precedes his acting 
with authority (Mark 1:31; Luke 7:14; 9:42; Matt. 
28:18; J. Schneider, TDNT 2:684; Marshall 1978: 


286). As he arrives, Jesus touches the bier, an act that 
would bring defilement according to the law (Num. 
19:11, 16; Sir. 34:30 [according to NRSV 
numbering]; Marshall 1978: 286; Danker 1988: 
161). Cleanliness is next to godliness except where 
compassion is required. The term for bier, 00POG 
(soros), is used only here in the NT and refers to an 
anointed corpse lay.'* Upon Jesus’ touching the 
plank, the pallbearers stopped. In fact, Jesus may 
have touched the plank to get them to stop (Plummer 
1896: 199). 

Jesus addresses the dead young man directly, an act 
that would be humorous or tragic if we were not 
dealing with a uniquely empowered man of God. 
Jesus calls to the dead man with personal authority 
when he says, LOL àéyw (soi lego, I say to you). He 
calls on the corpse to get up (as he will do also to 
Jairus’s daughter and Lazarus: Mark 5:41 = Luke 
8:54; John 11:43). Jesus confronts death and 
illustrates the extent of his authority (John 5:25; 
11:25-27, 42). 


7:15 Three simple statements mark the healing. 
First, the dead man sat up. Two terms are key. 


Referring to the man as Ó veKpoc (ho nekros, the 
dead man) adds a note of contrast to stress the 
healing, since dead people do not usually move! And 
the reference to AvEKaOLoEV (anekathisen, sat up) 
makes use of a term that appears elsewhere in the NT 
only at Acts 9:40, where it refers to Tabitha’s 
resuscitation by Peter (Creed 1930: 104). In fact, this 
medical term is often used extrabiblically to describe 
the sitting up of someone who was formerly 
incapacitated by illness (Klostermann 1929: 89; 
Jesus’ effortless call to rise up contrasts with OT 
examples of resuscitation. Elijah stretched himself 
three times over the boy he revived (1 Kings 17:21), 
and Elisha touched his child with his staff and then 


Resuscitation comes easy to this agent of God. 
Second, when the man sat up, he began to talk, a 
point that indicates a return to life. Again, the 
response is somewhat different from the OT parallels, 
where in Elijah’s case no response is discussed (1 
Kings 17:22) and in Elisha’s case where the boy 
sneezed seven times (2 Kings 4:35). A similar detail 
about speaking is present in Philostratus, Life of 


Apollonius 4.45 (Marshall 1978: 286; Danker 1988: 
162). 

Finally, Jesus gave the boy back to his mother. The 
Greek wording agrees verbatim with 1 Kings 17:23 
—indicating that Jesus’ act parallels the great prophet 
Elijah. Luke’s description of the event notes the OT 
basis for the popular assessment about Jesus as a 

The relationship between mother and son—broken 
by death—is restored by Jesus (Danker 1988: 162). 
Plummer (1896: 200) and Van Der Loos (1965: 574— 
75) refer with appropriate skepticism to attempts to 
explain the account on a naturalistic basis. This is a 
healing that reveals God’s working. Given the 
character of the healing, what would the popular 
response be? 


c. Public Confession of a Great Prophet (7:16) 


7:16 The reaction to the display of God’s power 
yields the normal response of fear, POBog (phobos). 
Luke often expresses the emotional reaction to God’s 
work in terms of awe and respect (Luke 1:65; 5:26; 
8:25, 37; Acts 2:43; 5:5, 11; 19:17; Klostermann 
1929: 89; Fitzmyer 1981: 659; Balz, TDNT 9:209). 
Such respect for God’s work reflects an awareness of 


the event’s uniqueness and honors the majesty of the 
one who has worked. 

Though fear was present, one could not look upon 
such an event without comment. The crowd 
responded first to acknowledge the healer and then to 
acknowledge the God who sent him. In recognizing 
such events, they glorified God, another common 
Lucan description of a response to God’s activity 
(Luke 5:9, 26; 9:43; 13:13; 17:18; 18:43; 23:47; 
Ernst 1977: 243-44). 

In calling Jesus a great prophet (TPOMNTNS 
UEyaG, prophétés megas), the crowd recognizes the 
parallel between Jesus’ work and that of Elijah and 
Elisha. At the least, Jesus is among the upper echelon 
of prophets. But does this confession describe the 
great eschatological prophet to come, as Bovon 
(1989: 364-65) argues, distinguishing Luke’s 
meaning (Elijah revived) from the crowd’s (a great 
prophet)? Cullmann (1963: 30) rightly notes that the 
absence of the definite article makes unlikely an 
exclusive reference to this great prophet. In fact, 9:19 
makes clear that the crowd’s understanding bordered 
on speculation as to where exactly Jesus fit. Thus, an 
exclusive reference to the great coming prophet is not 
the point of 7:16. Neither is there anything messianic 


in this confession (Fitzmyer 1981: 660; but 
incorrectly Friedrich, TDNT 6:846). Of course, many 
of Luke’s readers believe that Jesus is a prophet and 
more, but that is not the point here. The picture of 
Jesus as a prophet is a fundamental one for Luke, but 
in the Gospel it is almost always on the lips of others 
who are trying to grapple with who Jesus is (7:39; 
9:8, 19; 24:19; Friedrich, TDNT 6:841; Luke 4:24 is 
the only exception). Luke is careful here as he 
indicates how the populace assessed Jesus. 
According to the witnessing crowd, God has raised 
up a great prophet. The passive verb NyEpOn 
(egerthe, is raised up) looks to God’s bringing Jesus 
onto the historical scene (Acts 13:22; John 7:52; Dan. 
8:18; Judg. 2:16, 18; 3:9; Marshall 1978: 286; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 660). The crowd has responded to the 
event they have seen, which recalls the great 
prophets of old and points to the renewal of God’s 
miraculous activity for his people. They are no more 
specific than that. 

In speaking of God’s activity, the crowd speaks of 
God’s visitation (ETEOKEWATO, epeskepsato), a term 
that Luke has used already to express the visit of the 
Messiah (Luke 1:68, 78; also Acts 15:14). Later, 
Luke will note that Israel has missed the visitation 


(Luke 19:44; Schürmann 1969: 403). 
"EMLOKETMTOUAL refers to God’s gracious activity for 
his people as he utilizes his power on their behalf 
(Ruth 1:6; Exod. 4:31; Gen. 21:1; Creed 1930: 104; 
Beyer, TDNT 2:605). Such activity would be an 
encouragement to people who perceived themselves 
to be largely absent from God’s miraculous activity 
in recent times (1 Macc. 4:46; 9:27; 14:41; 
Schiirmann 1969: 402 n. 103; Plummer 1896: 200). 
The expression betrays the people’s excitement as 
they reflect on what is happening. Clearly, Jesus is 
sent from God for them. 

The Elijah motif makes one other key point when it 
is seen as a Lucan theme: through Jesus, God is 
coming to the aid of the defenseless (Evans in Evans 
and Sanders 1993: 70-83). Other Elijah texts in Luke 
allude to a similar concern (Luke 4:25-27; 7:1-10; 
9:52--55, 61-62 [negatively]). Those who feel that 
they are on the outside or who feel abandoned can 
sense in Jesus the invitation to experience God’s 
renewed presence and blessing. God is visiting his 
people again, and those who realize his presence and 
their need can sense that God has chosen to engage 
them by his grace through Jesus. 


d. Reportin Judea and the Region (7:17) 


7:17 As is his style, Luke closes with a note about 
how the news spread widely concerning Jesus (Luke 
4:14, 37; Matt. 9:26; Mark 1:28; J. Schneider, TDNT 
2:679). Here, the news went out into Judea (on the 
use of €V, en, with the sense “into,” see BDF 8218; 


refers to the entire region of Judea and Galilee (Ernst 
1977: 244). The term is not specific, but probably 
includes a reference to the region of Perea and 
specifically the city of Machaerus, where John the 
Baptist was imprisoned (Josephus, Antiquities 18.5.2 
8119; Luke 9:7—9). Machaerus is well to the south of 
Galilee on the other side of the Jordan River, midway 
down the east side of the Dead Sea. Perhaps the 
report of Jesus as a prophet stirred John to send the 
delegation of 7:18-23. Regardless, news about Jesus 
was Sweeping the region, since it had reached areas 
far south of Galilee (Fitzmyer 1981: 660; Schweizer 
1984: 133). 


Summary 


Jesus’ raising the widow of Nain’s son in Luke 
7:11-17 demonstrates two essential qualities. 


First, Jesus demonstrates his compassion and 
willingness to reach out and meet the needs of 
those in distress. He takes the initiative in this 
account; he comforts the widow; he restores the 
boy to health. Second, great power is displayed 
with great ease. The comfort that he offers the 
widow is real, because he can overpower death’s 
nullifying effects. The extent of his authority 
reaches to the limits of personal existence. This 
account, then, represents Jesus’ most powerful 
display of his connection with God. 

The crowd concludes on the basis of OT 
parallels that Jesus is a great prophet, a confession 
that raises christological questions about who 
Jesus is. Luke will take advantage of this 
confession in the next pericope to pursue the issue 
of Jesus’ identity as reflected in his ministry. It is 
clear that he has prophetic gift, but is he the one to 
come, the one that John prophesied in 3:15-18? 
Does Jesus offer more to humanity than merely 
signaling God’s visitation? These are the questions 
that Luke now plants in the narrative. The 
resurrection of this young man offers answers in 
terms of power and praise. 


Additional Notes 


7:11. Elsewhere Luke does not use ENG with the preposition EV 
and the feminine (Luke 9:37; Acts 21:1; 25:17; 27:18; Luce 1933: 
154; Marshall 1978: 284). Thus, on the basis of Lucan style, the 
variant EV TH ENC is unlikely. If the variant is read, then the 
event is said to occur “the day after” the encounter with the 


centurion. 


7:11. A variant reading speaks of many (kavob disciples present 
(A, C, A, ©, ©, family 13, Byz, Lect, some Itala, some Syriac), but 
this may be influenced by the use of IKOVOG in 7:12. The UBS-NA 
text, without IKAVOL, has Alexandrian, Western, and versional 
support: p^, X, B, D, L, W, many Itala, some Syriac, Vulgate, and 
Coptic. 


3. Questions About Jesus and 
John the Baptist (7:18-35) 


Luke 7:18-35 comprises three subunits that deal 
with John the Baptist. Luke 7:18-23 deals with 
John’s question to Jesus. Jesus’ reply defines the 


nature of the times and appeals to his acts and the 
OT for proof. Luke 7:24-30 gives Jesus’ view of 
John and explains the greatness of the new 
kingdom in comparison to John. Luke 7:31-35 is 
a parable of rebuke against Israel for not 
responding to John or Jesus, despite their 
difference in style. Nothing will satisfy some. 

For Luke’s view of Jesus’ relationship to John 
the Baptist, this unit (along with 3:15-22; 16:16; 
and 1:1—80) is a key text. John is a bridge figure. 
He is the last of the great prophets of the old 
period of promise (7:28). Yet he is also 
inseparably linked to the new period of Jesus 
(1:14-17, 76-79). Luke 7 gives the first indication 
of what Jesus thinks of John. In addition, the 
passage shows that those observing Jesus are 
struggling to understand the nature of his ministry. 

The major issues of 7:18-35 center on the 
relationship of John and Jesus (Creed 1930: 104— 
5):: (1) What does Jesus think of himself? (2) 
What does John think of Jesus? (3) What does 
Jesus think of John? Jesus’ works clearly show 
that he is involved in bringing in the eschaton, 
since his actions parallel promises made by Isaiah 
about that period (Isa. 29:18; 35:5; 42:6; 61:1). In 


fact, the description recalls the Servant of the Lord 
figure of Luke 4:18-19, who Jesus said was 
fulfilled in him. Danker (1988: 163) argues that in 
Luke’s Gospel Jesus—not John the Baptist—is 
Elijah, but the use of Mal. 3:1 in Luke 7:27 to 
describe John makes this view difficult. It is true 
that Jesus is the end-time reformer, but Luke 
clearly compares John to Elijah (Luke 1:17; Webb 
1991: 65-66). In Jesus’ view, John is the greatest 
prophet of the old period, but he also is the one 
who prepares the way for Jesus (7:26-28). 
Nevertheless, all who follow Jesus will be greater 
than this forerunner. 

The relationship of John and Jesus is later 
clarified by Luke in Acts 19:1—7, with its mention 
of disciples who knew only of John’s baptism. 
Luke uses this text to explain how John fit into 
God’s plan as unfolded in Jesus and to deal with 
any disciples who still found the focus on Jesus 
hard to accept. It is important, however, to note 
that these disciples did not struggle with full 
transition to Jesus once they had heard the whole 
gospel.* 

The key question is this: “Is Jesus the Coming 
One?” This messianic question looks back to Luke 


3:15-18. All efforts to limit Jesus’ role in 7:18-35 
to the eschatological prophet fail. In fact, one 
could argue that the same messianic emphasis is 
found in Matthew, though not as explicitly, for if 
John is greater than a prophet (Matt. 11:9) and 
Jesus is greater than John, what category is left for 
Jesus but Messiah? 

Another major interpretive question in Luke 7 is 
the reason that John asks his question (Arndt 
1956: 209). Fitzmyer (1981: 664-65) discusses 
five views in detail, but there are two basic 
positions:® (1) John is trying to engender faith in 
his disciples (Chrysostom, Homilies on Matthew 
36 [on Matt. 11:2] [PG 57:413-15]; Augustine, 
Sermones ad Populum 66.3-4 [PG, 1st series, 
38:432-33]); or (2) John is asking for 
confirmation of Jesus’ mission, because he doubts 
that Jesus is the “one to come”; the doubt is 
mainly due to the lack of any political or judgment 
activity in Jesus’ ministry (Tertullian, Against 
Marcion 4.18.4-6; Godet 1875: 1.345; Marshall 
1978: 289). In favor of the second approach are 
the allusion to offense in 7:23 and John the 
Baptist’s earlier reference in 3:7-18 to the power 
and authority of the “one who follows him.” 


A misdirected description of this passage is to 
call it John’s first step of faith in the Lucan 
portrayal (Creed 1930: 105; see the exegesis of 
7:19 and view 1 there). Luke 1:40—45 speaks 
against this description, as does, more importantly, 
the thrust of 3:15-22.* John’s question is not 
positive for Luke, but is a query raised out of 
uncertainty, as 7:23 suggests. Once John had the 
feeling that Jesus was God’s agent, the issue 
became for him the character of Jesus’ ministry. 
Was Jesus really bringing God’s promise with his 
style of ministry? This style was not what John 
expected, and this question was asked by others as 
well. Thus, the second view—that John was 
seeking confirmation of Jesus’ ministry—is best. 
Jesus’ messianic style has raised questions about 
him. John is not asked to take a first step of faith, 
but is to be reassured about Jesus. In that sense, he 
is representative of a reader like Theophilus, who 
also needs reassurance (1:1—4). 

Beyond the nature of Jesus’ ministry, Luke 
makes a final point in 7:31—35. The variety of 
styles of ministry by God’s envoys is not the real 
cause for some rejecting God’s way. John and 
Jesus had different styles: one ministered in the 


desert as an ascetic, while the other roamed freely 
among the people and approached the rejected and 
sinful of society. Yet both were still rejected by 
many. Indeed, the response to John was a test of 
one’s response to Jesus. To reject one was to reject 
the other. In addition, John’s rejection was not 
because of his style, but because of his message. 
When the style changed, the message was still 
rejected. The passage argues that one should take 
note because after Jesus there is no other. 


Sources and Historicity (7:18-23) 


Luke 7:18-35 has a parallel in Matt. 11:2-19 (Aland 1985: §8106—7). 
The placement in Matthew is slightly later in terms of the movement 
of Jesus’ ministry, since in Matthew this discussion about John 
follows sayings that Luke has later.2 On other occasions, Luke 
places in a later position remarks that Matthew has earlier (Matt. 
10:37-38 = Luke 14:25-27; Matt. 10:34-36 = Luke 12:51-53; Matt. 
10:26-33 = Luke 12:2-9; Matt. 10:1-16 = Luke 9:2-5). Carson 
(1984: 260) suggests that Matthew’s arrangement in Matt. 11-13 
may be thematic, as in other portions of his work. On the other hand, 
the sayings in Luke’s “journey” section also may have a thematic 
structure at times. It is difficult to determine the account’s exact 


placement in Jesus’ ministry, but it clearly predates Peter’s great 
confession and falls in the latter period of Jesus’ early ministry in 
Galilee, when questions existed about the character of his ministry. 

The source of the tradition is usually attributed to Q, since the 
account is shared with Matthew and is very close to Matthew in 
wording.® At the least, the tradition that both writers used has similar 
origins. Creed (1930: 104) believes that Q is the source and that the 
origin of that tradition is Palestine. The reason for attributing the 
tradition to Palestine is that concern for John as a major figure would 
have been focused there. Marshall (1978: 288), Nolland (1989: 326— 
27), Witherington (1990: 42-43, 165), and Kümmel (1957: 109-11) 
argue for the account’s authenticity. There is no reason to attribute 
its origin to the early church, especially since the respected John the 
Baptist is pictured as wrestling with the character of Jesus’ ministry, 
even though he is God’s prophet. 

The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 301-2) also 
recognizes the tradition’s contact and close agreement with Q. 
However, they argue that the christological claim defended from 
Scripture reflects an early church concern, so they reject the 
authenticity of 7:22-23, printing it in black type. Apparently the 
assumption is that questions about Jesus’ person arose only after he 
had passed away, an unlikely scenario in light of Jesus’ activity 
during his life. Surely Jesus would have reflected upon and appealed 
to Scripture to explain who he was. The indirect style of Jesus’ reply 
also fits his style in dealing with the messianic questions in his 


ministry (e.g., 9:18-21). The remarks reflect the kind of reply that 
Jesus would make to such a query. 


Sources and Historicity (7:24-30) 


Luke 7:24-27 contains wording almost parallel to Matt. 11:7b-10, 
while Matt. 11:7a and 11:11 are parallel to Luke’s account in sense 
but with slightly distinct vocabulary (Aland 1985: 8107; Bovon 1989: 
370 n. 11 notes the parallel to Gospel of Thomas 78). As noted 
above, most see Luke and Matthew sharing a similar source (Q) at 
this point. 

Luke 7:29-30 has no Synoptic parallel, but is Luke responsible for 
this summary or has he received it through the tradition? Marshall 
(1978: 297) seems to favor its presence in Q, but also notes that 
Luke’s hand has been at work in the text. Fitzmyer (1981: 670-71) 
argues that these verses can hardly have come from Q and are 
either from a special Lucan source or from Luke’s hand. It is hard to 
establish the precise literary source of this summary, given how little 
evidence is available. The remarks in these parenthetical verses 
could well be Lucan. 

Though there are challenges to some elements of the historical 
portrayal of this account, almost all hold to its general historical 
value. Even a more skeptical work like Crossan’s (1991: 236-37) 
accepts the authenticity of this material. Fitzmyer (1981: 671) seems 
to question the historicity of 7:28b with its assertion about the “least 
in the kingdom,” because of the way it qualifies 7:28a (so also 


Bultmann 1963: 164-66). Marshall (1978: 293) notes that John is not 
denigrated by the statement, but rather the importance of Jesus and 
the times are elevated by it. In fact, the statement reflects an 
antithetical parallelism, a balance that is lacking if the statement is 
removed as inauthentic. Questions are also raised about whether 
Jesus would use the OT so directly (Mal. 3:1 in Luke 7:27; so 
Bultmann 1963: 165 calls the parallel Matt. 11:10 “intrusive”). But 
such objections prejudge too greatly what Jesus did and did not do. 


Numerous pericopes show Jesus making these kinds of associations 


and using the OT this way. Only a priori judgments deny that Jesus 
could say this (13:35; 19:46; 20:17). Suggesting that the pericope’s 
messianic flavor is a reflection of the early church, Fitzmyer (1981: 
672) argues that Judaism had no hope of Elijah as the precursor of 
Messiah (he cites m. €d. 8.7; M. B. Mes. 1.8; m. Segal. 
2.5). But is this decisive? If Elijah is related to the eschaton as 
restorer and peacemaker through Malachi, then can a messianic 
figure be far away? If Jesus saw himself as greater than Elijah, who 
else can he be than the greater eschatological restorer? If in any 
sense Jesus saw John in terms of Elijah or Mal. 3, then this dilemma 
remains for the nonmessianic position. Thus, as in other texts, 
Fitzmyer downplays the messianic element too greatly. Finally, the 
strength of the remarks about John speak for authenticity. Would the 
church invent such unqualified praise like that in 7:28a? 

The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 301-2) varies in its 
assessment of these sayings. Luke 7:24—25 (pink type) is tied to 


Jesus because in the seminar’s view it fits Jesus’ social critique of 
the leadership. Luke 7:26-27 (black type) is rejected because it has 
no parallel in the Gospel of Thomas and its “forerunner to Messiah” 
Christology is deemed to be too explicit (for the same reasons given 
above by others who question its historicity; see my answer to this 
objection above). Luke 7:28 is presented in gray type, reflecting 
uncertainty about its authenticity. The seminar admits that the 
exaltation of John as “the greatest born of women” is not likely to 
have been a creation ofthe early church, but it regards 7:28b as 
problematic and so doubts the whole verse. The handling of this 
verse illustrates how the Jesus Seminar does not give the Gospel 
tradition any benefit of the doubt. If Jesus believed his coming 
brought the eschaton and that John was a bridge to the great new 
era, nothing in this verse is problematic. The Gospel tradition 
surrounding the Baptist makes this assumption likely and questions 
any approach that rejects the credibility of this verse. 


Sources and Historicity (7:31-35) 


Luke 7:31-35 is present in Matt. 11:16-19 (Aland 1985: 8107). The 
two accounts have similar wording, though there are enough 
differences, especially in Luke 7:31, 35, to suggest the presence of 
distinct, but related traditions (for details, see the exegesis). These 
are two summaries of the same discourse. 

In assessing this material, the origin of 7:31-32 in Jesus’ ministry 
has never been seriously challenged (Marshall 1978: 297). However, 


that the parable’s setting applied originally to John and Jesus has 
been rejected (Bultmann 1963: 172, 199; Fitzmyer 1981: 678; Suggs 
1970: 34). It is argued that parables do not normally come with an 
interpretation and that titles such as Son of Man and wisdom reflect 
early church theology (e.g., the Jesus Seminar in discussing the son 
of Adam [= Son of Man] prints the parable in gray type; Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 302). Others, however, see the material as authentic, 
with no need to argue that the early church had a creative role in its 
Origination (Jeremias 1963a: 160-62; Marshall 1978: 298; 
Witherington 1990: 49). Neither the association of the Son of Man 
nor the connection to wisdom in the passage is a problem (on the 
Son of Man, see the exegesis of 5:24 and excursus 6; on Jesus as 
wisdom, see the exegesis of 11:49). The association of Jesus as a 
glutton and wine drinker is unlikely to have been created by the early 
church, so that the material’s setting does fit Jesus’ ministry (Perrin 
1967: 120). 


The account is a pronouncement story, for 
Jesus’ teaching is the key to the unit (Fitzmyer 
1981: 663). The unit actually mixes 
pronouncement (7:18-23), discourse (7:24-30), 
and parable (7:31-35) (Berger 1984: 49-50, 81- 
82 views the account as apophthegm and parable). 
The remarks are triggered by a question, so the 
initiative for Jesus’ teaching comes from outside. 


Luke 7:18-23 shows that the crowd’s judgment of 
Jesus as “a great prophet” falls short (Klostermann 
1929: 89). As the performer of works of the 
eschaton, he is more than a prophet. 

In 7:24-30, Luke turns from the nature of Jesus’ 
ministry to Jesus’ view of John: 7:24-28 shows 
Jesus calling on his audience to reflect on John the 
Baptist’s role in God’s plan, and 7:29-30 is a 
parenthetical transition into Jesus’ comparison of 
John and himself in the following parable of 7:31- 
35. It notes the differing reactions to the Baptist’s 
ministry. The passage’s major burden is to connect 
John to the eschatological forerunner of Mal. 3:1, 
who possesses an Elijah-like ministry. Yet, John’s 
roots in the old era or, better, his role as a 
transition figure makes him of less significance 
than anyone who participates in the new era that 
Jesus brings. The unit, then, stresses the greatness 
of the fulfillment period. John is a prophet, indeed 
more than a prophet, a precursor, but he is less 
than anyone who currently shares in the kingdom 
of God. 

In 7:31-35 Jesus uses a parable to evaluate the 
generation to which John ministered. The tone is 
harsh and represents a rebuke of those who chose 


not to follow John’s call. One could call this “the 
parable of the brats,” to show the remark’s tone. 
The generation is compared to children who are 
unhappy about how things are being done and so 
refuse to go along. The number of those not 
responding is large enough that Jesus can 
characterize them as an entire generation. Only the 
note (7:35) that wisdom has children adds a 
positive element. Here is a reminder that some do 
respond to God’s wise counsel and share as family 
in the benefits of his path. 

The outline of Luke 7:18—35 is as follows: 


a. John’s question to Jesus about his ministry 
(7:18-23) 
i. Setting of John’s question (7:18-19) 
ii. John’s question asked by the envoys 
(7:20) 
ili. Setting of Jesus’ reply (7:21) 
iv. Jesus’ reply: call to trust and Old 
Testament pictures (7:22-23) 
b. Jesus’ view of John (7:24-30) 
i. What the crowds did not journey to see 
(7:24-25) 
ii. John described (7:26-28) 


(1) What John is (7:26-27) 


(2) His greatness and lowliness 
(7:28) 
iii. Contrasting reactions to John (7:29-30) 
(1) Reception by tax collectors 
(7:29) 
(2) Rejection by Pharisees (7:30) 


c. Jesus’ view of this generation (7:31-35) 
i. Parable of complaining children (7:31-32) 
ii. Application: current rejection of John and 
Jesus (7:33-34) 
iii. Appeal to wisdom’s children (7:35) 


Themes abound in this section. Jesus’ work 
testifies to his position as Servant of the Lord, the 
one to come. The time of eschaton is evidenced by 
Jesus’ works. But even the Baptist struggles to 
come to grips with the nature of Jesus’ ministry. 
Jesus’ work—as much as his words—speaks to 
the time. This latter theme is like that in John’s 
Gospel. A look at John the Baptist shows that he 
is a prophet and more than a prophet. He is the 
Elijah-like forerunner. Yet everyone in the 
kingdom is greater than this greatest among the 
prophets. Such is the greatness of the time of 
fulfillment. 


In addition, a contrast reappears between the 
religious leaders’ rejection and the despised tax 
collectors’ reception of John. To reject John is to 
reject God’s plan. The form of John’s and Jesus’ 
ministries is not the reason for rejection. 
Nonetheless, some do respond and show the 
rightness of God’s way in their choice. Jesus’ 
choice to minister to sinners who are sensitive to 
their sin is a part of God’s wisdom, as 7:36-50 
also illustrates. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


18 And John’s disciples proclaimed to him concerning all of these 


things. And calling two of his disciples, John !°sent them to 
Jesus, saying, “Are you the one who comes or are we to look for 
DJanother[J?” 2°And when the men came to Jesus they said, “John 
the Baptist sent us to you, saying, ‘Are you the one who comes or 
are we to look for another?’ ” 24In that hour he healed many from 
disease and plagues and evil spirits, and he bestowed sight on many 
that were blind. ??And he replied to them, “Go tell John what things 
you have seen and heard: the blind see, the lame walk, lepers are 
cleansed, and the deaf hear, the dead are raised, and the poor are 


hearing the good news, 2%and blessed is the one who is not offended 
in me.” 

24 After the messengers of John departed, he began to speak to 
the crowd concerning John, “What Lidid you go outl] into the desert 
to see? A reed blown by the wind? ?°But what Odid you go out] to 
see? A man wearing soft clothing? Behold, those who are beautifully 
clothed and live in luxury are in the king’s courts. ?°But what Odid 
you go out_] to see? A prophet? Yes, | say to you, more than a 
prophet. ?’This is the one concerning whom it is written, ‘Behold | am 
sending my messenger before you, who shall prepare your way 
before you.’ 28] say to you, Ono onel] born of women is greater than 
John, but the least in the kingdom of God is greater than he is.” 
(7°And when all the people and tax collectors heard, they justified 
God, by being baptized with the baptism of John. ?°But the 
Pharisees and lawyers rejected for themselves the counsel of God, 
by not being baptized by him.) 

SLeTo what shall I compare the men of this generation, and what 
are they like? 3?They are like children who are sitting in the market 
and who call out to one another, ‘We played the flute for you, and 
you did not dance; we wailed, and you did not weep.’ *®For John the 
Baptist is come not eating bread or drinking wine, and you say, ‘He 
has a demon.’ “The Son of Man is come eating and drinking, and 
you say, ‘Behold, a glutton and drunkard, a lover of tax collectors and 
sinners.’ *>And wisdom is justified by its children.” 


a. John’s Question to Jesus About His 
Ministry (7:18-23) 


i. Setting of John’s Question (7:18-19) 


7:18 Luke’s introduction to this section, unlike its 
Matthean parallel, does not mention John’s presence 
in prison. However, the difference is merely stylistic 
recasting by Luke in light of his earlier note (3:19- 
20) that John is in prison (Marshall 1978: 289; 
Klostermann 1929: 89). Restating John’s location 
now is unnecessary. John’s disciples reported to him 
about Jesus’ healings, preaching, and teaching. The 
extent of the report is indicated by the phrase nepi 
TMAVTWV TOUTWV (peri pantön toutön, concerning 
all of these things). The activity of texts like 7:1-17 
is in view. Josephus notes that Herod the Great 
imprisoned John at Machaerus, a restored fortress 
east of the Dead Sea (Antiquities 18.5.2 8119; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 478). 

Luke supplies another detail that Matthew does not 
have: John sends two witnesses to Jesus, which may 
reflect Deut. 19:15 (Fitzmyer 1981: 665; Danker 
1988: 163). If so, then the truthfulness of the 
witnesses’ report given back to John after their visit 
with Jesus will be guaranteed.’ 


7:19 Upon accepting the text as defended in the 
additional notes, our key issue centers on why John 
questioned Jesus. Various views exist on the rationale 
behind the question: 


1. Luce (1933: 155) and Creed (1930: 105) argue 
that John is hopeful here rather than doubting. 
John is just now beginning to understand who 
Jesus is, so he is checking to see if his inference 
is correct. But to come to this view Luce 
challenges the historicity of Matt. 3:14-15, as 
well as of John 1:29. If either of these passages is 
historical, then seeing John’s first flicker of faith 
here cannot be correct. 

2. Liefeld (1984: 900-901) argues that John’s 
doubt is fueled not only by the reports of Jesus’ 
ministry lacking political organization, but also 
by John’s presence in prison, a situation that 
seems the reverse of “freeing captives from 
prison,” as Jesus’ ministry is described in 4:18— 
19. This difference raises questions for John 
(Godet 1875: 1.345; Hendriksen 1978: 392-93; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 664). 

3. Plummer (1896: 202), arguing against a view 
that sees pure doubt as the issue, prefers to argue 
that John is impatient with Jesus’ progress (also 


Geldenhuys 1951: 226). The problem with this 
explanation is that impatience is not the issue; 
Jesus is. Again, it is more natural to see doubt 
produced by pressure as the background to the 
question. 

4. Arndt (1956: 209) argues that it is John’s 
disciples whose faith needs strengthening. He 
suggests that 7:22-23 provides no reason to 
attribute doubt to John. But if a reference to 
offense is included in what Jesus says to John, 
then it seems forced not to include John among 
those who struggle. Even disciples like Peter did 
not comprehend the full character of Jesus’ 
ministry early on (Matt. 16:22-23). 

5. A more skeptical view argues that this 
account shows that John did not baptize Jesus in 
order to point to his messianic office since, if he 
had, the question would not have been raised 
(Plummer 1896: 202 and Nolland 1989: 326 note 
this view and tie it to Strauss 1972: 219-34 
[originally 1835], who sees Jesus simply 
baptized as a disciple of John). But such 
skepticism is not supportable when many 
accounts indicate that various figures wrestled 
with the nature of Jesus’ ministry even after long 


exposure to him and confession of him. The 
account’s embarrassing honesty makes its 
historicity likely. Would the church create such 
an embarrassing question? 


Given that the question’s cause is doubt, who then 
is the Coming One (0 &pyOuevog, ho erchomenos)? 
For some, the reference to the Coming One, though 
looking back to 3:15-16, is vague (Luce 1933: 155). 
There are many figures in Judaism who were seen as 
coming (Fitzmyer 1981: 666). In this context the 
possibilities are (1) a great prophet (Luke 7:16; 1QS 


1988: 153; Marshall 1978: 290 [calls the term 
vaguely messianic]; J. Schneider, TDNT 2:670; 
Maurer, TDNT 6:726). 

Luke’s answer is clear in light of Luke 3:15-16. 
John refers to the Coming One because of a question 
about Messiah. Fitzmyer (1981: 666) argues that this 
view of Luke 3 does not reflect the original historical 
context. But it is hard to recast these materials as 
referring simply to an eschatological figure without 
reshaping several different traditions, some of which 


relate to John. Also, 19:38 and 13:35 use the title to 
refer to a messianic figure (Bock 1987: 112-13, 118, 
125). Messianic hope— or, minimally, eschatological 
hope—is the issue. The question seems to be, “What 
kind of Messiah would Jesus be, if he is Messiah?” 
The style of Jesus’ messianic mission did not match 
most forms of Jewish eschatological expectation, 
producing confusion and doubt. The messianic 
explanation is natural enough and avoids recasting 
much traditional material. Old Testament images 
behind the title include Isa. 40:10; Dan. 7:13 
[Theodotion]; Hab. 2:3; and Mal. 3:1; but no explicit 
quotation is present (Ernst 1977: 246). Ellis (1974: 
120) notes that the Coming One was a messianic title 
in later Judaism (SB 4:858, 860). The question raised 
9:9, 18; Schweizer 1984: 135), and it shows Luke’s 
desire to keep the question of who Jesus is at the 
forefront. John simply wants to know if Jesus is the 
expected end-time Messiah. Is he more than the 
populace thinks (7:16)? 


il. John’s Question Asked by the Envoys (7:20) 


7:20 Luke 7:20-21 is unique to Luke and shows the 
question repeated exactly in the form of 7:19— 


repetition that demonstrates the fundamental nature 
of this question. Marshall (1978: 290) and 
Schürmann (1969: 410) argue that Matthew 
abbreviated his account as was his custom, while 
others see Luke’s expansive hand here.” Again it is 
hard to be sure where the differences lie, but the case 
for Lucan expansion, outside a term or two of 
description, is not that strong. Matthean reduction is a 
better possibility. Regardless, the emphasis intended 
by the repetition cannot be missed. 

John is described as 0 BastTLoTNG (ho baptistes, 
the baptizer), which summarizes how he was seen 
(Matt. 3:1; 11:11; 14:2; 17:13; Mark 1:4; 6:14; Luke 
7:33; 9:19; Oepke, TDNT 1:545). The envoys are 
portrayed as faithful, for upon their arrival they ask 
the very question that John gave to them. 
Ilapaytvouau (paraginomai, to arrive, come to) is 
common in Luke (BAGD 613; BAA 1240-41; 
twenty-eight of thirty-seven NT uses are in Luke— 
Acts). It may evidence Luke’s hand in the dramatic 
description of these events, a description that seems 
natural enough. John was interested in who Jesus 
was. What would Jesus say? 


ii. Setting of Jesus’ Reply (7:21) 


7:21 In a parenthetical comment, Luke gives the 
historical setting of Jesus’ reply to John. The 
reference is unique to Luke, though Matthew implies 
something similar when he speaks of what John’s 
disciples saw (Matt. 11:4; Alford 1874: 506-7). Thus, 
Luke does not make John’s disciples eyewitnesses 
(but so implies Creed 1930: 106). Luke just makes 
the point more explicit. The question’s setting 
mentions a variety of healings and exorcisms that 
show Jesus’ authority. The remark also serves to 
explain why Luke has concentrated on these types of 
works (Danker 1988: 164). However, the review’s 
lack of attachment to the resurrection of 7:11-17 and 
the absence of a previous healing of a blind person 
are against Luke’s being responsible for the verse, 
since that tie would be an obvious one to make. 

The list is selective, but representative. It shows the 
types of things that John was hearing (7:18; Fitzmyer 
1981: 667). "Qpa (hora; lit., hour) refers to a 
specific recent period of Jesus’ ministry during which 
these events occurred (seventeen times in Luke [e.g., 
2:38; 10:21; 12:12]; twenty-one times in Matthew; 
twelve times in Mark). The envoys saw and heard 
these activities according to Luke 7:22 (Creed 1930: 


106), and they would be eyewitnesses to the answer 
that Jesus sent to John (Schürmann 1969: 410). 

The two terms for illness seem to depict a slight 
escalation: VOOOG (nosos) is a general term for 
illness (BAGD 543;_BAA 1100; eleven times in the 
NT), while uAOTIE (mastix) refers to particularly 
painful afflictions (BAGD 495; BAA 1003; Mark 
3:10; 5:29, 34), although it can also refer to torture 
(Acts 22:24; Heb. 11:36). These illnesses are 
distinguished from demon possession, as noted in the 
exegesis of 4:33—34 (see also 8:2 and 11:26; for other 
healing summaries see 4:40—41 and 6:18; Schürmann 
1969: 410 n. 22; Marshall 1978: 290; against 
Fitzmyer 1981: 667, who argues for no distinction). 

The verb &xaploaTto (echarisato, to give freely), 
related to XApLG (charis, grace), places the emphasis 
on the free or gracious exercise of Jesus’ power that 
enables the blind to see: “He graced many with sight” 
(Plummer 1896: 203). Among the Synoptics, only 
Luke uses the verb (three times in Luke [7:21, 42, 43] 
and four times in Acts [3:14; 25:11, 16; 27:24]; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 668); otherwise only Paul uses it in 
the NT (sixteen times). This verb shows Jesus’ 
carrying out the ministry described in Luke 4:18-19. 
It thus links Jesus’ activity to that of the Servant 


figure of Isa. 61, a passage to which further allusion 
will be made in Luke 7:22. It is another way to refer 
to the merciful character of God’s visit through the 
horn of David’s house (1:68-69), since grace and 
mercy are both key concepts of the Messiah’s 
activities. 


iv. Jesus’ Reply: Call to Trust and Old 
Testament Pictures (7:22-23) 


7:22 The envoys are simply to report what they have 
seen and heard (ArtayyEAAw, apangellö, to report, 
occurs twenty-six times in Luke-Acts, eleven of 
them in Luke; Schniewind, TDNT 1:66). The 
wording in Luke is almost exactly that of Matt. 11:4— 
5 (Marshall 1978: 291). Matthew has more vivid 
present tenses (“are hearing and seeing”), repeats the 
name Jesus, and uses Kal (kai, and) between each 
member of the list, but the essential sense is the 
same. The list’s significance is that every activityisa 
healing of some kind, except the last item about 
preaching good news to the poor. The phrase 
TTWYOL EVAYYVEALCOVTAL (ptöchoi euangelizontai) 
stands out, not only because it comes last and so 
functions climactically, but also because of its 
distinct character (Danker 1988: 164). It alludes to 


Isa. 61:1 in Luke 4:18 and also looks to Luke 6:20, 
which gives a beatitude to the poor. Jesus tells John 
the same thing that he has proclaimed publicly. The 
miracles depict the arrival of a special time. Blessing 
is not only individual; it points to a special time 
period. 

The OT background to the list of miracles is found 
in various Isaianic passages: 35:5-6; 26:19; 29:18— 
19; and 61:1 (Jeremias 1971a: 103-5; Bock 1987: 
112-13, 321; Schürmann 1969: 410 speaks of a “cry 
of Jubilee” or a “song of salvation” here).' In 
addition, resurrection has just occurred with the 
widow of Nain’s son. The remarks in this summary 
verse are intended to refer to literal acts of healing 
and restoration (e.g., healing the blind: Matt. 9:30; 
12:22; 15:31; 20:33; Mark 8:25; John 9:10, 25; 
Schrage, TDNT 8:287 SE.II.1). These events show 
the presence of the eschaton (Isa. 35:5-6 is a picture 
of paradise, when God’s rule is fully manifested; 
Jeremias, TDNT 5:772), for that is the period to 
which all these Isaianic passages allude. These OT 
texts look for God’s deliverance and the events 
described in them point to such a decisive time. But 
does the focus on a specific time and on miraculous 


events answer John’s question about Jesus? There are 
three ways to construe the reply: 


1. Jesus’ reply is nonmessianic (Fitzmyer 1981: 
667). Jesus is seen as neither affirming nor 
denying that he is the prophet of the eschaton, 
Elias redivivus. This approach ties into the 
interpretation of the Coming One and argues that 
Jesus gives an implied yes to a nonmessianic 
question (for a rejection of this view, see the 
exegesis of 7:19). The sense is, “I have come, but 
not as the fiery reformer you expected.” Jesus’ 
answer is not as evasive as this approach 
suggests. 

2. Judaism did expect Messiah to do miraculous 
works in the eschaton and, thus, Jesus’ reply is 
explicitly messianic. Berger (1973-74) and 
Duling (1975) trace a Son of David expectation 
developed on a Solomon typology (see 18:38— 
39). If such tradition existed (and it seems 
possible), then Jesus’ reply is explicit. 

3. Jesus implicitly alludes to a messianic 
function (Leaney 1958: 145; Godet 1875: 1.347; 
Arndt 1956: 210; Schiirmann 1969: 412, 409 

n. 15; Marshall 1978: 292 [who is less explicit, 
noting that Jesus does not just declare good 


news, he brings it]). The healing points to the 
messianic age, the great figure of which is 
Messiah.” If the age is present, so is its main 
figure. The events testify to the presence of a 
messianic figure like that described in Luke 
4:18-19. In fact, Plummer (1896: 203) suggests 
that the allusion to Isa. 61:1 and preaching 
clearly indicates that Messiah is in view, not just 
a prophet. 


Either of the last two explanations could be correct. 
Each answers the question, “Yes, Jesus is the Coming 
One, the Messiah,” though view 2 is more explicit. 


7:23 Jesus offers a general beatitude that includes 
John, but goes beyond him. Jesus makes a call to 
faith that is focused only on himself. Anyone (ÖÇ 
€av, hos ean) not offended by Jesus is blessed. 
Maxäpıog (makarios, blessed) is singular, which 
individualizes the application and focuses on John 
contextually (Plummer 1896: 203). However, the 
combination UaKapLoc and 6c áv opens Jesus’ 
remark to anyone who responds. It functions as a 
call, not only to John, but to all who encounter Jesus’ 
remark, including Luke’s readers. 


UKAVSAALCW (skandalizö) literally means to trip 
up or be entrapped, but here it is used figuratively of 
someone who refuses to accept Jesus’ claims or to 
draw near to him. This person is entrapped in sin or 
tripped up by it (Plummer 1896: 203; BAGD 752-53; 
BAA 1504-5; Stahlin, TDNT 7:344, 349-50, 352-55; 
in Luke only here and 17:2; in the NT twenty-nine 
times). The terms oKaVSAALCW and OKAVSAAOV 
(skandalon) are frequently used in this sense and are 
often connected with the key OT text Isa. 8:14 (Rom. 
9:33; 1 Cor. 1:23; 1 Pet. 2:8). Mark 14:29 illustrates 


fall of Peter, though he later was restored by Jesus. 
The key to this beatitude is its personal focus on 
Jesus. He is the issue, and those who will deal with 
what God is doing must deal with him. Those who 
doubt are called to trust in him. It may well be that 
the absence of a direct word of judgment in Jesus’ 
teaching is part of what threw John off the track 
(Schiirmann 1969: 412). For John, the ax lay at the 
foot of the tree (Luke 3:9). Such judgment is implied 
in Jesus’ teaching, but it is not the focus of his early 
public message. John’s question is, “Where is the 
great apocalyptic judge and deliverer?” Jesus’ reply 
shows that his current focus is more a “missionary” 


concern, since he stresses reaching out to people with 
good news (9:51-56). This does not mean that 
judgment is absent; judgment for those who reject 
will emerge later, especially in Luke 11-13. In fact, 
judgment is present all the time, since for some to be 
blessed means that others are not blessed. When 
Jesus faces the Jewish leadership’s rejection of him, 
the consequences of that rejection and how Jesus will 
deal with it will be clear. 


b. Jesus’ View of John (7:24-30) 


i. What the Crowds Did Not Journey to See (7:24— 
25) 


7:24 John’s disciples depart and Jesus turns to the 
crowd to ask some revealing questions about the 
Baptist. Some suggest that Jesus makes the 
comments publicly because of the implied rebuke of 
John in 7:23 (Hendriksen 1978: 395). But it is not 
entirely clear that 7:22-23 involves a public reply. 
Jesus may have spoken privately to the messengers. 
What may have spurred the public response in 7:24- 
25 is simply the visit of the envoys, since word of 
their presence may have spread to the crowd. 

The questions in 7:24-25 characterize the public 
reaction to John, whom they associated with the 
desert (1:80; 3:2, 7; Fitzmyer 1981: 673). Are the 
remarks figurative pictures of John or are they literal 
references to the desert and clothes? 

The rhetorical questions, if ultimately figurative in 
force, raise the issue of who John is. First, he is not 
like a reed (KAAauoGg, kalamos; BAGD 398; BAA 
808-9) that is easily blown about." The figure says 
that John is neither ordinary nor spineless nor 
uncertain. That characteristic is not what drove 


people to go miles to see and hear him. Rather, he 
was a man of conviction. His arrest by Herod for 
condemning the ruler’s marriage showed his resolve. 
Taken figuratively, the question stresses John’s 
character and prepares for Jesus’ confession of who 
John is (7:26-27). Marshall (1978: 294) notes that 
the reed was seen as tender in proverbial contexts." 

If the question is literal, then the reference simply 
notes that people did not journey out to the 
wilderness merely to see the Jordan River’s 
vegetation (Danker 1988: 166; Godet 1875: 1.348- 
49; Luce 1933: 157). Taken literally, the question is 
ironic and notes that more than the scenery drew 
them to the wilderness. It is hard to know which 
sense is intended, though a literal reference in 7:25 
suggests a literal one here in the parallel. Either view 
makes contextual sense. However, there seems to be 
no need to import the figurative sense, since the text 
makes good rhetorical sense as a literal reference. 
What drew you to the desert? It was not the reeds, 
nor men in soft clothes, for such clothing is found at 
the palace. Rather, it was a prophet who drew your 
attention. 

Another interpretive issue in these verses is 
whether Tt (ti) asks “what?” or “why?” (Marshall 


1978: 293-94 has details on Matt. 11:9). If it means 
“why?” the question mark could be placed after the 
reference to čëpnuov (erémon, desert) (Luce 1933: 
157): “Why did you go out into the desert?” The 
answer would be, “Not to see a reed.” The two 
questions in 7:24—25 imply a negative response. It is 
probable that an Aramaic idiom was rendered slightly 
differently by Matthew and Luke (Schiirmann 1969: 
416 n. 51). Since it is unusual for an infinitive to 
serve as the main verb, a “what?” question is more 
likely for Luke. If so, the ironic answer to the first 
question (“What did you go out to see?”) is a reed; 
and the ironic answer to the next “what” question, 
also introduced by Tt, is a man in soft clothes (the 
structure of 7:26 is also parallel to these verses). 
Jesus’ questions gradually reveal John as the reason 
for the journey. 


7:25 The questions continue about the issue of why 
people journeyed out to see John. Most of the 
decisions made about the previous verse apply to this 
one as well, since they are structurally parallel. Jesus 
asks the somewhat ludicrous question, “Did you 
journey out to the desert to see a man from the 
wealthy class who dressed well?” Of course, the 


answer is no. John’s apparel is not what they went to 
see. The combination iuaTLOUOG (himatismos) and 
€V50C0C (endoxos) refers to expensive clothing, 
probably of wool or soft linen.'* Jesus continues: if 
you want to see expensive clothes, then go to the 
palace and the king’s court. The neuter BAOLAELOLC 
(basileiois) refers to the palace (Herodotus 1.30; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 674; Marshall 1978: 294). Plummer 
(1896: 204) notes that the perspective in this verse is 
literal, suggesting correctly that the previous verse, 
which is parallel, should be seen the same way 
(against this are Hendriksen 1978: 396 and Arndt 
1956: 212, who take it as reflecting people without 
backbone). There is perhaps a distant allusion to 
John’s asceticism not only in the locale of ministry 
but also in clothes. But Luke does not mention John’s 
clothes, even in Luke 3, in contrast to Mark 1:6, so 
that it is hard to see an allusion present. Jesus is 
saying that what drew people to the wilderness was 
neither the locale nor John’s clothes, but his message. 


ii. John Described (7:26-28) 
(1) What John is (7:26-27) 


7:26 What caused people to go into the wilderness 
was the presence of a prophet (Matt. 14:5; Luke 


20:6). Jesus gives the first positive reply in the 
sequence of three questions starting in 7:24. Indeed 
no prophet was like John. He is more than a prophet. 
The comparative TTEPLOOOTEPOV (perissoteron, 
more than) is neuter here and qualifies the reference 
to the prophet by elevating John (BAGD 651 82; 
his position is a direct result of the time in which he 
served. As a preparer for the Lord, he assumed a 
position in God’s plan as prominent among the 
prophets (1:15-17; 3:4-6). He is the greatest yet born 
(7:28). His greatness is also demonstrated by 
Scripture’s prediction of his role (Mal. 3:1 in Luke 
7:27; Godet 1875: 1.349; Schürmann 1969: 416). The 
unfolding events are controlled by a sovereign God. 
Jesus elsewhere notes that John is Elijah (Matt. 
11:14; 17:10-13). There is a question about the 
nature of John’s office, since the Baptist himself 
denied that he was Elijah, though he did identify 
himself with the prophet who cries out in Isa. 40 
(John 1:21-23; Marshall 1978: 295). But it may well 
be that John did not entirely understand all that he 
was bringing to his call, since he clearly did not 
understand other things about Jesus’ ministry (Luke 
7:18-20). Or perhaps, realizing that his ministry was 


like Elijah’s but did not exhaust the Elijah hope, John 
replied negatively (Marshall 1978: 295). Luke 1:17 
seems to reflect this last attitude and may well 
suggest that Jesus’ remark was part of an “already— 
not yet” tension. John is the “already Elijah,” while 
the “not yet Elijah” is still to come (Matt. 17:11). 

This passage sees John as part of Israel’s time 
period. The distinction made in 7:28 between him 
and those of the kingdom period suggests such a 
classification of John. However, as Fitzmyer (1981: 
674) notes, John’s elevation above the prophets 
shows that he belonged to a special time, so that he 
should be regarded more as a transition figure than as 
tied to only one period, especially given the way that 
Luke links John and Jesus in Luke 1-2. There are 
only two periods for Luke: promise and fulfillment. 
John simply serves as the bridge from one era to 
another. Thus, Jesus describes John as great. 


7:27 John’s greatness is indicated by the promise of 
Scripture in Mal. 3:1, * a text that appears also in 
Mark 1:2 and Matt. 11:10. The Malachi passage 
looks at a commissioned prophet who will prepare 
the way for the Lord God. But Luke refers either to 
the people as a collective group or to Jesus, 


depending on the antecedent of the pronoun 00U 
(sou). The citation in the NT introduces a question 
with the repeated use of the second-person pronoun, 
while the LXX and MT use the first person, which 
makes the prophet go before God, preparing the way 
by telling the people of God’s arrival. The Lucan 
reference exhibits several differences from Malachi: 


1. Malachi’s &yw (egö, I) is not in Luke. 

2. Luke uses the synonymous verb AJTOOTEAAW 
(apostellö, I send) instead of Malachi’s 
EZATTOOTEAAW (exapostellö, I send). 

3. Luke adds 7190 TTPOOWITOU GOV (pro 
prosopou sou, before you) at the end of the first 
line. 

4. Malachi begins the second line with Kat (kai, 
and), Luke with the relative Oc (hos, who). 

5. Luke uses KATQOKEVAOEL (kataskeuasei, will 
prepare) for Malachi’s ErußAeWbetau 
(epiblepsetai, he will look upon). 

6. Luke has the article TNv (ten, the) before 
òôóv (hodon, way) and adds gov after it, 
yielding “your way.” 

7. The phrase TPO TTPOOWITOUL uov (pro 
prosopou mou, before me) is replaced by Luke’s 


EUTTPOOBEV oov (emprosthen sou, before you). 


These differences show that the LXX_is not the 
source of Luke’s citation. Rather, he makes a general 
reference to Malachi, with the key change being the 
shift in pronoun. It is clear that the text circulated in 
this form through the church, since the peculiarities 
of the text are shared in all the NT citations. But 
what caused the pronoun change? Who is addressed 
in 7:27 by Luke’s different pronoun? Another OT 
allusion provides help. 

A second OT allusion is made to Exod. 23:20: Kal 
LSOL yw ATOOTEAAW TOV GyyeAOV LOU TIPO 
TTPOOWITOU GOV (kai idou egö apostellö ton angelon 
mou pro prosöpou sou, and, behold, I send my 
messenger before your face). Using both oov and 
ATTOOTEAAW, this passage speaks of the angel of the 
Lord going before the people. Following the cloud 
meant embracing God’s protection, while failure to 
follow resulted in judgment (Exod. 14:19; 32:34; 
33:2; Marshall 1978: 296). Exodus 23:20 is generally 
regarded as background for the second-person 
pronoun in the NT citations of Mal. 3:1 (Schürmann 
1969: 417; but Fitzmyer 1981: 674 expresses doubt 
about the Exodus connection). 


With the allusion to both Malachi and Exodus, the 
second-person pronoun in the NT may be interpreted 
in two ways. Godet (1875: 1.350) argues that the 
antecedent is Jesus, so that God sends the prophet 
before Jesus-Messiah (also Arndt 1956: 212-13; 
Stauffer, TDNT 3:103; Schürmann 1969: 417; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 674; Wiefel 1988: 150; Hendriksen 
1978: 396). Others argue that the pronoun is a 
reference to the nation as a collective singular (so 
oovu in Exod. 23:20), and thus the prophet prepares 
the nation for God’s coming in Messiah (Bock 1987: 
113-14, 322-23; Danker 1988: 166). By explaining 
how God comes, either sense is an appropriate 
expansion of what Malachi describes. 

Two points favor a reference to the people. First, 
the context of Luke 7 indicates that the issue is the 
nation’s response (7:29-35). Second, 
KATAOKEVAOGEL is used also in 1:17, where John is 
said to prepare a people (KATEOKELAOUEVOV, 
kateskeuasmenon). This parallel guarantees that the 
reference is to the people. Although John works for 
God and goes before the Messiah, he also prepares 
the people for Messiah’s coming. The image, 
influenced as it is by Exod. 23:20, looks at a pattern 
that pictures the new exodus. The prophet of Mal. 3 


is compared to the protection that God gave his 
people by leading them through the wilderness. To 
respond to John is to be prepared for God’s coming in 
Messiah and to be protected; failure to respond 
results in judgment. 

The allusion to Mal. 3:1 has good background in 
the OT and Judaism. The Malachi text alludes to a 
prophetic figure who will precede God’s coming to 
deliver his people. There is no direct reference to 
Messiah in the Book of Malachi, but the prophet 
alluded to by Malachi is part of God’s eschatological 
work. This connection with the eschaton is sufficient 
to make correct the later Jewish association of this 
prophet as a predecessor of Messiah. It seems likely 
that only two figures are in view in Malachi: the 
prophet-messenger of the covenant and Yahweh, 
since an explicit reference to Messiah or to the angel 
of the Lord is missing elsewhere in the book. Thus, in 
considering Malachi alone, the reader is not prepared 
for either an angelic or a messianic reference." In 
addition, Mal. 3:3-5 has a two-event sequence where 
the messenger (“he”) comes first, followed by the 
Lord’s coming (“I”). The eschatological association 
with Elijah existed also in Judaism.'” Elijah is not 
resurrected Elijah, but represents an “Elijah-like” 


prophet who warns the nation and prepares it for 
God’s coming by calling out a faithful, ready 
remnant. Clearly the Jews would understand the 
allusion and not object to the use of Mal. 3:1 with 
such a figure. The only question would be whether 
John was that figure. The differing responses to John 
show that the Jews answered this question in distinct 
ways. 


(2) His Greatness and Lowliness (7:28) 


7:28 Jesus praises John as the greatest man ever 
born.” John’s position is the result of his mission in 
announcing the new era. He is, then, viewed as a 
member of the old order. But this reference does not 
exclude John from the kingdom. Luke 13:28 looks to 
the future and makes clear that all the prophets will 
be in the future kingdom. Luke 7:28 makes reference 
in its perspective to the present and thus discusses 
participation in the era of arriving fulfillment, not 
consummation. John is among those who anticipate 
the eschaton’s arrival with its fulfillment in Jesus. 
That fulfillment comes in Jesus and is tied to the 
bestowal of various covenant benefits, like the 
permanently indwelling Spirit, something that does 
not occur until Acts 2 (Geldenhuys 1951: 227-28; 


Danker 1988: 167 [who refers to the benefits of the 
poor who share fellowship with Jesus]). In fact, all 
the prophets are said to have longed for such a day (1 
Pet. 1:10-12; Matt. 13:17). Failure to note this 
distinct, rhetorical perspective leads some to argue 
erroneously that Jesus could not have uttered this 
verse about John, since it places him outside the 
sphere of blessing (Creed 1930: 107). But, as Arndt 
(1956: 213) notes, John is simply viewed as 
belonging to another dispensation. John is seen only 
as a prophet who is a forerunner here. He will be in 
the kingdom, but he does not yet have the benefit of 
what Jesus offers. 

Though no one of the old era is as great as John, 
everyone in the new era will be greater than he. 
Among the fathers, at least as far back as Tertullian 
(Against Marcion 4.18.8), it was popular to take the 
second half of the verse to refer just to Christ. 
However, this meaning destroys the parallelism with 
UELCWV (meizön, greater): if John is the greatest 
person in a group (i.e., those born of women), then Ò 
... UUKPOTEPOG (ho ... mikroteros, the least) also 
refers to a group.” In addition, Jesus would never be 
the least in the kingdom. Reference to a group gives 
the passage its essential assertion: presence in the 


kingdom changes and elevates everyone who shares 
in it (Plummer 1896: 205; Grundmann, TDNT 4:535). 
The point of the remark is not only to explain John’s 
greatness, but above all to show the greatness of the 
coming era of fulfillment, when all relative scales of 
evaluation will be completely rewritten. Those reborn 
in the kingdom are greater than the greatest person 
born by human generation. It is more significant to be 
the least member in the era of fulfillment than to have 
been the greatest prophet (i.e., the “bottom ten” of the 
new era are greater than “number one” from the old)! 
Jesus obviously regards these remarks as significant, 
since he introduces them with the solemn A€yw Duiv 
(lego hymin, I say to you). 

The wording of this saying differs slightly from its 
parallel in Matt. 11:11, though the idea expressed is 
virtually identical. Matthew has the verb &yNyepTau 
(egégertai, has risen), a different word order, (UNV 
(amen, truly), and refers to the kingdom of heaven— 
all of which reflects his style. A parallel is also found 
in the Gospel of Thomas 46.1. 


iii. Contrasting Reactions to John (7:29-30) 
(1) Reception by Tax Collectors (7:29) 


7:29 In an aside, Luke summarizes the Jewish 
response to John: all the people and tax collectors 
heard. However, the object of GKOVOAC (akousas) is 
missing: what or whom did the people hear? By 
mentioning that the people responded by being 
baptized by John the Baptist, the context indicates 
that they heard John. These comments are probably a 
Lucan parenthesis, because the remarks are 
awkwardly placed. Matthew lacks this comment in a 
section that otherwise parallels Luke fairly 
consistently. In addition, a reference to responding to 
John’s baptism after hearing this remark by Jesus 
(assuming no parenthesis) does not fit: John is in 
jail! Though some see in these comments the 
current crowd’s response to Jesus’ point about John, 
such a sense is unlikely, since Jesus would then have 
to be seen as administering John’s baptism (Alford 
1874: 508 speaks against this view). Others see the 
remarks as a continuation of what Jesus said as a 
historical reflection on John’s ministry (Danker 1988: 
167; Arndt 1956: 214; Geldenhuys 1951: 228). This 
is possible, but the problem is that the third-person 
references in 7:29-30 to the people, tax collectors, 
and Pharisees seem unnatural for Jesus’ address to 
the crowd. Second-person references to the crowd 


would be more natural if Jesus was speaking (so 
Jesus addresses the crowd as “you” in Matt. 21:31- 
32). 

Hendriksen (1978: 399) has the most detailed 
defense of the view that Jesus is the speaker in 7:29— 
30: (1) Luke never has a parenthesis within a set of 
remarks by Jesus, (2) Luke 7:31 follows awkwardly 
from 7:28, and (3) Matt. 21:31-32 has Jesus 
speaking. But none of these points is compelling. 
Against the first point, Luke could express himself 
this way if he was linking together in a summary 
fashion remarks made by Jesus. Against the second 
point, the shift in Luke 7:31 is not awkward. It is a 
transition into a new image using a parable. Against 
the third point, Jesus’ saying something similar 
elsewhere need not guarantee that he said it here. In 
fact, the absence of second-person pronouns in these 
remarks, unlike Matt. 21:31-32, makes it more likely 
that Luke 7:29-30 is a narrator’s summary. Luke may 
have been aware of remarks like Matt. 21, so he 
inserted the historical comment. Although it is 
possible that Jesus is speaking here, it is more likely 
that Luke is noting the people’s response to John. 
Luke contrasts the people and tax collectors with the 
Pharisees in anticipation of Luke 7:31-35.” Thus, the 


parenthesis is a bridge between Jesus’ remarks about 
John (7:24-28) and Jesus’ evaluation of the current 
generation based on their response to the Baptist 
(7:31-35). 

"ES6tkatwoay (edikaiösan, they justified) speaks of 
people responding favorably to God’s overture of 
forgiveness, because they recognized that God’s call 
for repentance was correct. John baptized those who 
acknowledged God’s justice and vindicated his way 
(StKALOW, dikaiod; BAGD 197 §2; BAA 397 82; 
Schrenk, TDNT 2:214-15 8C2; Ps. Sol. 8.23; 9.2; Sir. 
18:2). This justification of God contrasts directly 
with the lack of response by the Pharisees in Luke 
7:30, where the contrastive term NHETNOAV 
(ethetésan) indicates a rejection of God’s ways. Thus, 
the people and the tax collectors responded to “the 
counsel of God” (Tv BOVANV TOD BEod, ten 
boulen tou theou), while the religious authorities did 
not (Liefeld 1984: 901). The populace becomes a 
significant part of the many turning to God, as 
promised in 1:16. The remarks recall passages like 
3:1-14, 21 (Ernst 1977: 251). 


(2) Rejection by Pharisees (7:30) 


7:30 The people’s response contrasts with that of the 
Pharisees and scribes, who are portrayed as rejecting 
nv BouANv TOD Beoü. A popular concept for 
Luke, the will of God refers here to John’s call to 
repentance, which is marked by one’s accepting 
baptism.” The leadership’s refusal to accept John’s 
baptism proves their rejection (A9ETEW, atheted; 
Luke 10:16 [four times]; John 12:48; BAGD 21; 
BAA 39) of God’s way of salvation and John’s 
ministry. The phrase €ic EAUTOUG (eis heautous) 
goes with NOETNOAV: “rejected for themselves.” By 
rejecting the baptism, they chose not to accept their 
need for repentance and forgiveness. Whether their 
refusal was because the source of the message had 
such a common background or was for another 
reason, they still missed God’s will. 

The lawyer-scribes (Oi VOULKOL, hoi nomikoi) 
were a specialized group of upper-class Jews who 
gave themselves to the interpretation of the law (see 
the exegesis of 5:17; Jeremias 1969: 233-45; Luke 
10:25; 11:45, 46, 52; 14:3; BAGD 541; BAA 1095; 
Wiefel 1988: 151). Luke’s use of VOULKOG (as 
compared to Matthew’s common YPQUHATEUG, 
grammateus, scribe) would be more intelligible for 
his Gentile audience, since they knew what a legal 


expert was (though Luke does use ppQUUATEUG 
fourteen times in his Gospel; Plummer 1896: 206). 
Sirach 38:34b-39:11 (according to NRSV 
numbering) describes the scribes’ task (M. Stern 
1976: 619-21). They were usually Pharisees; though 
some had priestly background or served at the 
temple, most came from outside the official 
priesthood, from occupations such as merchant and 
artisan. The key to their authority was their 
knowledge of the law. To be a scribe one had to 
become ordained after years of study at the feet of a 
rabbi. For example, Josephus had already engaged in 
much serious study by age fourteen (Life 2 89). Three 
stages were a part of a scribe’s schooling. At the 
beginning, he was simply a pupil who would watch 
even the gestures of his teacher (m.Suk. 3.9), but later 
he took on the position of an “unordained scholar,” 
which meant that he had mastered the traditional 
material and the halakic methods and could make 
personal decisions on given questions. Upon reaching 
the age of ordination, he became a full scholar. In this 
position, he could be called rabbi, make religious 
decisions, act as judge in civil matters and criminal 
proceedings, and become a recognized teacher of 
Torah (1 Macc. 7:12). Thus, in religion, government, 


justice, and education, these men had a key role. In 
their hands was the right to interpret and control the 

religious tradition. Their teaching spread across the 
land, as is seen in a rabbi’s discussion of remarriage 
(m. Yeb. 16.7). It is ironic that those most concerned 
with the interpretation of the law still missed God’s 
will (Gutbrod, TDNT 4:1088). Luke’s view of this 
group can be seen in 3:7-9 and 20:1-8 (Danker 1988: 
167). 


c. Jesus’ View of This Generation (7:31-35) 
i. Parable of Complaining Children (7:31-32) 


7:31 Jesus now turns from evaluating John to 
describing the current generation. He simply 
introduces his parable by raising a comparative note 
(using OUOLWOW, homoiösö, and ÖUOLOL, homoioi; 
interesting that comparison tends to appear when the 
kingdom of God or the plan of God is described 
(Matt. 13:24; 18:23; 22:2; 25:1; Luke 13:18, 20; 
J. Schneider, TDNT 5:189). In fact, the introductory 
comparison has OT precedent (Lam. 2:13; Isa. 40:18, 
25; 46:5; Ezek. 31:2; Fitzmyer 1981: 679). 

The reference to “this generation” (TNG yeveäg 
TAUTNG, tës geneas tautés) is significant in that it 


generalizes the current response to John and Jesus. 
Though a distinction will be made among people in 
Luke 7:35, it seems clear that Jesus is describing the 
majority response in his rebuke. He is especially 
critical of the Pharisees and scribes, as the remarks in 
7:29-30 indicate (Arndt 1956: 215). The reference is 
clearly broad, for Luke alone speaks of dvOPWITOUG 
(anthropous, men).” Danker (1988: 167) points out 
that in the OT _yeved can indicate a general time 
period, with either a neutral (Ps. 24:6 [23:6 LXX]; 
Isa. 61:3 [4 MT’s sense]; also Luke 1:48, 50; 21:32) 


or negative reference (Gen. 7:1; Ps. 78:8 [77:8 LXX]; 
51;_17:25; Biichsel, TDNT 1:662-63). Luke intends 
the negative sense here, as Jesus’ rebuke in 7:34—35 
makes clear. Danker notes that the remarks are not 
anti-Semitic, since Jesus is a Jew. Rather, Jesus’ 
rebuke recalls the OT prophets and their message. 
John and Jesus offered correction so as to improve 
the nation’s walk with their God (Deut. 32:5; Jer. 
2:31; 7:29; Ernst 1977: 252; Fitzmyer 1981: 679). 
The verse builds around two questions, the first 
simply raising the comparative issue and the second 
asking specifically what this generation of people is 
like. Such double introductions occur on occasion 


(Luke 13:18 = Mark 4:30; Marshall 1978: 299). 
Matthew lacks the second question, but then he never 
has a double introduction, so he may have shortened 
his version (Schürmann 1969: 423 n. 110). Jesus 
picks a simple everyday illustration of children at 
play, thus rebuking the people for being no better 
than children in their response to God’s work 
(Marshall 1978: 300). This generation is immature 
and childish. Though saying the same thing, Luke’s 
wording differs slightly from Matthew’s: 


1. Matthew 11:16 has the feminine singular 
Öuola (homoia, like), while Luke has the 
masculine plural OUOLOL (homoioi, like). 

2. Luke speaks of the marketplace (ayopa, 
agora), while Matthew speaks of the 
marketplaces (ayopaic, agorais). 

3. Luke 7:32 has dAANAwv (allelön, one 
another) (cf. GAAXog, allos, other, in 7:19-20), 
while Matt. 11:3, 16 has €tepoc (heteros, other). 
4. The citation is introduced in Luke with a 
A€yet (ha legei, who say) and TPOOPWVOÜOLV 
(prosphonousin, those who call out) is an 
independent participle, while Matt. 11:16 writes 
A TTPOOPWVOÜVTA (ha prosphönounta, who 


call out) and the citation is preceded by 
AEYOUOLV (legousin, they say). 

5. Finally, in Luke the final verb is €KAQUOATE 
(eklausate, you wept), while in Matt. 11:17 it is 
EKOVAOBE (ekopsasthe, you mourned). 
Schürmann (1969: 424 n. 115) argues that the 
Matthean term is too Palestinian for Luke’s 
readers, and Schulz (1972: 379 n. 8) agrees. 


The last difference is the most striking, but these 
changes are slight and do not alter the meaning, so it 
is hard to attribute them simply to one writer’s 
editorial preferences (most of these changes occur 
because of Luke’s reference to AVOPWITOUG). Why, 
for example, would Luke make such changes in his 
source if it had agreed with Matthew? An origin in 
related traditions seems to be the best solution.” Of 
course, as interesting as the source question is, more 
significant is the text’s meaning. 


7:32 The imagery—laughing, mourning,” playing, 
dancing—in the “parable of the brats” is clear, 
though the exact referents are disputed. The dispute 
centers on two questions (see Luce 1933: 159-60 and 
Jeremias 1963a: 161-62 for options): (1) Are there 
two complaining groups or one? (2) Who is 


complaining, God’s messengers or the Jewish 
rejecters? There are three views: 


1. Ifthere are two groups, the dance represents 
Jesus’ lifestyle and Jesus is the piper, while the 
dirge pictures John the Baptist’s ascetic ministry 
(7:33-34). The first group of children (those who 
have responded to Jesus and John) are 
complaining to a second group of children who 
will not play the game no matter what tune the 
first group uses. In this view, the current 
generation is compared to the second group of 
children who do not respond.” 

2. If only one group is present, then the emphasis 
is that, no matter what tune is played, some in the 
group will not play the game (Hendriksen 1978: 
400; Danker 1988: 168). In this case, 7:33-34 is 
an application growing out of the simple picture 
of uncooperativeness, rather than being an 
extension of the parable. In this view, the parable 
has one point of comparison: the leaders are 
being childish for refusing to join what God is 
doing (many points of contact exist if two groups 
are present). 


3. A variation on view 2 is to see the leaders as 
the speakers, the seated children, who are 
complaining about Jesus and John not playing 
“by the rules.” The point is that the leaders taunt 
and complain about Jesus and John, because they 
do not do what the leaders want when they 
want.” 


Which view is correct? The solution is complicated 
by 7:33-34 appearing to describe the messages of 
John and Jesus as coming in two different tunes (i.e., 
view 1). But this approach has a major problem as 
well: the comparison in 7:32 between the rebuked 
generation and the seated children who utter the 
complaint. Jesus presents one group and compares 
the current generation with the seated children—not 
with any who may have heard them. Thus, the 
speakers in 7:32 cannot be Jesus with his supporters 
and John with his supporters.” Rather, the Jewish 
leadership is complaining that John and Jesus do not 
follow their desires. From the leaders’ perspective, 
God’s messengers are at fault for not listening to 
them. The leaders do not wish to enter the game 
unless it is played according to their rules. This 
generation is like children who will play only if they 


can make the rules. Thus, the third view is preferred 
to the second, because the complainers picture 
rejection (7:30), not just lack of cooperation. The 
irony is strong in the parable. It is the desire of the 
leaders to dictate and not listen to God’s messengers. 


ii. | Application: Current Rejection of John and 
Jesus (7:33-34) 


7:33 The parable’s application is described in terms 
of John’s and Jesus’ ministries. The reaction to John 
was not acceptance, but negative evaluation. Luke 
highlights John’s significance, using the perfect tense 
EANAUBEV (elelythen, has come) (Matt. 11:18 the 
aorist NAQev, élthen, came). John’s ministry was 
rooted in God’s plan, even though he had an ascetic 
lifestyle, living in the wilderness and eating only 
certain foods (Luke 1:15; Mark 1:6). Luke notes that 
John did not eat bread or drink wine, while Matt. 
11:18 speaks of John’s refusal to eat and drink, a 
shorthand way to speak of John’s lifestyle.** That 
Matthew also lacks the description of John as 0 
Barttıotng (ho baptistés, the baptizer) is interesting 
given his preference for the term.** John’s lifestyle 
was too radical for those uncomfortable with his 
message (locusts and wild honey were not exactly the 


average person’s diet), and it became a way for them 
to rationalize their rejection of him by claiming that 
he was unbalanced and possessed (Hanse, TDNT 
2:821-22 §C3; Fitzmyer 1981: 681). Jesus will be 
subject in other settings to similar charges—not 
accusations centering in lifestyle, but charges that his 
actions are grounded in the demonic (John 7:20; 
8:48; 10:20; Luke 11:19 = Matt. 12:27; Mark 3:22; 
Plummer 1896: 207). 

The use of the second-person A&yETe (legete, you 
say) shows that some rejecters are in the crowd. 
Third-person A£youvoiv (legousin, they say) in Matt. 
11:18 is a general reference to all rejecters.” 

The reference to bread and wine has an interesting 
1978: 301). If this allusion is present, John the 
Baptist’s diet is compared with the diet of the nation 
in their wilderness wanderings, a time when God was 
blessing, the nation with provision of food, so bread 
and wine were not necessary. But the verb in the 
LXX is £DAyETE (ephagete, you ate), not EOOLWV 
(esthion, eating), which complicates making a 
definite statement about an allusion. 

A key note about this rejection is that “many were 
falling” in Israel by failing to see what God was 


doing and saying through his messengers (Luke 2:34; 
Schürmann 1969: 426). There may be an implied 
rebuke, in that the rejecters were majoring on the 
minor issues of lifestyle rather than wrestling with 
the deeper issues of the message. By focusing on the 
wrong issue they did not get the major concern right. 
They missed any opportunity to look at themselves 
and see where they stood before God. 


7:34 Jesus is contrasted to John. Jesus cameina 
different style. The Lucan wording is like Matthew 
with only the two verbs differing: Matt. 11:19 has 
NABev (élthen, he came) and A€youotv (legousin, 
they said). Each writer keeps the parallelism with 
John and uses his own terms from Luke 7:33 and 
Matt. 11:18. Jesus lived without restrictions on his 
lifestyle. He ate, drank, and associated with sinners 
(Luke 7:36-50; 11:37; 14:1; Matt. 11:19; John 2:1- 
11), as did the disciples (Matt. 9:14 = Mark 2:18 = 
Luke 5:33; Goppelt, TDNT 6:140; Ernst 1977: 253). 
What the leadership wanted John to do in terms of 
not living a “separated” lifestyle, Jesus did, but those 
who rejected him still complained that he lived too 
loosely and associated with the wrong people, a 
common complaint in Luke (5:30; 15:2; 19:7). The 


reference to sinners (AUAPTWAWV, hamartölön) 
excludes not only the Pharisees, but also those people 
who are morally respectable. The charge is that Jesus 
associates with reprobates.” In fact, the charge is 
serious, for similar behavior can result in stoning 
according to Deut. 21:20—21.°° But Jesus in offering 
God’s forgiveness must relate to sinners, a point that 
Jesus will address directly in Luke 15, repeating a 
point made in 5:31-32. This characteristic of Jesus’ 
ministry was not appreciated by those who rejected 
him. 

In referring to the Son of Man (0 vidc TOD 
AvOpWTtoU, ho huios tou anthröpou), Jesus points to 
himself and adds a note of authority to his action (see 
the exegesis of 5:24; Marshall 1978: 302). That a title 
is in view here is seen in the parallel reference to 
John the Baptist as Iwavvng ô BamtLotNs (Iöannes 
ho baptistes) in 7:33. Both John and Jesus are 
described in terms of the function they perform. The 
statement’s authenticity need not be denied (Marshall 
1978: 302). Whether God’s messengers came in 
asceticism or associating openly with people, they 
were rejected. The form of ministry did not make any 
difference in the perception of some. They sang 
whichever tune they could to defend their rejection. 


They would always say that John and Jesus did not 
play by the rules. 


iii. Appeal to Wisdom’s Children (7:35) 


7:35 Those who responded—wisdom’s children — 
are contrasted to those who objected to John and 
Jesus. Kal (kai, but) is contrastive here (Marshall 
1978: 303). This characterization looks back to 7:29 
and describes wisdom’s children as those who 
justified God by accepting his message. They are the 
product of divine wisdom and activity. They stand in 
a different camp than do the Pharisees and lawyers of 
7:30-34 who rejected God’s counsel. Another way to 
speak of God’s counsel is to call it wisdom, in that 
the teaching from God’s mind is personified as 
wisdom (Wilckens, TDNT 7:516).” 

One view about the nature of the figure is that the 
passage reflects the objectors’ complaint against 
Jesus, who is said to lead the way of the foolish.” But 
the connections to 7:29 suggest that Jesus is looking 
favorably to those who respond to God’s messenger 
(Ernst 1977: 253; Schürmann 1969: 427; Fitzmyer 
1981: 681). The wording of Matt. 11:19 differs from 
Luke’s in speaking of wisdom’s works (TWV EPyWV, 
tōn ergön) instead of children (TWV TEKVWV, tön 


teknon). It is hard to explain this difference, other 
than to suggest that wisdom’s works in Matthew’s 
Gospel are referred to in Luke’s Gospel in terms of 
the product—the responding people. In other words, 
Luke’s version lacks the figure. Some suggest that 
the difference is an alternate translation of the 
Aramaic (Manson 1949: 71; Schulz 1972: 380 argues 
that Matthew has made this change). The meaning is 
not greatly influenced by this difference. 

The difference may suggest something else—that 
Luke and Matthew have distinct versions of the same 
event. It is hard to explain how this difference would 
exist if Luke had Matthew’s version in front of him. 
Most regard Luke’s version as the original wording, 
which Matthew has placed in a form that looks back 
to Matt. 11:2 (Fitzmyer 1981: 681).°* The difference 
is sufficiently complex for Creed (1930: 109) to 
suggest that the Lucan reading is an early textual 
corruption. But it is easier to posit distinct accounts 
than to posit a corruption for which there is no textual 
evidence. Both passages say the same thing in 
different terms. The complainers about John and 
Jesus do not stand in God’s wisdom, but others share 
in God’s knowledge. 


Summary 


Luke 7:18-23 anticipates Jesus’ discussion of 
John the Baptist by showing that even the Baptist 
is trying to come to terms with who Jesus is. John 
asks the christological question in terms of the 
Coming One, a title that for Luke is understood in 
his fundamental christological category of 
Messiah. The answer is indirect but clear: Jesus 
does the work of the eschaton. Those things that 
Isaiah associated with God’s deliverance are the 
very things that Jesus does. If Jesus does the work 
of the eschaton, then his ministry must be what he 
claims it is. What was predicted in Isa. 61 and 
alluded to already in Luke 4 is coming to pass. 
Jesus then is not just a prophetic figure, but also a 
messianic figure. One is blessed if one is not 
offended by Jesus’ ministry. The envoys, having 
seen and heard of the activities that the OT 


most fundamental issue of the early portion of 
Luke’s Gospel. 

Beyond this fundamental christological point, 
this subunit also has a more personal focus. It 


offers an invitation to the reader through the 
portrayal of John’s struggle. John pictures a man 
who is sensitive to God and yet struggles to 
understand who Jesus is. John’s question pictures 
one who is encountering Jesus and reflecting on 
his ministry. There is no rejection of Jesus here, 
no unbelief, only an effort to discover who he 
really is. On that basis, Jesus responds by 
appealing not to his own words but to the actions 
of his ministry. Anyone who would come to him 
can see what he does. To this person, Jesus’ reply 
is found largely in 7:22—23: consider the nature of 
Jesus’ ministry and work; do not be ashamed of 
him. In drawing near to Jesus and identifying with 
his ministry, there is the promise of blessing. 
John’s ministry was also an opportunity to 
respond to God, but where John’s was preparatory, 
Jesus’ ministry is crucial. As 7:23 makes clear, the 
issue is Simply how one views Jesus. Luke’s 
reader has only two options: blessing or offense. 
Put another way, the alternatives are faith or 
judgment. 

The outstanding theme of 7:24—28 is that times 
are changing. John is the one who prepares the 
people for God’s way in the midst of that change. 


John is a prophet. In fact, he is at the culmination 
of the prophets, for Scripture shows him to be the 
prophet who prepares the people for God’s 
deliverance. However, his greatness is nothing 
compared to the greatness of those who share in 
the start of the new era. So great is the shift that 
the least among the members of the kingdom is 
greater than the greatest of the old era! 

In John’s and Jesus’ messages is an opportunity 
to be elevated by God to great blessing. Some take 
advantage of the opportunity, others do not. The 
religious elite reject the counsel of God from 
John, while the people and tax collectors respond 
to it. With the opportunity to respond comes the 
responsibility to make a choice of some 
consequence. John the Baptist is a litmus test of 
where one stands before God. People who have 
encountered John are prepared for what God will 
offer through Jesus. To turn their backs on John is 
to have turned their backs on the door that God 
opened. The way of escape into God’s gracious 
arms comes in John’s call to recognize one’s need 
for God’s forgiveness (pictured in John’s 
baptism). In the admission of what is real or ugly 
about one’s life comes the opportunity for 


reversal. One can become beautiful before God 
through the forgiveness he offers. The offered 
choice also gives an occasion for division among 
people. Some draw closer to God by recognizing 
honestly who they are without him, while others 
turn their backs on him. That sense of division 
about Jesus, like that in any generation, will 
become a major concern in the rest of Luke. The 
reader is to answer the question, “Which side of 
the partition am I on?” 

Finally, 7:31-35 serves to rebuke those who 
reject John and Jesus. These rejecters are 
compared to spoiled children, “brats,” who sit 
down and refuse to play any games. They whine 
that the other children will not play according to 
their rules and they change their tune constantly as 
they complain. In contrast to these brats stand 
wisdom’s children who accept God’s counsel as 
represented in John and Jesus. The account asks 
its readers some basic questions: Where do you 
stand? What do you think of John and Jesus? Are 
these messengers of God to be heeded? Will you 
side with wisdom? Will you be like the 
complaining children, wanting God to play by 
your rules? The mood of the passage calls for a 


choice and a response. In addition, the account 
sets up the following passage where a “sinner” 
comes to minister to Jesus, while the complainers 
continue to grumble about those with whom Jesus 
associates (7:35—50). Luke continually puts this 
question before his readers: Do you understand 
that Jesus is sent from God and that he is called to 
minister to sinners? Disciples should note the 
example. 


Additional Notes 


7:19. Were the envoys sent to In OOUV (Jesus), supported by N, 
A, W, A, ©, ©, family 1, Byz, Lect, most Itala, most Syriac, and 
some Coptic, or to TOV KUPLOV (the Lord), found in only B, L, C, 
family 13, some Itala, Vulgate, and some Coptic? Those who retain 
TOV KUPLOV argue that it is more likely to be original because, if 
‘Tnoovv were original, it is hard to explain its removal, while the 
term TOV KUPLOV is a reflection of Lucan style (Schürmann 
1969: 408 n. 6; Metzger 1975: 143; Marshall 1978: 289; Luke 7:13; 
10:41; 11:39; 12:42; 13:15; 16:8). The difference is not of great 
significance, but manuscript evidence favors INOOUV. It is 
possible that a scribe sensitive to the note of John’s doubt inserted 


TOV KUPLOV for IN OOUV to keep Jesus’ position clear. 
Though the decision is close, | opt with the textual evidence for 
Inooüv. 

7:19. Two adjectives meaning “another” are attested in variant 
readings: ETEPOV (X, B, L, w, £, W) and GAAOV (A, D, ©, 
family 1, family 13, Byz, Lect). Most see ÖAAOV as original, 
because ETEPOV is used in Matt. 11:3. Luke uses both terms 
frequently: AAOC appears eleven times in Luke and eight times in 
Acts, while ETEPOG appears thirty-three times in Luke and 
seventeen times in Acts. Some argue that there is a slight difference 
in meaning for the two terms: ETEPOG means “another of a 
different kind” and AAOC means “another of the same kind.” But 
this distinction is tough to maintain in this context and in Lucan 
usage in general.?2 The comparison is to the Coming One and not 
directly to Jesus, so the other one would not be of a different kind but 
would simply be another person in a different office. 


7:20-21. Schulz (1972: 191-92, esp. nn. 127, 129) argues for Lucan 
expansion, mainly on the basis of vocabulary. The terms in 7:20 
suggesting expansion are TTAPAY LVO UAL (eight times in Luke, 
twenty times in Acts, three times in Matthew, once in Mark), avnp 
(twenty-seven times in Luke, one hundred times in Acts, eight times 
in Matthew, four times in Mark), and ATTOOTEAAW (twenty-six 


times in Luke, twenty-four times in Acts, twenty-two times in 


Matthew, twenty times in Mark). However, ATIOOTEAAW is too 
frequent in all sources to be significant. The redactional terms in 7:21 
are HEPATTEUW ATTO (three times in Luke), voooc (four times 
in Luke, once in Acts, five times in Matthew, once in Mark), and 
TIVEDUA TOVN POV (twice in Luke, four times in Acts). 
However, the Lucan examples of TIVEÜHA NOVN póv are 
clustered in special material in Luke 7-8 (7:21; 8:2), while the Acts 
examples are in a single pericope (19:12, 13, 15, 16), which could be 
evidence of tradition. Noooc is too frequent in Matthew to be 
called Lucan. The evidence for expansion is not compelling. 


7:24, 25, 26. The same text-critical problem occurs three times in 
this subunit. External evidence supports the aorist ecnAsate 
(p’>, X, A [7:24, 25 only], B, D, L, W [7:24, 25 only], &, and family 
13) over the perfect eceAnAvOate (A [7:26 only], W [7:26 only], 
O, Y, Byz, Lect). The perfect tense is not in Matt. 11:7—9, which 
makes it the harder reading (A. B. Bruce 1897: 513). The difference 
in meaning is slight: What did you go out to see? vs. What have you 
gone out to see? The choice is difficult, but external evidence slightly 
favors the aorist. 


7:28. Many manuscripts (A, D, A, O, Y, and Byz) read that “no 
greater prophet POPNTN C) was born of women,” which 


restricts the greatness of John somewhat more than if 


TTPOPN|TNG is absent. But other manuscripts (P’?, X, B, L, and 


W) omit the reference, thus making John “the greatest born of 
women.” The UBS—NA text has this shorter reading. The inclusion of 
TPOPNTNG fails to recognize that Jesus’ point focuses on John’s 
mission, not his person. It seems likely that a scribe added 
TPOENTNG to prevent someone from thinking that John is 
greater than Jesus (Metzger 1975: 143-44). 


4. Picture of Faith: A Sinful 
Woman Forgiven (7:36-50) 


Luke’s attention now turns away from John the 
Baptist, Jesus, and this generation to a fresh 
dispute: how Jesus and the Pharisees relate to 
sinners. In a complex, yet vivid account, Luke 
narrates the anointing of Jesus’ feet by a 
notorious, sinful woman. It is the first of two 
accounts where women exercise faith in a 
significant way (8:1—3). In the face of differing 
reactions, Jesus offers comfort to the woman and 
also manages to rebuke the Pharisees who 
complain of his openness to her. The passage 
illustrates the comment in 7:34 about Jesus’ 
openly associating with sinners. Jesus’ parable in 


7:41-43 clearly explains why he does so. In 
addition, Jesus declares the woman’s sin forgiven. 
Thus, the passage has two points of confrontation: 
association with sinners and the right to forgive 
sin. Luke 7:36-50 is a picture of forgiveness and 
faith, but it also adds fuel to the christological 
debate over Jesus. While many are asking 
questions about him, he has again claimed to 
forgive sin (5:24; 7:18-35, 49). 

The account contrasts the views of Jesus and the 
Pharisees on receiving sinners. However, another 
major theme is the value of God’s forgiveness, 
which in turn produces love and devotion to him. 
The woman’s concrete expression of love is also a 
major point. Her actions show her faith and bring 
Jesus’ declaration of forgiveness. Her works do 
not save her, but they give evidence of the 
presence of faith, which brought about her 
forgiveness. Authority over forgiveness belongs to 
Jesus. Finally, the account records the growing 
division within Israel (2:34; Schürmann 1969: 
430). 


Sources and Historicity 


The relationship of Luke 7:36-50 to other anointing accounts is 
much discussed. Aland (1985: 8114) places Luke 7:36-50 alongside 
Matt. 26:6-13 = Mark 14:3-9 = John 12:1-8, and many regard the 
Lucan account as a variant of the event described in those 
passages. This conclusion needs examination in light of the 


differences in the accounts: 


1. The events have different settings in terms of 
chronology and locale. The other event occurs in the final 
week of Jesus’ life and takes place in the house of a leper 
named Simon (Matt. 26:6 = Mark 14:3), where Pharisees 
would never dine (in fact, the audience in this later meal is 
disciples). Luke’s version occurs in the earlier Galilean 
portion of Jesus’ ministry and takes place in a Pharisee’s 
house, who also happens to be named Simon (Luke 
7:39-40). As Plummer (1896: 209) notes, Simon is one of 
the most common names of this period (nine NT figures 


Simon the Pharisee could not be the same as Simon the 
leper, since a leper could not be a Pharisee. 

2. In Matthew and Mark the woman anoints Jesus’ 
head, not his feet as in Luke. However, John 12:3 does 
speak of anointing his feet. 


3. The identity of the women differs. In John 12:1-3, 
it is clear that the anointing is by the righteous Mary of 
Bethany, since she is placed alongside Martha and 
Lazarus. In Luke, the anointing is by a sinner. 

4. The reaction to the event differs: in Matthew and 
Mark, the complaint is of the waste of the perfume; in 
Luke the concern is over association with a sinner, which 
leads to doubt about Jesus’ position as a prophet. 

5. The unique Lucan parable illustrates the 
significance of forgiving a sinner and so gives the Lucan 
account a different perspective. 

6. The Lucan account stresses the woman’s 
courtesy to Jesus in contrast to the Pharisee’s lack of 
courtesy. Her act also gives Jesus an opportunity to 
declare that forgiveness is present. In contrast, the 
woman’s act in Matthew, Mark, and John is seen as a 
preparation for Jesus’ burial and thus as a cause for his 
commendation. 

7. The conclusions differ: an act that Jesus says in 
Matthew and Mark will be memorialized stands in contrast 
to the controversy that Jesus’ forgiveness in Luke causes 
among the Pharisees. 


This comparison seems to make clear that Matthew, Mark, and John 
describe the same event, while Luke records a distinct event 


(Plummer 1896: 209; Ellis 1974: 121; Schneider 1977a: 176 [who 
calls it special Lucan material]; Schürmann 1969: 441 #2). 
Nevertheless, the view that these passages all refer to the same 
event is old, since Origen refutes it (Plummer 1896: 209 cites Origen 
on Matt. 26:6). Luce (1933: 161) argues that Luke rewrote the later 
account to provide an illustration of the pharisaic attitude and placed 
it in this earlier position. But such an approach is hardly convincing. 
There seem to be numerous NT examples of Jesus’ challenging the 


Pharisees without having to create an event to make the point. 
Talbert (1982: 84) implies a similar approach, speaking of a 
distinctive Lucan form of this tradition, though he rightly notes that 
within Luke this account illustrates a sinner’s proper response to 
Jesus and thus alludes to 7:29. Alluding only to parallel tradition, this 
form of the one-incident argument is more sophisticated; it argues 
that there was one incident, which in the oral tradition was told in 
various forms (Fitzmyer 1981: 686).: Again, how does one 
demonstrate such a claim? How can one explain the vast differences 
in the tradition? 

Fitzmyer (1981: 684) notes seven and Bovon (1989: 387-88) an 
additional two points (nos. 8-9) of contact between the two 


accounts: 
1. absence of an expected parallel in Luke 22 
2. unnamed anointing woman from the outside 


3. Jesus’ reclining at the table 


alabaster perfume (all but John) 
host with the name Simon (all but John) 
negative reaction of onlookers 


Jesus’ favorable response to the woman 


RENT A 


anointing of feet with the use of hair (Luke and 
John) 
9. issue of money (all but Luke) 


These points are not compelling, and they ignore important 
distinctions. The character of the woman, at least in John, differs. 
The presence of reclining dinner guests is normal for a meal. It is 
common for expensive perfume to be kept in a special container. 
The hosts are very different: a leper versus a Pharisee. The 
reactions differ, as does the nature of Jesus’ commendation. 
Therefore, the accounts are distinct. Marshall (1978: 306) argues 
that the incidents are distinct and that the two traditions have 
crossed at points; but his explanation also seems unsatisfactory. The 
ties with the name Simon, the alabaster jar, and the anointing of the 
feet are not sufficient to suggest a mixing of details. 

The report of the Jesus Seminar places all of the wording of this 
passage in black type (Funk and Hoover 1993: 303-4), thus 
rejecting any connection to Jesus. They see the account as parallel 
to Mark 14:3-9, though they acknowledge that possibly two incidents 
are fused together in the oral tradition. Luke is said to have 
composed 7:41-42 and 7:48-50. The seminar’s summation is, “All 
the words put into Jesus’ mouth are the fabrication of the storyteller.” 


However, the defense of Jesus’ approach to sinners is a multiply 
attested concept of his ministry (Mark 10:45; Matt. 9:10-13; and 
Luke 15 are but three examples). That Jesus should tell a parable 
about the rationale for his associations is not at all improbable. In 
fact, the contrast to the Jewish leadership’s approach speaks to the 
parable’s authenticity. The distinctive nature of this probably unique 
account of a “sinner story” fits credibly into the teaching and ministry 
of Jesus.2 


The unity of this account is debated. The 
details will be evaluated as the verses at issue 
arise. That discussion centers on the mixture of 
parable and saying in the account, which also 
touches on the issue of form. The form of the 
account is complex, because it mixes 
pronouncement with parable.? It contains a 
controversy account that is illustrated with a 
parable. Tannehill (1986: 116-18) regards the 
account as a quest story, though that the woman 
seeks something from Jesus is not as clear as that 
she expresses appreciation to him. It might be 
better to call the account a “gift” story, since Jesus 
gifts the sinner with a confirmation of her earlier- 
obtained forgiveness. 


The outline of Luke 7:36-50 is as follows: 


a. Anointing and reaction (7:36-39) 
i. Setting (7:36) 
ii. Anointing of Jesus’ feet by the sinful 
woman (7:37-38) 
iii. Reaction to the anointing: doubt about 
Jesus (7:39) 
b. Jesus on forgiveness and his defense of the 
sinner’s love (7:40—50) 
i. Jesus’ reply: a parable on forgiveness and 
love (7:40—43) 
ii. Jesus’ application to the woman and the 
Pharisees (7:44-47) 


(1) The woman’s acts of love 
defended (7:44—46) 
(2) Much forgiveness in contrast to 


little (7:47) 
ili. Jesus’ response: forgiveness extended to 
the woman (7:48) 
iv. The Pharisees’ reaction: who is this? (7:49) 
v. Jesus’ confirmation: the woman’s faith has 
saved her (7:50) 


The text presents numerous themes: Jesus the 
prophet facing pharisaic skepticism; a follower’s 


faith and love expressed in gratitude and devotion; 
pictures of the nerve, humility, and sacrifice of 
faith. The opportunity for forgiveness prevents 
Jesus’ separation from sinners. In turn, sinners 
know that Jesus can be approached. Great 
forgiveness leads to great love, while love covers 
a multitude of sins. Faith is ground for forgiveness 
and salvation as well as opportunity for peace with 
God. Much about discipleship is pictured in the 
silent devotion of this woman. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


36one of the Pharisees asked him to eat with him, and when he 


came into the house of the Pharisee, he reclined. ?’And behold, a 
woman in the city, who was a sinner, when she heard that he 
reclined in the Pharisee’s house, brought an alabaster flask of 
perfume. ?8And standing behind him at his feet, weeping, she began 
to wet his feet with her tears, and she wiped them with the hair from 
her head, and kissed his feet, and anointed them with perfume. 

S9 And when the Pharisee who invited him saw this, he said to 
himself, “If this man were Oa prophet, he would know what sort of 


woman is touching him, for she is a sinner.” 


40 and Jesus replied to him, “Simon, | have something to say to 


you.” And he said, “Teacher, speak.” *1“A certain moneylender had 
two debtors; one owed five hundred denarii, and the other fifty. 
42\When they did not have anything with which to repay, he freely 
forgave the debt to both. Now which of them shall love him more?” 
43nd Simon replied, “I would suppose the one to whom he forgave 
more.” And he said to him, “You have judged correctly.” 

44 and turning to the woman he said to Simon, “Do you see this 
woman? | entered your house, you gave me no water for my feet, 
but she has wet my feet with her tears and wiped them with her hair. 
45You did not give me a kiss, but from the time OIO came in she did 
not cease kissing my feet. “You did not anoint my head with oil, but 
she anointed Omy feet] with perfume. *’For which reason | say to 
you, her sins, which are many, are forgiven, because she loved 


much; but to whom little is forgiven, he loves little.” 
48 


49 


And he said to her, “Your sins are forgiven.” 
And those who were eating with him began to say among 
themselves, “Who is this, who even forgives sins?” 

SO And he said to the woman, “Your faith has saved you. Go in 


peace.” 
a. Anointing and Reaction (7:36-39) 
i. Setting (7:36) 


7:36 Jesus is still being studied by the Pharisees. So 
one of their number invites Jesus home for a meal. 


His name is given in 7:40, when Jesus addresses the 
host as Simon. By 7:40 it is clear that Jesus’ behavior 
—especially his open acceptance of the sinful 
woman’s actions—is a cause of some concern for the 
Pharisee. Nevertheless, when the meal invitation 
comes, Jesus accepts it. He is making himself 
available to all types of people from all types of 
backgrounds. Luke alone notes other occasions when 
the Pharisees invited Jesus for a meal (11:37; 14:1; 
Luce 1933: 161; Schürmann 1969: 431 n. 4; 

H. Weiss, TDNT 9:36; other meals are in 5:29; 10:38; 
19:5). On each occasion with the Pharisees, the 
mealtime raises an issue that leads Jesus to rebuke his 
hosts. Though some are certain that the invitation is 
for a malicious or a less than accepting motive 
(Morgan 1931: 101-2 calls the invitation uncouth), 
this point is less than obvious from the text. Later, it 
becomes clear that certain courtesies were not 
extended to Jesus upon his arrival (7:44—46), but the 
tone of Jesus’ discussion with Simon is cordial 
(Godet 1875: 1.357). It is not filled with the hostility 
that occurs later in his ministry (i.e., 11:37--54). In 
7:40, Simon addresses him with the respectful title 
5.6aoKade (didaskale, teacher). The impression of 
the text is that this Pharisee is curious, though 


perhaps skeptical, about Jesus. That Jesus is probably 
a guest of honor at a banquet suggests an absence of 
hostility. The city in which the event occurs is not 
given. 

Reclining (KATAKAtVW, kataklinö) was the normal 
position for eating a special meal in the ancient Near 
East (9:14-15; 14:8; 24:30; Marshall 1978: 308). 
Each person would lie on his side, facing the table, 
and with body and feet angling away from the table. 
Such reclining was common at a festive banquet, 
while family meals involved sitting.* Jeremias argues 
that the occasion suggests a banquet, perhaps a 
Sabbath meal, in honor of the teacher Jesus, who may 
also have been viewed as a prophet. Another point 
that suggests this possibility is the ease with which 
the woman entered the meal. At special meals the 
door was left open, so uninvited guests could enter, 
sit by the walls, and hear the conversation (Talbert 
1982: 82; Ellis 1974: 122; SB 4:611—39, esp. 615; 
1:726; b. Ber. 31b).° Ellis also notes that they could 
beg and snatch leftovers. That the woman’s action is 
rebuked and her presence is not suggests a special, 
public meal. 


ii. | Anointing of Jesus’ Feet by the Sinful 
Woman (7:37-38) 


7:37 Luke now introduces the main figure, who 
causes the discussion. Interestingly, in the entire 
pericope, this woman says nothing. Her actions speak 
a thousand words. Luke notes the unusual character 
of the woman by {600 (idou, behold). The 
troublesome thing about the woman is her 
background: she is a sinner (QUAPTWAOG, 
hamartölos). 

The exact nature of her sin is not spelled out, and 
she is not further identified. Some associate her with 
Mary Magdalene and call her a prostitute, but neither 
point is certain.° It is unlikely that this woman is 
Mary Magdalene, for Mary is introduced fully in the 
next passage (8:2) without any hint that she is the 
woman in this account. The exact basis for the 
woman’s description as a sinner is unknown, though 
she might have gained this reputation because of 
immorality. If the later Jewish texts recorded in SB 
2:162 reflect first-century attitudes, it is possible, 
though not certain, that she is a prostitute.* The other 
possibilities are that she is the wife of someone with 


a dishonorable occupation (Schlatter 1960: 259), a 
woman in debt, or an adulteress.° 

Sinners figure prominently in Luke (€QUaPTWAOG 
is found in Luke 5:8, 30, 32; 6:32—34; 7:34, 37, 39; 
13:2; 15:1-2, 7, 10; 18:13; 19:7; 24:7—-but only 
eleven times in Matthew and Mark together). This 
account, the controversy of 5:30-32, and the parables 
of chapter 15 show why Jesus and Luke are 
concerned for sinners and are gentle toward them. 

The woman’s reputation causes the Pharisee to be 
nervous, but for Jesus her condition simply speaks of 
her need to be rightly related to God. Black (1967: 
181-83) argues that much of the wording in the 
Lucan account, especially in the parable, can be 
traced back to Aramaic, where it has numerous 
wordplays (and, accordingly, the tradition is old). The 
parable shows the probability that the woman had 
responded before coming to the meal. 

The sinful woman is obviously drawn to Jesus and 
has heard about his ministry, for when she knows that 
he is eating at the Pharisee’s home, she goes to see 
him firsthand. She brings an alabaster flask filled 
with perfume (UUPOV, myron).? Aromatic and 
expensive, such perfume was not the less expensive 
olive oil (EAQLOV, elaion) normally used for 


anointing (Schlier, TDNT 2:472; Fitzmyer 1981: 689; 
Esth. 2:12). Of shaped stone or glass (Ben-Dor 
1945), the flask preserved the perfume’s quality 
(Pliny, Natural History 13.3 819; BAGD 34; BAA 
66; the other NT use of dAAßaoTpog, alabastros, is 
Matt. 26:7 = Mark 14:3). The woman’s coming 
required great courage. We are not told if she had 
changed her life before coming to the dinner as some 
speculate (Hendriksen 1978: 405), but such a 
conclusion is possible given the devotion that her act 
implies. What is certain is that Jesus’ teaching caused 
her to think about spiritual matters as her tears in the 
next verse suggest (Godet 1875: 1.358). If she was 
not decisively affected before she came, certainly his 
words to her on this occasion confirmed that God 
would be gracious to her. 


7:38 Luke describes the woman’s action in great 
detail. In fact, virtually every move she makes is 
presented. She obviously is very meticulous in what 
she does. But alongside the care that she puts into 
anointing Jesus is the note of emotion that 
accompanies her actions. Both humility and devotion 
are found in her service. 

When Jesus sat down to eat, his sandals would 
have been removed from his dusty feet. As he 


reclined on his side with his feet away from the table, 
the woman approached to anoint Jesus’ feet, but was 
so overcome by the opportunity that she had to take 
care of the tears she shed. The tears are an expression 
either of her joy at the chance to honor Jesus or of her 
realization of forgiveness (Schürmann 1969: 432 
n. 11 speaks of her thankfulness and love). The 
weeping is obviously significant, because the term 
used to describe it, Bpéxw (brechö, to wet), is also 
used to describe rain showers (BAGD 147; BAA 
Luke 17:29). This is more than light whimpering. She 
undoes her hair and wipes the tears away, an action 
that some might think immodest.'” Only then does 
she kiss his feet and anoint him. Kataguéw 
(kataphileo) is the more intense form of the verb used 
to describe the kiss of the father at the return of the 
prodigal son (Luke 15:20) and the kiss of the elders 
upon Paul’s farewell in Ephesus (Acts 20:37) 
(Plummer 1896: 211). The act of kissing and 
anointing the feet expresses deep reverence (Joseph 
and Asenath 15.11; Nolland 1989: 354). 

The woman’s mood reveals emotional devotion. 
Later the action will be described as being motivated 
by love, a love no doubt fueled by the gracious 


message that Jesus gave to sinners. These sinners had 
responded in humility and repentance to God (Luke 
7:47; Schürmann 1969: 432 n. 11). Needless to say, 
the action received much attention. This was no 
longer an average meal with a teacher. Luke’s 
depiction of the wiping, kissing, and anointing with 
imperfect tenses, which he often uses, allows the 
narrative to run in a progression from one act to the 
next: “She was wiping, was kissing, and was 
anointing.” The impression is that each step took 
some time. One can imagine the impression it made 
at the meal. 


iii. Reaction to the Anointing: Doubt About 
Jesus (7:39) 


7:39 The host is disturbed by the proceedings and 
begins to doubt Jesus’ credentials. He reasons that a 
prophet would be able to discern the type of woman 
anointing him." In fact, the doubt is expressed rather 
strongly in a contrary-to-fact condition: Ei (ei, if) and 
past tenses in both the apodosis and protasis (Talbert 
1982: 86; Marshall 1978: 309). In the host’s 
judgment, Jesus is not a prophet, for he let the sinner 
get too close—or at least closer than he, a Pharisee, 
would allow. The present tense ÄTTTETAL (haptetai, 


she is touching) pictures her ongoing contact with 
Jesus (Plummer 1896: 211), and such continuous 
contact offends the Pharisee. It may be that the issue 
was her being unclean as a sinner and thus defiling 
Jesus by her touch (Marshall 1978: 309; Luce 1933: 
161). Jesus’ acceptance of her action is what bothers 
the Pharisee, who exemplifies the doubter and 
skeptic. It is clear from the host’s reaction that the 
woman had a well-known reputation, though no 
effort should be made to suggest that Simon had 
illicit contact with her. He responds as a true 
Pharisee, not a hypocritical one. What Jesus will 
receive from sinners, the Pharisee rejects. Luke often 
uses soliloquy to heighten the drama (15:17-19; 
16:3-4; 18:4-5, 11-12; C. F. Evans 1990: 362). 


b. Jesus on Forgiveness and His Defense of the 
Sinner’s Love (7:40-50) 


i. Jesus’ Reply: A Parable on Forgiveness and 
Love (7:40-43) 


7:40 In contrast to the doubt comes the revelation of 
Jesus’ knowledge. Jesus’ comment to Simon in the 
following parable shows quite ironically that Jesus 
does know what kind of woman is anointing his feet. 
And he also knows who is questioning his stature. 


Jesus cordially addresses the host by his first name, 
Simon, while the host replies respectfully, calling 
Jesus $LSAOKAAE (didaskale, teacher). The very 
prophetic discernment that Simon thought was 
lacking is doubly manifest, since Jesus knows the 
woman’s identity and the Pharisee’s thoughts 
(Friedrich, TDNT 6:844; on Jesus’ discernment, see 
9:20, 22; 6:8; 9:47; 11:17; 20:23). When Jesus reads 
minds, a rebuke often follows. 

A term of great respect used of the Jewish teachers 
in 2:46 and of John the Baptist in 3:12, 5l6a0KaAoc 
now becomes the title used for Jesus by the crowd 
(8:49; 9:38; 12:13; 21:7), the religious or social 
authorities (10:25; 11:45; 18:18; 19:39; 20:21, 28, 
39), and by Jesus himself (22:11). While the term is 
generally not used in a hostile sense, often in such 
addresses the questioner probes in an indirect way 
that suggests discomfort with Jesus (cf. Nathan’s 
rebuke of David in 2 Sam. 12). It is like calling Jesus 
rabbi (DaBBi) (Rengstorf, TDNT 2:148-57; Fitzmyer 
1981: 690; Bovon 1989: 392 [who mentions a 
reference to the teacher’s authority]). Thus, the tone 
is cordial, but some tension is present.’ 

The name Simon (XtuWv) is common in the NT, so 
to argue for confusion between Simon the Pharisee 


and Simon the leper is not convincing (see the 
introduction to this unit; Marshall 1978: 310; BAGD 
751; BAA 1501-2). As was noted, efforts to see the 
anointing of Matt. 26:6-13 = Mark 14:3-9 = John 
12:1-8 as equal to Luke 7 are unfounded. 


7:41 Jesus illustrates his response of forgiveness and 
explains why he reaches out to sinners (SB 2:163; 
Wiefel 1988: 155; the rabbis also used monetary 
debtors are present, one with ten times the debt of the 
other (500 denarii versus 50). A denarius 
(Snvaptov, dénarion) was a soldier’s or laborer’s 
daily wage (Matt. 20:2; Tacitus, Annals 1.17; 
Plummer 1896: 212; Heutger 1983: 98). To put these 
numbers in perspective, note that Cicero made 
150,000 denarii per year; officeholders under 
Augustus, 2,500-10,000 denarii per year; and 
procurators like Pilate, 15,000—75,000 denarii per 
year (Nolland 1989: 355). So the wages in Luke are 
middle-class at best. Given the fluctuating values of 
money across time, it is better to figure the debt in 
relative terms of basic wages than to figure its current 
monetary equivalent: about two months’ wages 
versus one-and-three-quarter years’ wages (assuming 


a six-day workweek). The graphic picture will show 
how great God’s forgiveness is. The parable is basic 
to the story and is not a later addition; it is 
fundamental to the issue raised in 7:39 (Nolland 
1989: 356; Wilckens 1973: 400-404). 


7:42 Now comes the twist to the story. It is often a 
characteristic of Jesus’ parables that they have some 
striking feature. In this account, the twist supplies the 
element that Jesus uses to make his point. The 
moneylender, rather than forcing the debtors to pay, 
freely forgives the debt. A modern analogy might be 
the cancellation of a house mortgage or a debt ona 
car. The verb used for forgiving the debt, yapiGouat 
(charizomai), was a common business term for 
remitting debt (Fitzmyer 1981: 690; BAGD 876 81; 
later in Scripture the free offer of God’s grace (cf. 
Josephus, Antiquities 6.7.4 §144). The verse 
describes the act of a moneylender that is totally out 
of character for the average debt collector. The 
forgiving of the debt is unexpected, but would be 
welcome news to someone with no money to pay it 
off. The remitting of debt should be seen as 
extraordinary, despite efforts to appeal to OT 
precedent (Deut. 15; Lev. 25:3-17) for forgiving such 


debts (against Nolland 1989: 356). It is the unmerited 
character of the act that is the basis for the gratitude. 

Jesus makes this point by raising a question: Which 
of the two debtors will respond with greater love?'° 
Simon will answer the question correctly in the next 
verse by noting that, the larger the debt that is 
forgiven, the larger the gratitude and love that emerge 
in the response. The joining of love and gratitude in 
this way through the term Gyastaw (agapaö, to love) 
is indicated in the rest of the parable (7:44-46).'° 

It is clear from Jesus’ following explanation that 

each part of the parable has a parallel: the 
moneylender depicts God; the debt is sin; the two 
debtors depict different levels of sinner: the one who 
owes less pictures the Pharisee, while the one who 
owes more represents the woman. The dominant 
feature in the account is the forgiving of the debt that 
generates the responses. As Schweizer (1984: 139- 
40) says, “God, who comes to life in the parable, 
bursts the bounds of human probability.” God is 
ready and willing to forgive the debts of people and 
to act graciously beyond expectation. This picture of 
God’s grace motivates Jesus’ acceptance of those in 
dire need and his openness toward sinners. It is this 
very point that Simon needs to see, as the following 


verses make clear. The sinner who realizes the nature 
of the forgiveness received freely will be in a position 
to love God greatly. It is not what the sinner is that 
Jesus sees, but what the sinner could be through 
God’s love. It is Jesus’ awareness of how God can 
transform people that makes him, rather than dwell 
on their past, look forward to what God can make of 
them. This picture is depicted in a slightly different 
way in 15:11-32, while rejection of an overly 
judgmental attitude is depicted in the parable of Matt. 
18:23-35 (Schürmann 1969: 434). 


7:43 Simon gives an astute response: the one with 
the larger debt will love more. Jesus endorses the 
response with the comment that Simon “discerned 
correctly” (OpOGc¢ EKptvac, orthös ekrinas). Some 
characterize Simon’s reply as less than direct, 
because of his use of UToAaußavw (hypolambanö, I 
suppose). Plummer (1896: 212) speaks of Simon’s 
“air of supercilious indifference,” but more aptly 
Danker (1988: 170) calls it a “grudging admission” 
(also Delling, TDNT 4:15). Maybe Simon knows that 
Jesus can give surprising responses, and so he is 
simply being careful (Arndt 1956: 219). Marshall 
(1978: 311) adds that Simon’s caution may have been 


a result of his training, since rabbinic questions like 
this often contain surprises. In addition, Marshall 
suggests that Simon may be aware that he has been 
caught in a trap. Whether the Pharisee sees where 
Jesus is going, he responds properly, unlike later 
situations where there will be silence or evasion of an 
answer (Luke 20:7, 40). Thus, that Simon replies is to 
his credit. In fact, it is one of the ironies of the 
account that the answer seems fairly obvious, but 
Simon is careful in how he states his reply (Ernst 
1977: 257). Plummer alleges that Jesus’ reply is 
close to terminology that Socrates used to finish a 
line of questioning and betray a blind spot in the 
opponent’s position.” 


il. Jesus’ Application to the Woman and the 
Pharisees (7:44—47) 


(1) The Woman’s Acts of Love Defended (7:44- 
46) 


7:44 Jesus addresses the Pharisee and applies the 
parable to the current situation by contrasting 
Simon’s lack of courtesy to the woman’s devotion 
and courtesy. In doing so, the woman’s action as 
described in 7:38 is retold (the same verbs are used in 
both texts: weep, wipe, kiss, and anoint). In speaking 


to the Pharisee while turning to the woman, Jesus has 
the religious leader learn a lesson from the sinner as 
he draws attention to her. Again, irony is present. 

The washing of the feet is the first of three acts that 
the woman performs but the Pharisee does not.” It is 
debated whether the washing of a guest’s feet was 
required for the host. If it was required (Bailey 1980: 
5; Geldenhuys 1951: 234), then the Pharisee was 
clearly discourteous, but if not, then the woman’s 
actions were extraordinary and more commendable. 
Marshall (1978: 311-12) suggests that it was not 
required and when done became an expression of 
exceptional consideration (Gen. 18:4; Judg. 19:21; 1 
Sam. 25:41; John 13:5; 1 Tim. 5:10; Schürmann 
1969: 435-36; Alford 1874: 512). Schürmann (1969: 
435 n. 31) notes that the citations in SB show that 
these practices were not required at such meals, so it 
would be an overstatement to call the Pharisee rude 
(SB 2:163; 1:427; 4:615; Goppelt, TDNT 8:323-24 
[esp. n. 63], 328 nn. 93-95). If Simon had performed 
these acts, a slave would have been likely to do them. 
At the minimum, it is clear that the woman showed 
more courtesy and interest in Jesus than Simon did. 
Simon had done less than he could have done. 


7:45 Jesus notes a second contrast: a kiss of 
greeting on the face versus a kiss of respect on the 
feet. An expression of respect and friendship (Gen. 
33:4; Exod. 18:7; 2 Sam. 15:5; 19:39 [19:40 MT]; 
20:9), the kiss of greeting was customary, as the NT 
exhortations about the holy kiss show (SB 1:995-96; 
Stahlin, TDNT 9:138; the practice still exists today in 
parts of Europe, Latin America, and the Middle 
East). Simon gave no such greeting, but the woman 
gave it in abundance, kissing Jesus’ feet from the 
point of his arrival. For the woman this was not a 
sign of friendship, but of humility, appreciation, 
awareness of Jesus’ approachableness, and maybe his 
forgiveness (Stählin, TONT 9:139). The description 
looks back to 7:38 by using the same intensive form 
of the verb KATAMLAEW (kataphileð). Another 
sinner will later greet Jesus with such a kiss on the 
cheek, but his motive will be quite different (22:47- 
48; Fitzmyer 1981: 691). Jesus’ description of the 
woman kissing his feet from the time of his entry is 
hyperbole in light of the description of 7:38, but it 
stresses the constancy of her action.” This woman 
has shown Jesus nothing but respect. 


7:46 Jesus makes a third contrast between the 
Pharisee and the woman: the Pharisee did not anoint 
Jesus’ head with čarov, elaion (BAGD 247; 
Josephus, Jewish War 5.13.6 8565), in all probability 
inexpensive olive oil that was produced in abundance 
in the region (Geldenhuys 1951: 236 n. 10; Plummer 
1896: 213; SB_1:426-27, 986). Such an act was not 
required of a host, but would be seen as a special 
courtesy (Schürmann 1969: 435 nn. 31, 34). Biblical 
examples of anointing guests include Ps. 23:5; 141:5; 
Amos 6:6; Matt. 6:17; and Luke 10:34. The woman, 
however, used the most expensive perfume, UUPOV 
(myron), and anointed Jesus’ feet (see the exegesis of 
7:37-38). 

Fitzmyer (1981: 691) notes correctly that one 
cannot infer from the OT examples that the reference 
to the anointing of feet is a creative detail, since in 
the OT feet were washed with water (Gen. 18:4; 
19:2; 24:32; 43:24). Schürmann (1969: 436) suggests 
that Luke 7:44—46, with its pairing of sinner and 
Pharisee, may have been added to the original 
account, so that the Pharisee becomes the “little 
sinner.” The major reason for this view is that 
nowhere else are Pharisees called “little sinners” as 
7:47 suggests. But such reasoning is hardly 


compelling. Jesus tells numerous parables where the 
religious leadership is taken to task, where they are 
viewed ironically in a positive sense. The outstanding 
example is 5:31-32, while 18:9-14 is more direct in 
its criticism. Luke 5:31-32 has parallels in Matt. 9:13 
and Mark 2:17, so an appeal to special Lucan 
material cannot work. The Pharisees are rhetorically 
and ironically addressed from their own perspective 
in a contrast of lack of attention versus devotion. The 
rhetorical form is why the Pharisee should be 
identified with the one who has the smaller debt. Just 
because the Pharisee has “less sin” does not mean 
that he is excused from seeking forgiveness. 


(2) Much Forgiveness in Contrast to Little 
(7:47) 


7:47 Jesus contrasts the result of the woman’s 
expression of love with the Pharisee’s. The woman’s 
actions cause Jesus to respond and make a point from 
his parable.” The conjunctive phrase OU yaptv (hou 
charin, for which reason) looks back at 7:40—46 and 
links Jesus’ remarks to both the parable and her 
actions (BAGD 877; BAA 1750; this is the only 
example in Luke-Acts; other NT uses of yaptv 
include 1 John 3:12; Eph. 3:1, 14). The parable 


explains why the woman acted, and her actions 
testify to the presence of forgiveness, which 
produced love. Because the woman was forgiven 
much, she loves much; her love is demonstrated by 
her actions, so that her great love reflects the 
presence of great forgiveness. The forgiveness is not 
a result of the acts; rather, the acts testify to love’s 
presence in gratitude for the previous granting of 
forgiveness. In fact, the reference to forgiveness in 
the perfect tense (AMEWVTAL, apheöntai) stresses 
that she is in a state of forgiveness. A similar saying 
is found in 1 Pet. 4:8: “Love covers a multitude of 
sins.” Love emerging from forgiveness changes the 
direction of one’s life. 

In addition, Jesus’ remarks make clear that he 
knows who the woman is. Simon had doubted that 
Jesus was a prophet because he had not discerned this 
about the woman (7:39). The reference to her many 
sins shows that Jesus knew all along. Simon should 
by now recognize that at least a prophet is present. Of 
course, Simon himself stands in contrast to the 
woman. For he pictures the one who loves little and 
thus is forgiven little. This remark is rhetorical: 
Simon thinks he needs little help and has little need 
for forgiveness. Jesus’ point is that the woman is 


much closer to God’s grace than Simon is. (On the 
multiple options suggested for the precise sense of 
the point to Simon, see Nolland 1989: 358-59, who 
lists six possibilities. Nolland sees Simon 
unaddressed; I prefer to see amere comparative 
critique expressed generally.) It takes humility to see 
one’s need for forgiveness, and God honors the 
humble. 

The passage ties together one’s spiritual condition 
and actions, in that actions reflect a previous 
response to God. The presence of that earlier 
response allows one to have God’s approval. The 
contrastive remark of Jesus that the one to whom 
little is forgiven loves little assumes the presence of 
three elements of forgiveness: God’s offer ot it, 
reception of it, and God’s confirmation that it was 
received. The first and third elements, representing 
the start and finish of the process, are clearly present. 
The parable illustrates the offer of forgiveness and its 
receptive response, while 7:48-49 shows the 
confirmation. But the middle element, which 
manifests itself as love, is brought out most starkly 
by Jesus’ remark of the contrast between the Pharisee 
and the woman. God’s kindness has produced a 
response of humble, loving gratitude from the 


woman, rather than self-exaltation like the Pharisee. 
An illustration might suffice: the statement “it is 
raining because the windows are wet” does not mean 
that the water on the windows is the cause of the rain. 
Rather, the water on the windows evidences the 
presence of rain (Marshall 1978: 313; Wiefel 1988: 
156; Arndt 1956: 220). That is the sense of the 
sequence of actions in this verse. Love evidences an 
awareness of, a reception of, and a response to 
previous forgiveness. Efforts to argue that the parable 
and story do not match, so that either the parable or 
the story is a later addition in the tradition, miss the 
crucial point made when the two elements are kept 
together (Geldenhuys 1951: 234; Godet 1875: 1.360- 
61; Talbert 1982: 87).” 

Also inadequate are efforts to argue that only two 
elements, acts of love and forgiveness, are present in 
the context (Ernst 1977: 258-59; Schürmann 1969: 
436-37). Against this approach stand the parable, the 
second half of 7:47, and 7:50. It is God’s initiatory 
act on behalf of the woman that leads to her 
transformation in character. It is this previous stage 
of offer and response that is pictured in the parable, 
while the woman’s actions of love are seen to grow 
out of that response. It is that very potential for 


change, initiated by God’s offer, that leads Jesus to be 
open toward sinners and to speak to them about 
forgiveness. Thus, in 7:50, Jesus refers to the 
woman’s faith and says that that is what saved her. 
Only by retaining all of the elements can the entire 
account hold together. The point is clear: God offers 
great forgiveness to all to deal with their sin, and 
those who grasp and receive it realize how much God 
has done and respond in acts of love. The Pharisee, 
who is “forgiven little,” needs to see God’s work as 
more significant and then his response will be 
appropriate. Thus, in this final remark to Simon, 
Jesus expresses the contrast somewhat rhetorically, 
not to say that the Pharisee was saved, but to show 
that he had not yet responded sufficiently to God. His 
“little sin” still needed treatment (5:31-32). 

This passage is also the reason that Tannehill’s 
classification (1986: 116-18) of the account as a 
quest story is not technically correct (see the 
introduction to this unit). Tannehill views the point of 
7:47 as I do, but he argues that 7:48 complicates the 
picture and reveals what the woman sought: 
confidence of forgiveness. However, she came and 
served out of love and gratitude, not with a plea. 
Jesus gave her what she did not seek. He gifted her 


with the assurance that God knew why she had acted, 
despite the Pharisee’s protests at the dinner. This is 
precisely the beauty of God’s forgiveness. Given to 
the humble, it exalts them in assurance—not 
assurance grounded in self-confidence and pride— 
but assurance that they can rely on God and respond 
to him, knowing that he is aware of their heart and 
that he responds to the humble. 


iii. Jesus’ Response: Forgiveness Extended to 
the Woman (7:48) 


7:48 Jesus reinforces the woman’s forgiveness and 
also encourages her by announcing that her sins are 
forgiven. The perfect tense, AMEWVTAL (apheöntai, 
are forgiven), repeats the key verb of 7:47 and 
denotes that she is in a state of forgiveness. It 
suggests that the forgiveness began somewhere in the 
past (Godet 1875: 1.362). The word is designed to 
reassure the woman and provide confirmation for her 
in the face of the Pharisees’ general rejection (A. B. 
Bruce 1897: 518; Grundmann 1963: 173; Plummer 
1896: 214; against this is Nolland 1989: 359, who 
sees 7:48—49 as a secondary expansion of this 
account). These verses are a part of the integral unity 
of the account, assuring the woman in the face of the 


dispute now raised publicly by Jesus’ remarks. 
Without Jesus’ comment, her action may be viewed 
as offensive or honorable. Jesus’ lending his 
authority and approval shows it to be an honorable 
expression of love. Jesus’ remark will cause reaction, 
since the right to forgive sins rests with God. The 
stakes have risen. Either Jesus is a significant figure 
commissioned by God for his task or else he is 
extremely deluded, presumptuous, even 
blasphemous. There is no middle ground. This is not 
the first time in Luke that Jesus has forgiven sins, and 
each time it brought a reaction (5:20—21, 23). Jesus’ 
actions fulfill his commission revealed in 4:18. The 
woman is reassured before the crowd, just as 
Theophilus might need to be (1:4). 


iv. The Pharisees’ Reaction: Who is This? 
(7:49) 


7:49 Jesus’ confirmation of the woman’s forgiveness 
brings a reaction from the theologically sensitive 
Pharisees. Their response introduces another element 
into the account: Jesus’ identity. This incident now 
raises questions about Jesus. Who Jesus is has been a 
major concern of Luke 7 (cf. the remarks of the 
crowd in 7:16 and the question of John the Baptist in 


7:18-20). It will be a major concern in Luke 8-9 and 
will surface again at Jesus’ trial (22:66-71). 

The phrase €v £EaUToic (en heautois) may mean 
“among themselves,” so that they respond verbally to 
one another, or “within themselves,” so that private 
thoughts are in view. Many suggest that because 
Simon’s thoughts in 7:39 were private so are these 
(Plummer 1896: 214; Klostermann 1929: 95). 
However, it is hard to be certain because of the plural 
reference here. Probably in view are internal 
perceptions, indicated not only by the tone of this 
account but by the parallel 5:22. If the Pharisees 
expressed themselves verbally, it is unlikely that they 
did so very loudly, since in many accounts they keep 
their negative reactions to Jesus largely to 
themselves. What the plural also shows is that 
Simon’s reaction was not unique. What he thought 
and reacted to, others in his party had felt as well. 

Talbert (1982: 88) argues that by his statement 
Jesus reveals only that he is acting like a prophet: he 
knows God’s mind and, as a prophet, pronounces that 
sins are forgiven.” In the OT texts (2 Sam. 12:13; Isa. 


Lord says” or “the Lord will forgive.” Josephus 
(Antiquities 6.5.6 892) sees Nathan functioning as 
God’s mouthpiece in God’s action against David. 
God is the forgiver of sin for a Jew (Bultmann, TDNT 
1:511, esp. n. 12), and Jesus’ direct expression of 
authority to forgive sins brings the reaction. If Jesus 
were just claiming prophetic authority, he could have 
clarified matters easily enough. The reply raises the 
issue of Jesus’ authority in a way that points beyond 
a prophet. It pushes beyond the account’s picture of 
Jesus in Luke 7:39, where the Pharisee initially 
considered the possibility of Jesus’ prophetic claims. 
In fact, the question in 7:49 expresses Jesus’ action of 
forgiveness in a present tense, APILNOLV (aphiésin, is 
forgiving), to show that Jesus is actively declaring 
such forgiveness. 

The Pharisees’ attitude is probably like that 
expressed in 5:21: “Who can forgive sins but God?” 
In Luke-Acts, the right of Jesus to judge and thus 
forgive sins is one of Luke’s major claims, which 
shows one must deal with Jesus in order to be 
accepted by God (Luke 24:47; Acts 10:42; 17:31; on 
the Son of Man’s authority, see Luke 22:69; Acts 
7:55—56). Here is raw eschatological authority, and 


the Pharisees know it. It is not the claim of a mere 
prophet. 

It is hard to know if the question is asked sincerely 
or as a complaint about Jesus’ presumption. The 
doubts surrounding him, the past hostility toward 
him, and the lack of response to him favor the 
likelihood that the question is really a complaint, not 
a query (Plummer 1896: 214). What is clear is that 
the question is a fundamental one with which Luke’s 
reader is to grapple (Schürmann 1969: 440). For 
Luke, it is impossible to be neutral about Jesus. One 
is either a Pharisee and questions Jesus’ authority, or 
one approaches Jesus humbly as did the sinful 
woman, seeking with gratitude what he offers. 


V. Jesus’ Confirmation: The Woman’s Faith 
Has Saved Her (7:50) 


7:50 Jesus confirms the woman’s response one final 
time, by noting that her faith has saved her. In doing 
so, he chooses to ignore the Pharisees’ questions and 
yet his response is a challenge to them. Again, the 
woman is to realize that she stands accepted before 
God, as this is the point of the perfect tense 
VEOWKEV (sesöken, has saved). The mention of faith 
also confirms that the starting point of God’s 


forgiving response to her was not her actions but the 
faith that motivated them (also Luke 8:48 = Matt. 
9:22 = Mark 5:34; Luke 18:42 = Mark 10:52; Luke 
17:19; Hendriksen 1978: 410; Oepke, TDNT 3:211). 
Faith is key in many Lucan texts (Luke 5:20; 7:9; 
8:25; 12:28; 17:6; 18:8; 22:32). Salvation also is a 
key Lucan theme and is tied to forgiveness of sins 
(Acts 3:19, 26; 5:31; 10:43; 13:38; 22:16; 26:18; 
Foerster, TDNT 7:990, 997). 

The woman is to depart with a sense of God’s 
blessing, as Jesus tells her to go in peace (Mark 5:34 
= Luke 8:48). She is to be secure in the knowledge 
that God has seen her faith (Marshall 1978: 314; 
Foerster, TDNT 2:413). The wording has a parallel in 
1 Sam. 1:17 (Schürmann 1969: 439 n. 59; Leaney 
1958: 147; Judg. 18:6; 2 Sam. 15:9). God has seen 
her faith and has reconciled her to himself ( Luke 
2:14; Danker 1988: 172). She can be sure that her 
relationship to God has changed. 


Summary 


In Luke 7:36—50 the actions of a silent, sinful 
woman speak a thousand words. Why does Jesus 
associate with sinners? Because in forgiving 
sinners for a large debt of sin, God is able to 


transform them into people who display great 
love. Jesus understands this transformation, and it 
is at the heart of his mission. When this sinful 
woman displays an affection fueled by faith and 
gratitude, Jesus, unlike the Pharisee, is not 
offended. The woman can know that God has seen 
her faith and forgiven her sin. In her response, the 
woman pictures and exemplifies the honorable 
actions of a forgiven sinner. Faith expresses itself 
in love, gratitude, and devotion. Faith yields the 
fruit of forgiveness, which leads to the fruit of 
action. 

The Pharisees’ response also comes into view, 
for their response is not commendable. Their 
distance from and hostility to those who sin 
prevent the sinner from ever becoming aware that 
God can be gracious, that God can transform the 
sinner. As will often be the case, the Pharisees are 
negative examples. If one wants to see how not to 
respond, look to them. Such hostility toward 
sinners is to be avoided. Honesty about sin is 
important, but so is a clear message that God has 
graciously provided a solution to sin for the one 
who humbly approaches him. The disciple is not 
special and is not to be proud like the Pharisee. 


Rather, the disciple is to reflect the trust, which is 
so commendable in this woman and which 
represents the starting point of her walk with God. 

Finally, there is the question of Jesus. His 
discernment of the woman’s condition and the 
Pharisee’s thoughts indicates that he is clearly a 
prophet. But he also takes upon himself the right 
to declare directly that a person’s sins are 
forgiven. This is the authority of God exercised in 
divine judgment. The fundamental theological and 
christological question of the passage is asked by 
the Pharisees: “Who is this who even forgives 
sins?” Of course, the reader is aware that as far as 
Luke is concerned Jesus possesses such absolute 
authority. If the resolution of one’s sin lies in 
Jesus’ hands, then one should be responsive to 
him. It is a wise thing to be responsive to the one 
who wields the gavel. 


Additional Notes 


7:39. A few manuscripts (B, 5, 205) add a definite article and read Ö 
TPOPNTN Ç, which makes the issue whether Jesus is the (end- 
time) prophet, rather than a prophet. The external attestation for this 


alternative is not strong (Grundmann 1963: 171; Schürmann 1969: 
433 n. 17). 


7:45. The reference to the woman’s kissing Jesus’ feet from the 
moment of his arrival produced a textual variant (not discussed in 
UBS?) in some manuscripts (L, family 13, some Syriac), 
eElonAGev (she came) instead of elonAgov (I came). By 
referring to the woman’s arrival, not Jesus’, a potential conflict with 
7:38 was removed. Hyperbole is sufficient explanation of 
ELOnAPov. 


7:46. A few manuscripts (D, W, 079, Itala) omit TOUC TTOSAC 
UOU (my feet), suggesting perhaps an anointing of the head, but 
this omission is too poorly attested to be original (Marshall 1978: 
312). 


5. Picture of Faith: The 
Ministering Women (8:1-3) 


This brief summary is unique to Luke (Aland 
1985: 8155), although Luke 8:1 is similar in style 
to Matt. 9:35 (Mark 6:6b is less parallel). Jesus 
ministered in a large area, and a variety of women 
responded to him by providing material support 


for his ministry. Just as the sinful woman of Luke 
7 acted out of love, so other women gave of their 
resources to Jesus’ ministry. The emphasis falls 
once again on faith’s vitality and concrete 
response. 

Women play a major role in Luke’s narrative. 
Talbert (1982: 90) compiled an impressive list of 
references to women in Luke’s Gospel (an asterisk 
indicates an account unique to Luke):* 


* Elizabeth (1:5-7, 13, 24-25, 36, 40-45, 56- 
61) 
* Mary (1:26-56) 
* Anna (2:36-38) 
Peter’s mother-in-law (4:38—39) 
* widow of Nain (7:11-17) 
* sinful woman (7:36-50) 
* women who minister (8:1-3) 
hemorrhaging woman (8:43—48) 
Martha and Mary (10:38-42) 
crippled woman (13:10-17) 
* parable of the woman with lost coin (15:8— 
10) 
* parable of widow and judge (18:1-8) 
widow’s mite (21:14) 
women at the crucifixion (23:49, 55-56) 


women at the tomb (24:10-11) 
* report of women at the tomb (24:22-24) 


Women were at the center of many of Jesus’ 
illustrations, and, as we see in the list above, Luke 
has many unique details on this theme. Women 
played a significant role in responding to and 
contributing to Jesus’ ministry. Material support 
from women, at least from the wealthy, is not 
uncharacteristic of religious leaders of the first 
century (Plummer 1896: 215; Josephus, 
Antiquities 17.2.4 8341-44; Arndt 1956: 222). 
The Pharisees also gained support from women, 
but the way in which they secured help from 
widows was subject to criticism (Luke 20:47 = 
Mark 12:40). Apparently it often was used as 
leverage for power.” The common ancient view of 
women as seen but not heard is reflected more in 
John 4:27; m. -Abot 1.5; m. Sota 3.4; and t. Ber. 
6.18 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.40-41).° 


Sources and Historicity 


This small, uniquely Lucan unit introduces a period of Jesus’ ministry 
where he is constantly on the move (8:1-9:50). After this passage 
much of the material from here to the end of the Galilean ministry 
section has parallels in Mark (Bovon 1989: 397). Since Luke 6:20, no 
Marcan parallels have been present. More importantly, the passage 
serves as a hinge, since the emphasis on concrete faith finds its final 
expression here before Luke turns back in 8:4-15 to the issue of 
responding to the word. 


The summary in 8:1-3 shows Jesus carrying out 
his mission to take the gospel to all (4:43; 
Marshall 1978: 315). Known as the “tour” section 
of Luke, 8:1—9:50 precedes the journey to 
Jerusalem, which starts in 9:51.* Teaching and 
miracles alternate throughout Luke 8-9, with the 
high point being Peter’s confession of Jesus as the 
Christ (9:20). The unit’s burden is to give 
additional consideration to the question of who 
Jesus is, and Peter’s messianic confession supplies 
the initial answer that Jesus will use to explain his 
mission to his disciples. This large unit provides a 
representation of Jesus’ traveling ministry and 
how people respond to him as he overcomes 
nature, demons, and death (8:24, 32, 44, 54; Ellis 
1974: 123). Jesus ultimately offers deliverance 


from such opposition for those who have faith 
(8:25, 48, 50). Meanwhile, lack of such faith is 
also present (8:12, 25, 37, 45, 53). The contrast 
between faith and unbelief continues to grow. 
Luke 8:1-3 introduces the reader to some who are 
responsive and exemplary, as they contribute their 
resources to the cause. 

The forms of this account are a summary and a 
catalogue of disciples (Bovon 1989: 397). The 
outline of Luke 8:1-3 is as follows: 


a. Jesus touring the region with the kingdom 
message (8:1a) 

b. The Twelve and the women who support 
Jesus (8:1b-3) 


Luke 8:1—3 shows that Jesus’ mission of 
kingdom preaching continues and reaches both 
men and women. In fact, women who have 
responded play a vital role in his material support. 
Jesus’ message reaches up into society as it 
penetrates Herod’s palace. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


1 Afterward he went through cities and villages, preaching and 
proclaiming the good news of the kingdom of God, and the Twelve 
were with him, ?and also some women who had been healed from 
evil spirits and diseases: Mary called Magdalene, from whom seven 
demons were expelled, ĉand Joanna, the wife of Chuza, Herod’s 
steward, and Susanna, and many others, who ministered to 


CIthemO out of their resources. 


a. Jesus Touring the Region with the 
Kingdom Message (8:1a) 


8:1a In a Lucan summary statement much like 4:14— 
15 and 4:43-44, Luke alludes to Jesus’ touring 
ministry.° Both large and small settlements received 
his attention as he moved to cities and villages.* The 
message continued to be the kingdom of God (4:43; 
9:2; 16:16). If Luke is to be our guide, then Jesus 
emphasized that the fulfillment of God’s promise was 
at hand and that God’s agent, through whom blessing 
could be realized, was present (4:16-30; 11:20; 
17:21; on preaching and teaching the kingdom, see 
Friedrich, TDNT 2:718). 


b. The Twelve and the Women Who Support 
Jesus (8:1b-3) 


8:1b Two sets of travelers accompanied Jesus. The 
first group was the Twelve, whom Luke introduced in 
6:12-16. Jesus did not minister in isolation. Rather, 
he took with him those who would eventually share 
in preaching the message (9:1-6). Much of the 
wording of the verse is in Lucan style, suggesting 
that he has framed the summary.® 


8:2 In addition to the Twelve, a group of women 
traveled with Jesus and supported his ministry. Many 
of these women had benefited from his ministry 
either through exorcism or healing,? three of whom 
Luke singles out for specific mention. An itinerant 
ministry like Jesus’ was common, and support from 
women was common; but it was unusual for women 
to travel with a rabbi.” The first woman, Mary 
Magdalene, was freed from the presence of seven 
demons.” This healing is not presented in detail 
anywhere in the NT, but Mark 16:9 has a similar 
summary. After Jesus’ act of compassion, Mary 
decided to serve the agent of God who had healed 
her. The name MaySaAnvn (Magdalene) suggests 
that she was from the region of Magdala, a town on 
the Sea of Galilee’s western shore about three miles 
north of Tiberias (Godet 1875: 1.365; Arndt 1956: 


222; Mayõaàá is a variant reading in Matt. 15:39). 
As was argued in the exegesis of 7:37, she was not 
the sinful woman who anointed Jesus. Nor is it clear 
that she was immoral, for demon possession was not 
a sinful condition.'* Mary stayed faithful to Jesus, for 
it is recorded that she watched the crucifixion (Matt. 
27:55—-56 = Mark 15:40 = John 19:25), saw where 
Jesus was laid (Matt. 27:61 = Mark 15:47 = Luke 
23:55), and participated in the anointing of his body 
(Matt. 28:1 = Mark 16:1; Luke 24:10; Danker 1988: 
173). 


8:3 The mention of Joanna (Iwävva), who also is 
present with Mary Magdalene in 24:10, indicates the 
scope of Jesus’ ministry. Jesus’ message had reached 
into the world of the powerful, for Joanna was the 
wife of Chuza, who served as EITLTPOTTOG 
(epitropos), an administrative official, in Herod’s 
court. Fitzmyer (1981: 698) suggests that he was 
manager of Herod’s estate. The name XOUCdC 
(Chuza) has Syrian and Nabatean roots (BAGD 884; 
BAA 1763). Some suggest that he might be the 
nobleman of John 4:46—53, but to establish this 
connection is difficult (Arndt 1956: 223; Geldenhuys 
1951: 239-40 n. 5). Herod’s foster brother Manaen 


was another figure in the royal entourage who had 
contact with Christians (Acts 13:1; Leaney 1958: 
150). 

The third woman, Susanna (LOVOAVVQ), is 
mentioned only here in the NT. Nothing else is 
known about her. Luke leaves unnamed the other 
women who minister to Jesus and his disciples 
through their material resources. The verb 
ÖLAKOVEW (diakoneö) can mean “to wait tables” 
(Luke 10:40; 12:37; 17:8; 22:26-27 [three times]; 
John 12:2; Acts 6:2; BAGD 184 81, 83; BAA 368 81, 
83; Beyer, TDNT 2:85) or “to serve” (Luke 4:39; 
Mark 1:13, 31; Rom. 15:25; BAGD 184 82, 84; BAA 
by the reference to resources in this passage.'* The 
women supported the entire group as a reflection of 
their faith and thereby picture an exemplary response 
to Jesus." The early church will also be generous in 
providing for members’ needs (Acts 4:32). 


Summary 


Luke 8:1-3 shows the far-reaching impact of 
Jesus’ ministry, stretching even into Herod’s 
house. More significant is that those touched by 
Jesus’ work minister to him and the Twelve 


through their possessions. Women are prominent 
in this regard. Whether recipients of exorcism or 
of his teaching, they contribute to the advance of 
God’s kingdom through their resources. Such 
assistance was a practical means of helping the 
mission, thus enabling Jesus’ entourage to tour the 
region. 


Additional Note 


8:3. What is the scope of the provision? Some manuscripts (X, Ark; 
Y, family 1, 33, some Byz, some Itala, some Syriac, Vulgate) read 
the singular AUTO) (to him) and limit the support to Jesus. Other 
manuscripts (B, D, W, lr, A, ©, family 13, some Byz, some Itala, 
some Syriac) read the plural QUTOLC (to them) and thus extend the 
support to the entire group. The external evidence is divided, but the 
harder reading is the plural. A singular is found in the distant parallel 
Matt. 27:55 = Mark 15:41, so that a scribe might make this text 
similar to those texts (Plummer 1896: 216; Klostermann 1929: 97). 


E. Call to Faith, Christological 
Revelation, and Questions (8:4-9:17) 


The fifth section of the Galilean ministry contains 
two subunits. Mixing teaching and miracle, the 
section’s major topic is Jesus’ authority. 

The first subunit, 8:4—21, is made up of three 
pericopes that deal with the call to faith: 8:4-15, the 
seed parable, raises the issue of response to the word; 
8:16-18 uses light imagery to picture the importance 
of responding to revelation; and 8:19-21 notes that 
Jesus’ true family is made up of those who obey. The 
word as light calls for faith. The word is responded to 
in many different ways and faces many obstacles in 
its reception. 

The second subunit of the fifth section, 8:22—9:17, 
shows Jesus’ power and authority in ever-increasing 
spheres. Jesus can overcome the obstacles that 
destroy people, for he has power over nature (8:22- 
25), demons (8:26-39), and disease and death (8:40- 
56). To further illustrate his authority, Jesus 
commissions a group to share his message (9:1-6), 
enabling them to share in his authority and to give 
miraculous attestation to his message. In response to 
the spreading reports about Jesus, Herod wonders 


about Jesus’ identity (9:7—9). As this issue is raised, 
the scene shifts to Jesus’ ability to provide for the 
multitude (9:10-17). Throughout this subunit, Jesus 
shows the range of his authority. Luke keeps the 
question of Jesus’ identity center stage. 

The sixth and final section of the Galilean ministry, 
9:18—50, will answer through Peter’s confession the 
question of who Jesus is, and it will define Jesus’ 
ministry through the picture of the suffering Son of 
Man. 


1. Call to Faith (8:4—21) 


Coming after the emphasis on faith in 7:36—8:3, this 
unit is a call to respond. The christological ground for 
that response was laid in the answer to the question 
of Jesus’ identity in 7:18—35. Luke wishes to reassure 
his readers that Jesus can and should be trusted. 

The three pericopes of this unit all relate to the 
theme of revelation and response. The seed parable 
explains various reactions to Jesus’ message (8:4— 
15). Jesus then compares his message to light (8:16— 
18). Since light is meant to be seen, all should watch 
how they respond to Jesus’ message, for through the 


word comes the opportunity to receive from God or 
to lose what one has. Finally, commendation is given 
to those who respond (8:19-21). Jesus’ family 
consists of those who obey God. 


a. Issue of Response: Seed Parable 
(8:4-15) 


The parable of the seed—or, better, the parable of 
the seed among the soils—is one of Jesus’ most 
well known parables. Regarding an emphasis on 
the seed’s reception in different types of soil as 
unlikely in the original parable, Jeremias argues 
that the original parable was about the 
eschatological harvest and the point was that, 
despite many obstacles, the kingdom would yield 
fruit triumphantly.* Such fruit would amaze 
observers, since the growth process was subject to 
so many frustrations. Thus, sowing describes 
preaching the kingdom, and the harvest its result. 
The parable gives confidence that, despite 
appearances, all will turn out well. The problem 
with this view is that it reads the imagery too 


much in light of the kingdom parables of Mark 4 
and makes it say much the same thing they do. 
But the parables in Mark 4 make distinct points: 
Jesus explains reactions to the kingdom message 
and then details how the kingdom emerges, 
despite those reactions. Luke agrees with this 
sense of the parables (Marshall 1978: 318), but 
Luke differs from Mark 4 = Matt. 13 by isolating 
and focusing on a single parable, rather than 
narrating all the kingdom parables. In this way, 
Luke can develop a theology of the word of God 
(Luke 8:4—21) and call people to respond. This 
focus is unique to him, but it is an appropriate 
topical use of Jesus’ teaching. 

Parables or comparisons are not new to Jesus’ 
teaching in Luke’s Gospel (5:36-39; 6:39, 41—44, 
47-49; 7:41-42; Plummer 1896: 217). However, 
they are more elaborate and frequent from this 
point on. This parable is given in three stages. 
First, the parable is told (8:4—8). Then the reason 
for Jesus’ teaching in parables is revealed (8:9— 
10). Finally, the interpretation of the parable is 
given (8:11-15). The entire unit stresses the 
variety of responses to the word of God, which is 
present in Jesus’ teaching (this is why the title 


“parable of the soils” is a better name for the 
passage). Of course, the commendable thing is to 
respond obediently to the word, to receive it and 
bear fruit in response to it. But many obstacles 
prevent such a fruitful result, as the variety of soil 
shows. In fact, the parable is a type of judgment 
against those who refuse to respond (8:8, 10). The 
stakes are rising, for rejection leads to a hardening 
of hearts and judgment from God. A person 
should not delay responding to the word, for as 
time passes it may become harder to respond. If 
one waits, it may eventually become too late. 


Sources and Historicity 


The parable of the seed among the soils has a parallel in Mark 4:1- 
20 = Matt. 13:1-23 (Aland 1985: 88122-24). That itis one ina 
cluster of parables in Matthew and Mark, unlike the Lucan account, 
may suggest a topical grouping in these books. Regardless, this 
represents a return to Luke—Mark parallels (the last parallels were 
Mark 3:13-19a = Luke 6:12-16 and Mark 3:7-10 = Luke 6:17-19). 
This parable has a grammatical parallel in the Gospel of Thomas 9 
and a conceptual parallel in the late-first-century or early-second- 
century A.D. 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 8:41-44. In the latter passage, it is 


said that not all seed sown in the ground takes root and so not all 
seed sown in the world will be saved. 

The relative position of the parable in each Gospel makes difficult 
the chronological placement of this account, especially if anthologies 
are present in Matthew and Mark. Even without this possibility, 
placement is still difficult to determine. Of course, if this is common 
teaching in Jesus’ ministry, its placement could vary. Three later 
miracles in Luke 8:22-56 appear before the seed parable in Matt. 13 
(Matt. 8:23-34; 9:18-26).2 In addition, Matt. 8-9 has a topical flavor, 
so that chronological placement becomes difficult to fix from 
Matthew. On the other hand, Mark and Luke agree in placing these 
miracles after the seed parable (Luke 8:22-56 = Mark 4:35-5:43). 
The parables of Matt. 13 = Mark 4 = Luke 8 seem to belong to the 
“Galilean tour,” after Jesus had been engaged in ministry for a while; 
to specify their locale more than this seems to be unadvised (see the 
introductions to 8:19-21 and 8:22-25). However, the tighter 
Matthean connection to the context may well suggest a setting later 
in the tour (Matt. 13:1). This is one of three detailed parables found 
in all the Synoptics (the other two are the mustard seed in Mark 
4:30-32 = Matt. 13:31-32 = Luke 13:18-19 and the wicked farmers 
in Mark 12:1-12 = Matt. 21:33-46 = Luke 20:9-19). 

The question of sources is complex. Most see Luke abbreviating 
Mark 4 at this point (Marshall 1978: 317-18; Fitzmyer 1981: 700). 


There are four views on the reason for this abbreviation: 


1. Luke made alterations solely on the basis of his 
theological emphases (Fitzmyer 1981: 700, 706, 710; 
Carlston 1975: 70-76, esp. 70 n. 1). 

2. Luke made alterations for theological reasons, 
but also used oral tradition for at least 8:9-10 (Schürmann 
1969: 457, 461, 465; Ernst 1977: 264, 266-67).* 

3. Luke used a special source (Schramm 1971: 
114-23). 

4. Luke knew Mark, but also had access to oral 
tradition (D. Wenham 1973-74). 


As the exegesis will show, the verbal peculiarities of Luke’s 
version are striking in that he often follows neither Matthew nor Mark, 
while choosing synonymous terminology that need not have a 
theological motive. In addition, Klostermann (1929: 97) notes other 
divergences from Mark, the most striking being the absence of a 
setting in 8:4, the absence of levels of harvest in 8:8, the absence of 
multiple parables in the unit, and the later use in 8:19-21 of material 
similar to Mark 3:31-35. While the absence of a setting may be due 
to the presence of a similar setting in Luke 5:1-3, in many cases it is 
very hard to explain the nature of Luke’s verbal changes, given that 
they do not differ significantly from the Marcan and Matthean 
versions.2 This raises the question of whether Luke used only a 
tradition like Mark. Marshall (1978: 318) suggests that oral tradition 
may play a key role here. 


Many regard the section on the parable’s interpretation as 
secondary, claiming support from 8:9-10 and the unique Lucan detail 
and vocabulary in the interpretation.£ Fitzmyer (1981: 711) notes 
three vocabulary elements in support of the secondary nature of the 
interpretation: (1) Ö AÓYOG is uniquely used by Jesus for the 
Christian message, (2) OTTELPW is used for preaching only here, 
and (3) certain compound adjectives lack Semitic equivalents: 
TTPOOKALPOL (Mark 4:17) and ÜKAPTTOG (Mark 4:19). 

None of these reasons is compelling. (1) The harvest as imagery 
for kingdom growth is common, as Mark 4 shows. The picture of 
seed for the kingdom message is a part of that larger metaphor. In 
fact, it is simply a metonymy of container for contents 
(message/availability of kingdom). (2) The reference to AOYyos, 
which is a Lucan emphasis, is an appropriate summary description 
of what the kingdom message is. (3) The lack of Semitic equivalents 
does not mean these concepts are impossible to express in Semitic, 
even if single terms do not exist. The communication of such 
concepts would be simplified in oral tradition for reasons of brevity. 

Jesus’ teaching in Luke 8:9-10 is also appropriate to the ministry 
setting (against SchUrmann 1969: 461, who sees the parable 
cheering up the disciples in the early church over rejection of the 
gospel). Jesus had already met intense rejection in his ministry, and 
he now needed to explain this to his disciples, who thought he was 
bringing God’s promise. Surely the nation would welcome God’s 


message and messenger. So what was happening? Jesus was 


almost compelled by circumstances to explain this seeming failure. 
The mystery character of parables as judgment on the hardening of 
hearts was relevant not only after the cross. It was a reality in Jesus’ 
ministry as well. It fit the OT emphasis that God’s word is a two- 


edged sword. God’s message holds the opportunity for blessing_or 


cursing, depending_upon one’s response.® 


The Jesus Seminar takes a mixed approach to this unit (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 305-6). They see the base parable in 8:5—8a (in pink 
type) as probably originating with Jesus. In favor of this link are its 
wide attestation and certain elements in Jesus’ style (nature 
metaphors, groupings of three, mnemonic devices). They reject a tie 
to Jesus for the call to hear in 8:8b (in gray type) and the 
interpretation in 8:9-15 (in black type). The seminar holds that, 
unlike this text, Jesus taught that the kingdom was not a secret 
available to insiders only and that he lacked an “us” versus “them” 
attitude. However, this misrepresents what is taught here, for the 
issue of mystery is not about the kingdom, but about understanding 
how it works—a big difference. Jesus’ handling of opponents like the 
Jewish leadership also reflects the reality that opposition (“them”) is 
to be faced. These parables are introduced as an indication of 
emerging judgment for rejection, a warning that Jesus made earlier 
(4:25-28). Nothing said here is conceptually impossible for Jesus. 
The roots of this teaching reach to him and serve to explain the 
varied reactions and extensive rejection that kingdom preaching 


yields. 


In short, the church can translate and explain the parable’s force 
without destroying its connection to Jesus or altering the saying’s 
conceptual authenticity. This is certainly what Luke has done, and 
Mark and Matthew are no different in their presentations.2 


This passage is clearly parabolic in form 
(Berger 1984: 46, 48, 60). It could be called a 
parable of growth or nature since it compares the 
word to the growth of seed. The Lucan form is a 
parable about Jesus’ message. Matthew and Mark 
clearly compare the seed to the kingdom, but Luke 
doesn’t ignore this connection (8:10). See 
excursus 8 on the issue of parables in Jesus’ 
teaching and in Luke, in particular their definition 
and classification. 

Luke 8:4-15 is structured in three parts: the first 
gives instruction to the masses, while the last two 
are given to the disciples. The outline of 8:4-15 is 
as follows: 


i. Parable of the seed told to all (8:4-8) 
(1) Setting (8:4) 
(2) Seed by the road (8:5) 
(3) Seed on the rock (8:6) 
(4) Seed among thorns (8:7) 
(5) Seed on good soil (8:8a) 


(6) Call to hear (8:8b) 
ii. Function of parables explained to the 
disciples (8:9-10) 
(1) Question by the disciples (8:9) 
(2) Contrast between the disciples and the 
rest (8:10) 
iii. Parable of the seed interpreted for the 
disciples (8:11-15) 
(1) Seed is the word of God (8:11) 
(2) Seed stolen by the devil (8:12) 
(3) Seed without root, fruitless in trial 
(8:13) 
(4) Seed choked by worry, riches, and 
pleasures (8:14) 
(5) Fruitful seed growing in the good heart 
(8:15) 


The major theme of the passage is the variety of 
responses to the word of God caused by a variety 
of obstacles to the word: spiritual forces, trials, 
worry, riches, pleasures. Many who hear the word 
are overcome by these. But there is a decision to 
be faced when the word is preached. One can also 
grasp how the word is variously received. Jesus 
gives a Call to hear (i.e., obey) the message, which 


is called the “word” and is associated with the 
kingdom. The parables represent a warning, since 
they are present, in part, because of hardness of 
heart. On the positive side is fruit-bearing at a 
variety of levels. Fruit is the product of one’s 
patience and holding fast to the word in 
obedience. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


When a great crowd was coming together and people from town 
after town were coming to him, he said in a parable, ™A sower went 
out to sow his seed. And as he sowed, some fell by the road and 
was trampled on and the birds of the heaven ate it. "And some fell 
on the rock, and as it grew, it withered because it had no moisture. 
“And some fell among the thorns, and the thorns grew with it and 
choked it. ®And some fell on the good soil and grew and produced 
fruit a hundredfold.” And saying these things, he cried out, “The one 
who has ears, let him hear.” 

Sand his disciples were asking him, “What might this parable be?” 
10And he said, “To you it has been given to know the mysteries of the 
kingdom of God, but to the rest, in parables, that seeing they may 
not see and hearing they may not understand. 


«Now the parable means this: The seed is the word of God. 


12The ones along the path are those who have heard; then the devil 
comes and takes the word from their heart, in order that they might 
not believe and be saved. 1?Those on the rock are those who, when 
they hear, receive the word with joy, but they do not have root; they 
believe for a time and after a while in trial they fall away. **And for 
those falling among the thorns, these are those who hear, but as 
they go, they are choked by life’s worries, riches, and pleasures, and 
they do not produce fruit to maturity. And as for that in the good 
soil, they are those with an honest and good heart, who, when they 
hear the word, hold fast and bear fruit with patience.” 


1. Parable of the Seed Told to All (8:4-8) 
(1) Setting (8:4) 


8:4 Jesus is still drawing a great deal of attention as 
crowds from many towns journey out to hear him. 
XUVLOVTOC ... KAL... ETLMOPEVOUEVWV TIPOC 
CLUTOV (syniontos ... kai... epiporeuomenön pros 
auton, gathering together ... and ... coming to him) 
is a double genitive absolute: Jesus taught as the 
crowd gathered and as people came.'* The present 
tenses in the participles suggest a growth in the 
crowd’s development, since they picture the progress 
of the crowd’s coming and the people’s gathering. 
Luke alone notes the varied roots of those in the 


crowd. Mark 4:1 = Matt. 13:1 mentions that Jesus’ 
teaching occurred by the sea, a detail that Luke lacks 
(most suggest that Luke does not repeat the scene of 
Luke 5:1-3; Bovon 1989: 404). In fact, Mark and 
Matthew note that this teaching was given from a 
boat. No specific site is given, but it is probably the 
Sea of Galilee. The wording in each Gospel is 
somewhat distinct. While five terms are shared in 
exactly the same form between Mark and Matthew, 
Luke has no verbal overlap. 

In Luke, crowds are often drawn to Jesus. They 
seem to grow as the account progresses, but this 
passage begins to suggest that many are interested in 
him only at a superficial level. The crowd’s 
opposition will surface in Luke 9-13, while the 
crowd will continue to surround him in Luke 19 (on 
this theme, see Tannehill 1986: 143-66, esp. pp. 146— 
47 for Luke 8). The popular masses are shown as 
uncertain about what they think about Jesus. "OyAOG 
(ochlos, crowd) occurs forty-one times in Luke, 
though not every mention is of the crowd tied to 
Jesus (e.g., in 3:10 the crowd is associated with John 
the Baptist). The bulk of these uses come before 
Luke 15, with only seven uses after that chapter and 
only five of them in 14:25-22:6—this shows how 


disciple-oriented the Jerusalem journey section of 
Luke becomes. Luke focuses on the popular ministry 
here, but later, Jesus’ teaching will turn more inward. 
Disciples must be prepared for what they face on 
account of their committing to Jesus. The crowds are 
interested but fickle. 


(2) Seed by the Road (8:5) 


8:5 The parable begins in a field, with a Palestinian 
farmer sowing seed.” Through the field runs a well- 
beaten path over which travelers pass. Sowing took 
place in the late fall or early winter (October to 
December), during the rainy season, and the crop 
sprouted in spring (around April or May) and was 
harvested around June. This type of labor was 
forbidden on the Sabbath (m. Sab. 7.2; Nolland 1989: 
371-72 has a detailed discussion of the process). The 
imagery of sowing as a figure for God’s giving or 
renewing life is common in Judaism (1 Enoch 62.8; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 8:41; 9:31; Hos. 2:23 [2:25 MT]; Jer. 


375-76). 

Between one year’s harvest and the next year’s 
sowing, the field was left idle. The order of sowing 
and plowing is debated: in Palestine, often a field was 


plowed only after it was sown.'* This sequence of 
sowing then plowing has been challenged, but the 
evidence brought forward is Greco-Roman, not 
Palestinian (so correctly Fitzmyer 1981: 703, against 
White 1964). Determining the order is not essential 
to the parable, since it refers merely to exposed seed 
on the path. 

The sower carried a bag of grain over his shoulder, 
with the bag in the front. From this bag, he would 
toss the seed in rows. Of course, not all the seed 
reached the field. Some (6 UEV, ho men) would fall 
on the edge of the road, where it would be walked on 
by people and devoured by birds looking for food. It 
is this seasonal practice that Jesus narrates to open 
his parable. The practice in an agrarian culture is so 
common that his listeners would immediately picture 
the story. Of course, the sower in the initial version of 
the parable pictured Jesus (Marshall 1978: 319). 

The verse shares details with the other Synoptics 
(e.g., seed falling by the path, birds devouring the 
seed), but Luke alone notes that the seed was walked 
on. The beginning of the verse is verbally paralleled 
by Matt. 13:3b—4a. The reference to trampled seed 
suggests that some of it fell on the edge of the road, 
but this detail is ignored by Luke when Jesus 


interprets the parable (Schürmann 1969: 453 n. 63). 
However, by intensifying the emotive picture, the 
image may add to the picture of abuse that the seed 
(i.e., the word) takes (Marshall 1978: 319). Outsiders 
(birds and travelers) destroy the seed (Wiefel 1988: 
160). 


(3) Seed on the Rock (8:6) 


8:6 A second portion of the seed falls on rock, a thin 
layer of ground with limestone right under the 
topsoil, a condition common in the Palestinian hill 
country. Luke uses the term TTETPAV (petran) for the 
rocky ground, while Matt. 13:5 has TETPWÖN 
(petröde) and Mark 4:5 TTETPWÖEG (petrödes). This 
is not a field with many rocks, but a base of rock 
under the soil. In an unplowed field, such land is not 
easily spotted (Linnemann 1966: 115-16). At first, all 
looks fine as the plant sprouts up and grows. But 
eventually the plant withers. Luke alone attributes the 
loss to lack of moisture. The root cannot receive 
water because the ground cannot hold moisture. 
Matthew and Mark speak only of the plant’s 
lacking root, by which they mean the lack of a 
developed root system (Marshall 1978: 320). In fact, 
Matthew and Mark are close in wording, with Luke’s 


wording being distinct, though painting the same 
picture. Luke is aware of the problem being a lack of 
root, but he holds until the interpretation Mark’s 
description of the seed’s lack of root. Interestingly, 
Luke and Matthew reverse their choice of adjective 
for “another” from that of Matt. 11:3 = Luke 7:19, 
where Matthew had €tepov (heteron) and Luke had 
dov (allon). Luke does not mention details that 
Matthew and Mark do: the quick initial growth and 
the scorching of the plant by the sun (Creed 1930: 
114). The point is that ultimately this seed is 
unproductive. 


(4) Seed Among Thorns (8:7) 


8:7 The third group of seed falls in good ground, but 
shares that ground with greedy neighbors: thorns. 
These Palestinian weeds can grow up to six feet tall 
and often bud with flowers of various colors: red, 
blue, or yellow (Linnemann 1966: 116). They also 
take so much nourishment from the ground that 
nothing else can grow around them. Despite the 
plowing that would have accompanied the growing 
season, such thistles inevitably remain. The seed is 
not purposely mixed with thorns, but when the seed 
sprouted, thorns are also present (Plummer 1896: 


218). Once again, an outside factor has intervened to 
prevent the seed from producing fruit. A similar 
warning is found in Jer. 4:3. 

Luke’s wording is again abbreviated. Mark 4:7 
specifies that this seed yielded no grain, a point that 
Luke saves for the interpretation (Marshall 1978: 
320). Matthew 13:7 parallels Luke in lacking this 
note about yield. In general, however, Matthew’s and 
Mark’s wordings are parallel, although interestingly 
each writer uses a different form of the verb to 
describe the choking of the seed. Such insignificant 
differences raise the question whether the source for 
this material was only written. It is hard to justify 
such incidental differences.'* Although most 
commentators argue that Luke is using Mark’s 
version, it seems likely that this parable had broad 
circulation with variety of wording. 


(5) Seed on Good Soil (8:8a) 


8:8a The fourth group of seed lands on good soil 
and, overcoming the obstacles present, grows to bear 
more seed. The yield is a hundredfold.'° Linnemann 
(1966: 117) notes that the fruit of a single grain is in 
view. On average such a seed would bear thirty-five 
progeny, with some occasionally producing sixty or a 


hundred pieces of grain.'° It is interesting that Luke 
uses four prepositions to describe the different seed: 
Tapa (para, by the road), Ertl (epi, upon the rock), 
€V UEOW (en mesö, in the midst of the thorns), and 
ELC (eis, into good soil) (Godet 1875: 1.369; Bovon 
1989: 412).'” In contrast to the failure of the other 
seed, only the last seed penetrates the soil and 
achieves its goal of becoming fruitful. It depicts 
God’s word bearing fruit and growing (Isa. 55:11; 
Acts 6:7; Col. 1:6; Schürmann 1969: 454-55). The 
kingdom message will spread despite obstacles in its 
way. 

Matthew 13:8 = Mark 4:8 has KaANv (kalen, 
good), while Luke has the synonym åyaðńv 
(agathen).'* Luke’s wording is more abbreviated than 
the other Synoptics (e.g., he does not mention the 
thirtyfold and sixtyfold yields) and somewhat distinct 
from them, though making the same point.'” The lack 
of levels of fruitfulness in Luke is explained in 
various ways (Marshall 1978: 320). Leaney (1958: 
151) argues that gnostic levels of spiritual advance 
are avoided by Luke’s approach. However, each seed 
in Matthew and Mark has a different yield, which is 
not a picture of the growth of an individual seed, but 
of many different seeds. Thus, the word yields a 


variety of responses from a variety of people. 
Schürmann (1969: 465) suggests that Luke is 
avoiding the appearance that there are levels of 
Christians (also Schweizer 1984: 144). This may be 
correct, but since Luke’s account is shorter it is 
possible to view this just as a stylistic abbreviation 
with no conscious theological motive. 


(6) Call to Hear (8:8b) 


8:8b At the end of the parable, Jesus calls “the one 
with ears to hear” (0 €ywv WTA AKovELY, ho echön 
Ota akouein) to heed (AKOVETW, akouetö) the 
teaching. Jesus often uses this call to stress the 
importance of reflecting on his teaching (Matt. 11:15; 
13:9, 43; Mark 4:9, 23; 7:16; 8:18 [stated negatively]; 
Luke 8:8; 9:44; 14:35; Horst, TDNT 5:552; WTA 
[ears] is from ove; BAGD 595; BAA 1204—5). The 
audience is challenged to respond to the message. 


Fitzmyer (1981: 704). Marshall (1978: 320) notes a 
conceptual parallel to Ezek. 3:27, and Schürmann 
(1969: 454) notes a parallel to Isa. 55:10—11, to 
which should be added Isa. 55:3. 


ii. Function of Parables Explained to the 
Disciples (8:9-10) 


(1) Question by the Disciples (8:9) 


8:9 The disciples are curious as to the parable’s 
meaning and so ask Jesus to explain it to them. 
Matthew 13:10 also says that the disciples asked the 
question, while Mark 4:10 attributes it to “those with 
the Twelve.” The optative etn (eié, might be), 
introducing an indirect question, expresses the 
request to know the parable’s sense.” The singular ñ 
stapaßoAn (he parabolé, the parable) shows that the 
explanation of only the last parable is requested. This 
singular emphasis contrasts with the general question 
about parables found in Matt. 13:10 = Mark 4:10.” 
Here is another instance where Luke’s version has its 
own focus, yet Jesus’ answer using the plural in Luke 
8:10 shows that the question as raised in the other 
Gospels is not ignored. The disciples know Jesus 
well enough to know that he was not giving them a 
lesson in agriculture, but was illustrating something 
about God. Luke’s reply is softer in depicting the 
response. He shortens the quotation from Isaiah and 
lacks any question to the disciples about their 
understanding the parable (Fitzmyer 1981: 706). 


(2) Contrast Between the Disciples and the Rest 
(8:10) 


8:10 Jesus explains that the word divides people into 
two groups and that parables in particular function 
this way. The parables reveal to disciples the 
mysteries of God’s kingdom. By committing 
themselves to Jesus and his teaching, disciples have 
access to understanding these parables and can see 
the parables’ connection to each other and to life 
(Luke 6:20-23; 10:23-24; 1 Cor. 2:12-15). But “the 
rest” (TOILG ... AOLTTOLG, tois ... loipois) do not have 
access to the symbolism that the parables depict. 
Thus the parables function as a form of judgment 
where the story is perceived but not comprehended. 
Jesus answers by describing the parables’ effect, 
using the plural, rather than the disciples’ singular. 
This shift broadens the question’s scope, which had 
asked only about the seed parable. 

The verse contains a key contrastive parallelism 
and a significant ellipsis. Parables are not just for 
unbelievers, or else their being recorded in the 
Gospels for the church does not make sense. The 
mysteries of the kingdom “are given” (= 6£80Ta1, 
dedotai, which is elided in the next clause) to the 


disciples by means of parabolic instruction.** Since 
the parables contain mysteries, they have a positive 
function for those who embrace Jesus. To those who 
do not embrace Jesus, the parables are not interpreted 
and thus remain enigmatic. Thus, it is wrong to see 
the parables functioning only in a concealing role. 
Only when a parable is unexplained in terms of how 
it relates to the kingdom does it have this function. 
That the disciples have access to the mysteries of 
God’s kingdom in contrast to the crowd shows the 
twofold function of parables. That the disciples are 
particularly blessed is seen in the emphatic position 
of Luiv (hymin, to you) and the perfect tense 
5€S0TAL (it stands given). The passive 6E80TAL 
makes clear that God has given this gift to the 
disciples (Fitzmyer 1981: 707). 

The judgment on the rest is indicated by their 
“seeing but not seeing, hearing but not 
understanding” (BAETTOVTEG un BAETWOLV Kal 
CLKOVOVTEC UN OUVLMOLY, blepontes më blepösin 
kai akouontes me syniösin)—a phrase in Isa. 6:9 that 
alludes to judgment.** The concept of judgment 
because of hardness of heart is found often in the NT 
(John 3:17-19; 9:39-41; Rom. 1:18-32; 9:17-18; 
Acts 28:26-27). The parables’ purpose for the rest of 


humanity is to prevent their comprehension of God’s 
plan. "Iva (hina, in order that) indicates purpose: 
God in judgment removes the benefit of revelation 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 708; Stauffer, TDNT 3:327; BDF 
§369.2). 

In saying that the parables’ purpose is to conceal, 
there is an assumption, suggested by the allusion to 
Isaiah, that the concealing takes place for those who 
are resistant to hearing. Isaiah takes his message to an 
obstinate nation that is facing judgment and exile for 
refusing to respond properly to God. Isaiah is told 
that the people will not respond. In fact, in Isa. 6:9— 
10 MT God will bring hardness of heart on the 
that response is not possible. However, in the larger 
context of Isaiah, opportunity for repentance is still 
offered and the promise of a remnant is made (Isa. 
1:21-26; 9:1-7 [8:23-9:6 MT]; 11:1—9; 14:24—26; 
17:14; 28:16-17, 29), so the judgment is not 
comprehensive. Thus, a hardening of the nation in 
Isaiah does not preclude fulfilling the promise to it. 

Codex X of Isa. 6:9-10 LXX, which Matthew cites 
(as does Acts 28:26-27), speaks only of judgment 
coming to the nation whose heart is hard. The linkage 
of God’s judgment and human hardness of heart is 


also evidenced in Isaiah. The ambiguity in how the 
Isaiah passage was read is reflected in the NT. The 
rejection comes out more clearly in Matthew’s full 
citation of Isaiah, for Matthew lacks the purpose 
nuance of Luke, a nuance that Mark 4:10—12 also 
has. Matthew has a OTL (hoti, because) clause instead 
of a (va, which shows that the background of this 
remark is not the parables considered in abstract from 
the rest of Jesus’ ministry. Rather, the parables are 
introduced because of the previous lack of response 
to Jesus’ teaching, as the movement in Luke already 
shows.” Matthew and Luke, though nuanced 
differently, are in essential agreement. Thus, this 
concealing function of the parables is a response to 
previous rejection of Jesus, a rejection that has 
consequences. In short, what the disciples get in 
parables is insight into the kingdom, but what is 
given to those who reject God’s offer of revelation is 
a story that prevents them from understanding what 
God is doing.” 

The exact nature of the mysteries (UUOTNPLA, 
mysteria) being revealed is determined by the nature 
and interpretation of each parable. Thus, in the 
following verses Jesus will explain this parable and 
give a clue as to the mystery it describes. In this way 


the disciples will receive divine insight into God’s 
plan (Godet 1875: 1.371; Liefeld 1984: 906; Nolland 
1989: 379). Just as mystery in the Book of Daniel 


was revealed through divine insight into MT (raz), the 
Aramaic term for “mystery,” so also with the 
parabolic mysteries in the Gospels. For Daniel, 
mystery is revelation that is present but not 
understood.” Luke’s and Matthew’s plural 
UVOTÁPLA refers to the parts of the plan, while 
Mark’s singular ULOTNPLOV refers to the whole plan 
as a unit. This is the only use of UVOTNPLOV in the 
Synoptics (Ellis 1974: 125). 

Luke’s wording in this verse is close to Matthew, 
especially in describing the benefits to the disciples. 
In describing the judgment on the rest, Luke cites a 
shorter, more paraphrastic form of Isa. 6:9 than do 
Mark and Matthew, which fits Luke’s abbreviated 
presentation of the whole account. Matthew 13:14— 
15 has the fullest Isaiah citation. In Mark 4:11, the 
Isaiah quotation is applied to “those outside,” while 
in Matt. 13:11 it is applied simply to “them.” In 
addition, Matt. 13:12 has a saying that Luke 8:18b = 
Mark 4:25 saves for a slightly later position. The 
variety in the tradition’s wording of this verse is 
interesting, especially when placed alongside the 


several points of difference already noted. 

D. Wenham (1972: 24-31) argues that Luke and 
Matthew share a similar, earlier form of the tradition. 
This is possible, but hard to establish clearly. What is 
clear is that the amount of Synoptic variation shows 
the tradition’s complexity and the difficulty of tracing 
its development. 

Doubting whether Jesus could say something as 
exclusive as Isa. 6:9, many attribute the remark to the 
early church (Luce 1933: 166). This view argues that 
Jesus could not be the source because parables were 
present in Jesus’ ministry before his rejection by the 
people. Also, the rejection suggested in the Isaiah 
quotation is out of character with Jesus’ attempt to 
draw people into the kingdom. But these objections 
are not telling. It is clear that, as the rejection 
heightens, Jesus will rebuke those who resist. The 
Isaiah remark is, thus, both a statement of purpose 
and a warning that hardness has its cost. Jesus’ direct 
challenges to the Pharisees in Luke 5-6 show this 
ability to rebuke early on, as do his stronger 
responses in 11:29-54. (Jesus also has an implied 
warning to the crowds in 4:25-28.) The question of 
how long the parables were present in Jesus’ ministry 
is irrelevant to their two-sided function. They may 


have taken on a greater role as the ministry moved 
on, and their twofold function may have emerged 
more clearly as time passed.” 


iii. Parable of the Seed Interpreted for the 
Disciples (8:11-15) 


(1) Seed is the Word of God (8:11) 


8:11 Jesus now turns back to the seed parable. The 
parable’s interpretation is fairly clear in its Synoptic 
form. But the origin of that understanding is debated. 
The main issue is whether the original parable had 
many points (the responses to the kingdom message) 
or a single point (the kingdom’s eventual emergence 
despite various obstacles). Jeremias (1963a: 77-79, 
149-51) argues for a single point (often called the 
eschatological view); I prefer multiple points (see the 
additional note). 

That various factors prevent response to the word 
is clear in much of Jesus’ teaching. Jesus expresses 
concern about things such as wealth and trials getting 
in the way. In fact, these concerns sometimes are a 
dominant theme.” Thus, this parable with its multiple 
points could fit Jesus’ teaching. But did the original 
parable have just one point? The view that argues that 
parables must have only one point has come under 


increasing attack (R. Brown 1962a; Dahl 1951: 136- 
37; Black 1959-60). This is not to say every detail 
needs to be allegorized, but that certain parables have 
multiple elements of relevance. Such questions no 
longer can be answered simply by appeal to some 
global principle. Many of the parables reveal an 
ability to reflect multiple points, usually one point 
per main character or object (Blomberg 1990). 

A major argument against the eschatological view 
is that, if the only point is the great harvest of the 
fourth group of seed, then three-quarters of the 
parable adds little or nothing to the story.” Nor is it 
necessary to insist that all of Jesus’ parables address 
the same topic; that is, Mark 4:3-20 need not deal 
exactly with the same theme as do the other kingdom 
parables. Rather, the kingdom parables complement 
—but do not repeat—one another. In short, the 
parable’s various themes found in other Gospel 
passages show the strength of the imagery and the 
impression that it left on the church. Gerhardsson 
(1967-68: 166, 186-88), who accepts the 
interpretation as going back to Jesus, notes that the 
parable and its interpretation fit “hand in glove” (also 
Ellis 1974: 126). It seems clear that the basic 
interpretation belongs to Jesus.** Nonetheless, it is 


likely, given the verbal differences within the 
tradition, that Luke and the other Synoptic writers 
paraphrased the teaching in spots to make explicit 
certain points that were part of Jesus’ intention (e.g., 
8:12, though such alterations are in all strands of the 
tradition). Given the interpretation’s authenticity, we 
now turn to the explanation that Jesus gives to the 
parable.” 

The seed is the word of God, an association that 
was also made in Judaism.” In the Lucan context 
(8:10), it is the word from God about the kingdom 
(K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:583). Matthew and Luke have 
a more condensed introduction to the interpretation 
than does Mark, who gives an initial rebuke of the 
disciples before Jesus’ reply. Matthew 13:18-19 is 
explicit in mentioning the word of the kingdom and 
gives the parable the title “parable of the sower.” 


(2) Seed Stolen by the Devil (8:12) 


8:12 The first group of seed represents the response 
that never has a chance to germinate. Satan comes 
and prevents the message from taking root in the 
heart (i.e., in the person). Luke says that Satan takes 
the message from (ATÓ, apo) their hearts, while 
Mark 4:15 says that he takes the message that is in 


(Eic, eis) them. In the battle for hearts between God 
and Satan, Luke says that some of the failure to 
respond to the word is the devil’s work. As a result, 
any opportunity for faith and salvation is lost. For 
such people, hearing is the most that happens. There 
is no attraction to the message or reflection on it. 
Birds are often a figure for evil in Judaism (Jub. 
90.8-13;_ Nolland 1989: 384). 

Luke’s wording is close to Mark 4:14-15 in 
describing the seed as “by the way” (Tapa TV 
òôóv, para ten hodon) and in speaking of the devil’s 
“taking the word” (aipet TOV AOyov, airei ton 
logon). In addition, Luke and Matt. 13:19 refer to the 
heart. The tradition’s complexity is shown by each 
writer’s use of a different term for Satan: 0 TTOVNpOG 
(ho poneros) in Matt. 13:19, © catavac (ho 
satanas) in Mark 4:15, and ó 6taBoAo¢c (ho 
diabolos) in Luke 8:12.” Describing the first group 
with a more vivid present participle, Matt. 13:19 
alone notes that lack of understanding precedes the 
evil one’s act.” Luke alone mentions faith and 
salvation, though this may function as a brief 
explanatory equivalent of Matt. 13:14-15, which 
cites Isa. 6:9-10.” 


The Lucan peculiarity of mentioning faith and 
salvation is often overinterpreted to say that Luke 
intends all the responses to be seen as “saved.” It 
seems better, however, to say that the spiritual 
condition of this first seed is clearly a picture of the 
unsaved; so also the saved condition of the last seed 
is clear. On the other hand, the spiritual position of 
the two middle groups of seed is less than clear, 
possibly on purpose. To discuss the spiritual 
condition of these groups of seed may, however, take 
the edge and ambiguity out of the text, an ambiguity 
that should remain since these two groups of seed are 
not spoken of with approval by Jesus. In fact, to ask 
this question of each soil is to misdirect the parable’s 
emphasis. Jesus is not communicating the minimum 
response required to receive blessing. Rather, he is 
instructing the disciples on fruitfulness by pointing 
out obstacles that prevent such a response. The fourth 
seed is the only one that is portrayed favorably. The 
second and third groups are viewed tragically since 
opportunity for fruitfulness was present but lost, 
while the first group is portrayed as never having a 
good chance. Jesus’ point is that only the fourth seed 
really achieves the goal that the word is intended to 
produce. Thus, asking the soteriological question of 


soils two and three results in short-circuiting the 
parable’s force and taking the edge out of its 
teaching, by forcing it to say too much. 

Scripture deals with two concerns on an alternating 
basis, sometimes side by side and sometimes mixed 
together: “How does one get in?” and “How is one 
fully effective?” The emphasis on fruitfulness 
indicates that the second concern is dominant in this 
parable. This parable seeks to encourage ethical 
righteousness, while noting which factors prevent its 
presence. The issue of “getting in” is largely 
unaddressed, though it is clear that the first group 
never gets in the door, while the fourth group clearly 
does. The position of the two middle groups is less 
clear, though the context gives some hints about their 
condition, as the exegesis will show. What is clear is 
that soils one through three do not have a successful 
experience with the seed, for they bear no fruit. There 
is little comfort for them. 

The first group of seed also shows that a spiritual 
battle ensues when the kingdom is preached. As 
Liefeld (1984: 907) notes, God’s and Satan’s desires 
are very different (2 Pet. 3:9). Satan’s goal is to 
prevent belief, as the {va (hina) clause of Luke 8:12b 
makes clear (Foerster, TDNT 7:160): Satan takes the 


word, “in order that they may not believe and be 
saved.” The obstacles thrown in the way of the other 
groups of seed show this same battle waged in a more 
subtle manner. 

Another point is important here. This text is not an 
existential moment-by-moment picture of how one 
receives the word at various times, but pictures what 
the word does throughout the totality of one’s life. 
One is not pictured as moving from soil to soil or of 
being in different soils at different times. Such an 
implication might be drawn from this imagery, but it 
is not the point of the parable. The soil represents the 
different kinds of individuals viewed in terms of their 
whole life, not the different responses of an 
individual. Taking one’s life as a whole, the parable 
is designed to produce reflection on the question, 
“What single type of response to the word have I 
given?” Or, “What various responses to the word 
exist among people as one looks at the whole pattern 
of their response?” Jesus is explaining why the word 
is received in a variety of ways. He notes that many 
obstacles prevent fruit-bearing, while faithful, patient 
reception produces fruit. 


(3) Seed Without Root, Fruitless in Trial (8:13) 


8:13 The second group of seed faces the first 
obstacle to fruitfulness: a shallow faith that cannot 
survive the pressure of persecution. The verb eiotv 
(eisin, are) is elided and should be supplied (Luke 
8:12, 14, 15; Mark 4:16 = Matt. 13:20; Plummer 
1896: 221). In these people there is an initial joyous 
reception of the message, but the reception is 
superficial, without root, and when persecution 
comes, they fall away. This verse is clear in what it 
describes, but its implications are less clear. 

The problem is the juxtaposition of two key terms, 
belief and falling away. Reception of the word and 
faith for a short time are followed by a falling away. 
In Luke-Acts, 5€youat (dechomai) frequently 
indicates a response in faith to the message or a 
reception of God’s messengers (Luke 9:48 [four 
times], 53; 10:8, 10; 18:17; Acts 8:14; 11:1; 17:11; 
Schiirmann 1969: 464 nn. 140, 145; 237 n. 117; this 
meaning elsewhere in the NT at 1 Thess. 1:6; 2:13; 
James 1:21; Bultmann, TDNT 6:214 n. 291). The 
term is limited to describing an initial reception of 
the word, since it is often associated with the 
response to a missionary endeavor. In many cases, it 
is clear that the response is a genuine one. However, 
the case of Simon Magus in Acts 8 raises the 


question whether this is always the case and 
introduces ambiguity into the force of the image. 

Ambiguity also comes in the term for falling away, 
APLOTNUL (aphistemi), which has no technical 
function in Luke-Acts in that it normally describes 
physical departure (Luke 2:37; 4:13; Acts 12:10). 
However, it does have a clearer force in NT usage. 
The idea of falling away from faith is found in the 
NT (1 Tim. 4:1; Heb. 3:12) and LXX (Jer. 3:14; Dan. 
9:9) with an extremely negative force.“ The meaning 
of the Hebrews text is debated, though it is clear that 
the failure involves not entering into faith rest, with 
the potential of abandoning Christ for a return to 
Judaism (Heb. 3:12-4:9). Luke leaves ambiguous the 
spiritual condition of the fallen person, since an 
initial response contrasts with an absence of faith at 
the end of life.“ But the situation does not meet with 
Jesus’ approval: it is seen somewhat tragically; all 
the indications are negative. The major point is that 
this belief is short-lived and unproductive because 
trial dissolves faith (on this theme in Luke—Acts, see 
S. Brown 1969: 12-16, 30-31). 

The Lucan wording has its peculiarities. It shares 
with the other Synoptics verbal references to joy and 
the seeds’ lacking root. Mark 4:16 = Matt. 13:20 


speaks of an immediate (€VOUC, euthys) response, a 
note that Luke lacks. Luke alone describes the 
reception of the word with 8£xouat, though this 
term is synonymous to Aaußavw (lambanö, to 
receive), which appears in different forms in Matt. 
13:20 (participle) = Mark 4:16 (verb). Luke alone 
calls the short-term response faith, while Mark and 
Matthew speak of enduring trial for a while, which of 
course would be the product of shallow faith. In 
particular, religious trial against one’s faith is meant, 
such as persecution or teaching that draws one away 
from trust (Seesemann, TDNT 6:31). Only Luke uses 
TTELPAOUOÜ (peirasmou) for trial. Mark 4:17 = Matt. 
13:21 uses both OA pews (thlipseds) and Stwy wou 
(diögmou), terms often used in eschatological 
settings for trial. For the lack of faith, Luke has 
APLOTAVTAL (aphistantai), while Matt. 13:21 = 
Mark 4:17 has forms of okavdaAtCw (skandalizö, to 
fall away, stumble), though Matthew has the singular 
and Mark the plural.** One could argue that Luke is 
clarifying the other Gospels at this point to note an 
unfruitful defection that is an indication of ultimate 
unbelief, not just a lapse. Confirming this force is 
the warning of Luke 8:18b, where those who think 
they have something will find it taken from them. In 


other words, they end up with nothing. Again, these 
variations are not significant for the sense, in that all 
the Gospels are saying the same thing; but the 
differences do show the difficulty in positing direct 
literary sources for this account. 


(4) Seed Choked by Worry, Riches, and 
Pleasures (8:14) 


8:14 The third group of seed also fails to bear 
mature fruit. The wording’s implication is that a 
response to the message occurs, but nothing comes to 
complete fruition because other matters crowd out 
the word’s ability to do its cultivating work. None of 
the terms used to describe what chokes the plant are 
frequent in Luke. The term for worry, UEPLuUVa 
(merimna), appears in Luke only here and in 21:34.“ 

The Synoptic parallel to Luke 8:14 is Matt. 13:22 
(which uses the singular) = Mark 4:19 (plural).* 
Matthew 6:25-34 gives the other side of this 
dilemma, as it discusses how one can rest in God 
(Phil. 4:6-7). 

The term for riches, TAOUTOC (ploutos), occurs in 
the Synoptics only in this parable (Hauck and Kasch, 
TDNT 6:328). However, the related terms TTAOUOLOG 
(plousios, rich; Luke 6:24; 12:16; 14:12; 16:1, 19, 21, 


22; 18:23, 25; 19:2; 21:1) and TAOUTEW (plouteö, to 
be rich; 1:53; 12:21) are more frequent in Luke. 
Excessive concern for earthly affairs and pleasures is 
something that Luke frequently notes as a topic of 
Jesus’ teaching (the Pastorals tackle this theme as 
well: 1 Tim. 6:6-10, 17-19). The term ový 
(hedone, pleasure) is unique to Luke in the 
Synoptics.“ The types of pleasures that Luke has in 
mind may well be those listed in Luke 7:25; 12:19; 
16:19 (Nolland 1989: 386). 

Fruitfulness is thus prevented by excessive concern 
about one’s welfare, possessions, and comfort. Godet 
(1875: 1.373) interprets the three categories in the 
following manner: uEPLUVA is the concern of the 
poor, TTAOUTOG the focus of those who wish to be 
wealthy, and N8ovn the pursuit of those already rich. 
But this interprets the phrases, especially the first 
one, too narrowly. Jesus says the danger of such 
distraction is that the word is crowded out and 
choked off by the energy and priority given to these 
other concerns. 

Fitzmyer (1981: 714) notes a parallel expression in 
Jewish thought. CD 4.15-5.10 speaks of a threefold 
obstacle (called “the net of Belial”) in which Israel 
was ensnared: defiling the sanctuary, excessive 


wealth, and taking two women in one’s lifetime—a 
list distinct from Jesus in particulars but parallel in 
tone (Kosmala 1965). 

Jesus is saying that the seed is choked off and 
cannot bear mature fruit because of these misplaced 
priorities of life. Tob Bov (tou biou, of life) may 
well go with all three distractions (Luke 16:8; 20:34; 
Marshall 1978: 326).* The issue is not that such 
things are insignificant, but that they are not to have 
first place and thus destroy one’s personal spiritual 
reception of the word. Plummer (1896: 221) makes 
the point that the choking of plants is not a sudden, 
but a gradual process, an observation that makes the 
image appropriate (Hendriksen 1978: 428 uses the 
picture of a spreading cancer). Matthew 13:22 = 
Mark 4:19 mentions the choking, but also refers to 
the plant’s being unfruitful (akapzoc, akarpos), 
rather than speaking of a lack of mature fruit. The 
point in both cases is simply that the seed does not 
come to fruition. 

Luke’s wording is unique, though the thrust of his 
remarks makes it clear that he gives the same sense 
as the other Synoptics. Matthew and Mark focus on 
the fate of the word, while Luke expresses the 
outcome more directly in terms of the hearers. This 


tradition shows some fluidity in its wording, but not 
in its fundamental sense. Such a plant is useless. 


(5) Fruitful Seed Growing in the Good Heart 
(8:15) 


8:15 The fourth group of seed has the response that 
yields fruit. Luke does not mention levels of 
fruitfulness. He speaks simply of success. There are 
three keys to that response. The first is the right kind 
of heart: an honest and good heart (kapdia KaAf 
kal aya, kardia kalë kai agathé).** The idea is of 
a moral quality and integrity that makes righteous 
responses (Grundmann, TDNT 1:13-14; Grundmann, 
TDNT 3:544-45; Behm, TDNT 3:612 8SD2d; Marshall 
1978: 327; Fitzmyer 1981: 714; Tob. 7:6; 9:6 [both 
recension S = Codex Sinaiticus; see NEB for 
translation]; 2 Macc. 15:12; 4 Macc. 4:1; BAGD 400; 
BAA 813 82b). The association of KAAOC (nine times 
in Luke) and åyaðóç (sixteen times in Luke) is not 
common in the NT (elsewhere only Matt. 7:17). The 
reference to the heart is not found in Matthew and 
Mark; Luke elaborated on the sense of the 
interpretation. 

The second key response is holding fast 
(KATEYOUOLY, katechousin) to the word, which is 


another way to speak of faith, since the verb portrays 
clinging to the word.” One does not let go of 
commitment to God’s promise; one perseveres in 
faith; one is unfailingly wedded to God’s promise 
(Marshall 1978: 327). Perseverance shows up 
elsewhere in Luke’s writings (Luke 18:1, 8; 21:9; 
Acts 11:23; 13:43; 14:22; Nolland 1989: 387). This is 
the only theological usage of KATEXW in Luke (the 
other uses are literal: Luke 4:42; 14:9; Acts 27:40). 
This term is parallel to TapadséeyovTAat 
(paradechontai, accepts) in Mark 4:20 (which 
appears in Luke-Acts only at Acts 15:4; 16:21; 
22:18) and to OUVLELC (synieis, understands) in Matt. 
13:23 (which Luke uses eight times, mostly 
negatively, when one does not understand 
something: Luke 2:50; 8:10; 18:34; 24:45; Acts 7:25 
[twice]; 28:26, 27). It is likely that Luke is using 
terminology that came to him through his sources. 

The third response also involves a term unique to 
Luke, UTTOUOVN (hypomong, patience), a quality 
needed to bear up under the pressure of living 
faithfully. It is the opposite of falling away 
(AMLtOTHUL) in 8:13 (Plummer 1896: 222). In fact, it 
is the opposite of the responses in the other soils 


(Hanse, TDNT 4:586). Interestingly, UTtOuoVvN is 
more of a Pauline than a Lucan term: Luke uses it 
only twice (here and 21:19), while Paul has half of its 


refers to patience with regard to God’s hope and 
promise, a sense that it probably has here as well. 
When one rests in God’s promise and hope, one can 
overcome the obstacles that prevent fruitfulness: 
trials, worries about wealth, and pursuit of pleasures 
(James 1:2-4). Conzelmann (1960: 104) argues that 
the reference to patience is a sign of the delay of the 
eschaton, but this sees too much in a term that simply 
refers to clinging to God’s hope in the midst of 
religious pressure and worldly distraction. In this 
seed, the sowing process has reaped fruit. This is the 
soil that disciples are to be like. 


Summary 


The “parable of the sower” is really the “parable 
of the seed among the soils” or “the responses to 


the word.” Some never even consider the message 
of the kingdom that God brings through Jesus. 
The spiritual forces of evil take the message away 
and the heart is not ready to respond. Others 
respond initially, but pressure crushes their 
response. Still others expose themselves to the 
message but earthly cares, wealth, and pleasure 
prevent them from following the word in a way 
that yields fruit. But there are those who have a 
good heart, persistent faith, and patient response 
to God’s promise. These bring forth fruit and 
overcome the obstacles that prevent response. The 
parable is designed to confront the reader and 
force analysis of how one responds to God’s 
message. Does pressure make one timid or cause 
abandonment of faith? Does indulging in the 
pursuit of wealth or undisciplined pleasure come 
before God? Is faith solid and fruit-bearing? 

The parable addresses the broad character of 
one’s response throughout one’s life. The subject 
is one’s response to God’s promise in a general 
way and does not directly address particular 
moments of response. However, it carries with it 
implications that reflect individual choices, 
because the little choices may well be evidence 


of the real nature of one’s total faith. Nonetheless, 
the exhortation to the reader is to be the receptive, 
faithful, persistent, and patient soil. As a matter of 
one’s life perspective, let the word of God take 
root and bear the fruit that comes from nurturing 
that word with undying faith. Be the fourth soil. 
However, also realize that there are many kinds of 
ground in the world, that there are many types of 
responses to the message that Jesus brings. Some 
people will never be interested in Jesus’ teaching. 
Others will draw close, but will lack constancy or 
stability in their response. Some may walk away, 
but others will bear fruit. In fruit-bearers, the word 
of God expresses itself triumphantly. 


Additional Notes 


8:10. Jeremias (1963a: 15-18) argues that Mark’s form of the Isaiah 
citation is close to the targumic version, suggesting a Palestinian 
setting. This point is correct even if the Targum is a later text as 
Fitzmyer (1981: 709) argues (Horst, TDNT, 5:554-55, esp. n. 116, 
discusses potential parallels to Jewish exegesis). Noting the parallel 
between the Targum and Mark’s form of the text, however, does not 
establish that Mark’s form is the parable’s original form (so correctly 


argues D. Wenham 1972: 25 n. 59, who is against making too much 
of the targumic connection). However, what cannot be established 
with certainty may still be possible. In fact, the Targum connection is 
interesting, for Mark has a causative idea like that of the Targum 
(and the MT). Though Mark lacks the Targum’s relative pronoun for 


Isa. 6:9, which limits those who are judged to those with hardness of 
heart, the application of the remark about parables only to “those 
outside” has a similar effect. Mark also refers to “being forgiven” as 
does the Targum, while the MT speaks of “being healed,” a similar 
idea in a different image (for details, see C. A. Evans 1989c: 69-71). 


8:11. As noted in the introduction to this pericope, some suggest that 
this text was originally a kingdom parable whose point was simply to 
focus on the kingdom’s triumphant growth, despite the fact that much 
of the seed never bears fruit (Jeremias 1963a: 77-79, 149-51; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 711). 

Jeremias gives five reasons for attributing the section on the 
parable’s interpretation to the early church. He regards the linguistic 


arguments as the most telling: 


1. The use of O AOYOC (the word) reflects a 
technical term of the church (Mark 1:45; 2:2; 4:33; 
possibly 8:32; Luke 1:2; Acts 4:4; 6:4; 8:4; 10:36, 44; 
11:19; 14:25; 16:6; 17:11; 18:5; Gal. 6:6; Col. 4:3; 1 
Thess. 1:6; 2 Tim. 4:2; James 1:21; 1 Pet. 2:8; 3:1a; 1 
John 2:7). The use of AOYOG by Jesus in this sense 


occurs only inthe passage on the interpretation of the 
parable (eight times in Mark, six times in Matthew, and 
four times in Luke). 

2. Jeremias (1963a: 78) mentions nine terms in the 
Marcan version that do not occur elsewhere in the 
Synoptics, but occur elsewhere in the NT, especially Paul: 
OTTELPW (to sow) with the meaning “to preach,” pica 
(root) with the meaning “inward stability,” 
TTPOOKALPOG (for a little time), ATTATN (deceit), 
TAOUTOC (riches), AKAPITOC (without fruit), 
TTAPASEXOUAL (to accept), KAPTTOPOPEW (to 
bear fruit) in a metaphorical sense, and ETT LOUULO 
(desire). 

3. The association of sowing with preaching is not 
typical of Jesus, who usually illustrates preaching with the 
metaphor of gathering harvest. 

4. The parable does not have the eschatological 
flavor of Jesus’ parables, but is more psychological in 
tone. 

5. That the version of the parable in the Gospel of 
Thomas 9 lacks an interpretation suggests that one was 
not present originally. Jeremias also notes that the 
interpretation has allegorical features, which is not like 
true parables. 


Are these objections decisive? The arguments from vocabulary 
are not compelling. The question remains where the church received 
such an array of imagery that penetrated so many different writers 
(e.g., the Synoptics and Paul). This is church imagery simply 
because it has an early origin in Jesus. Four of the terms that 
Jeremias mentions are agricultural in flavor and so relate to the basic 
picture of harvest and planting. Such agricultural imagery tied to a 
message is common enough, so that there is no reason to refuse the 
usage to Jesus (see Luke 8:11). If Jesus can speak of the harvest in 
relation to preaching, then it is natural that the word is the seed. One 
metaphor implies the other. The other elements of vocabulary do 
deal with the application of the imagery, but since Jesus rarely 
interprets a parable, the absence of such terminology elsewhere is 
not a surprise. One could argue that the very exception proves the 
point. If Jesus did not interpret this parable, the question remains, 
why would the church construct an explanation here and not for 
other parables? The very absence of such examples makes it likely 
the church rendered a tradition originating with Jesus here, 
especially since its themes fit Jesus’ teaching. As for parables 
treating only eschatological topics, such a focus is unlikely given the 
variety of parabolic topics in the various strands of the tradition. 
Some parables are not eschatological, but describe the spiritual life 
(7:41-44; 10:25-37; 12:13-21; 14:7-14, 28-33; 15:1-32). Appealing 


to the Gospel of Thomas is not compelling, given how freely it 


handles sayings material. In sum, the interpretation of this parable 
has its roots in Jesus’ teaching. 


b. Call to Respond to Light 
(8:16-18) 


Challenging his audience to respond to the word, 
Jesus uses the picture of a lamp to show that all 
things will be exposed. Some have called this a 
parable (Geldenhuys 1951: 247), but the saying is 
more proverbial than parabolic in character. Light 
comes into the world to reveal. Jesus’ teaching is 
light (Arndt 1956: 231). All will be manifest, so 
take heed how you hear. Hearing aright will lead 
to receiving more from God, but failure to hear 
will mean losing what one already has. 

The imagery shows that response to Jesus’ 
teaching is absolutely crucial. He functions as the 
revealer of truth, and the response to him exposes 
where the heart is and where one’s future with 
God resides. Some see a missionary thrust here, 
but this reads the imagery too much in line with 
the nonparallel Matthean texts (esp. Matt. 5:15). 


It may be implied that light is revealed through the 
proclamation of those who share Jesus’ teaching, 
but that is not the thrust of the Lucan passage. 
Rather, it focuses on Jesus’ message. 


Sources and Historicity 


Mark 4:21-25 also has these sayings in one locale (Aland 1985: 
8125). In fact, Luke’s placement agrees generally with Mark’s in 
coming near the parable of the seed.2 Luke has similar sayings in 
11:33-36, 12:2, and 19:26; but it is probably a misnomer to call these 
sayings doublets, since Jesus could use similar imagery and sayings 
in distinct ways (against Fitzmyer 1981: 717; with Liefeld 1984: 909). 
Thus, to compare the sayings here to their cousins in Matthew or to 
the later Lucan sayings that share this imagery is not helpful. Many, 
however, suggest that the three Lucan sayings in 8:16-18 were 
Originally distinct, which would make interpretation of each original 
saying difficult due to the absence of context (SchUrmann 1969: 469 
[who also notes the evidence of Palestinian roots in 8:18]; Marshall 
1978: 327). Also, Mark 4 is seen as a collection of distinct sayings, 
since that grouping is also anthological. But it need not be assumed 
that, because an anthology of parables is present in Mark 4 (a point 
that is likely), every parable or saying in it was originally uttered ina 
distinct setting. Taken as a unit, these verses can be related to the 


message and setting they are placed in and can be tied to the 
parable ofthe seed, despite the sayings’ absence in Matt. 13. In fact, 
one of the sayings occurs in Matt. 13:12, imbedded in the parable of 
the seed. This suggests that some of the remarks are tied to this 
setting and may be a clue that Matthew has done some rearranging. 
The parables of Matt. 13 show enough peculiarity that Matthew may 
have omitted some materials while also using distinct material. In 
addition, that Luke has this passage from Mark 4 but not the other 
Marcan parables may reflect the influence of his additional source. 
The passage is well attested in its various forms, suggesting its 
authenticity. 

Even the Jesus Seminar, which is normally skeptical, rates this 
passage as likely to go back to Jesus, printing most of it in pink type 
(Funk and Hoover 1993: 306-7). They argue that the sayings are 
graphic and multiply attested (Mark, Q, Thomas). The one portion 
that they reject is the exhortation to hear, which they see as an 
additional insertion different from Mark 4:24. Luke 8:18a is but one 
example of this multiply attested exhortation (Matt. 11:15; 13:9, 43; 
Mark 4:9; Luke 8:8a; 14:35). It, too, is conceptually rooted in Jesus. 


The form of the remarks is a series of 
sayings containing a warning.’ The outline 
of Luke 8:16-18 is as follows: 


i. The lampstand as a picture of Jesus’ public 
teaching (8:16) 


ii. Secrets to be manifest eventually (8:17) 
iii. A call to hear and a warning (8:18) 


Luke focuses on the word, picturing Jesus’ 
message as light openly available to all. Light will 
eventually reveal all secrets, giving the word a 
character of judgment as well as light. The need 
exists to respond with care to Jesus’ teaching, 
which comes with a promise: response brings 
more spiritual blessing. But a threat also is made: 
lack of response means losing spiritual insight. 
Neutrality is not possible. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


160 one after lighting a lamp covers it with a vessel or puts it 


under a bed, but sets it on a lampstand that those who come in may 
see the light. *’For nothing is hid that shall not be manifest, nor is 
anything secret that shall not be known and come to light. *®Take 
heed then how you listen, for whoever has, more will be given to 
him; and from him who has not, even what he thinks he has shall be 
taken. 


i. The Lampstand as a Picture of Jesus’ 
Public Teaching (8:16) 


8:16 The first saying is a proverb or similitude. It is 
repeated in almost exact verbal form in 11:33 (similar 
forms are in Mark 4:21; Matt. 5:15; Gospel of 
Thomas 33). The Lucan uses of AVyvoc (lychnos, 
lamp) occur here and in 11:33, 34, 36; 12:25; and 
15:8. Given that the saying is a proverb, it can be 
applied to a variety of situations. Its repetition in the 
tradition indicates that it should be interpreted 
contextually in each case. 

The image is clear. The purpose of lighting a lamp 
is not to conceal the light, but to illumine a room so 
that those who enter can see. Putting the lamp under 
a cover or bed is foolish and contradictory to the 
function of light (Marshall 1978: 329). The ancient 
reference would be to either an open lamp with a 
candlestick or an oil-burning lamp (BAGD 483; 
BAA 980; Michaelis, TDNT 4:324). An oil-burning 
lamp is most likely meant here, since it is set ona 
stand (Fitzmyer 1981: 719; Michaelis, TDNT 4:324). 
The description is too general to assume that Luke 
describes a Roman-style house with a vestibule 
(wrongly Talbert 1982: 94 and Fitzmyer 1981: 719; 
correctly Schürmann 1969: 467 n. 166).* 

The image is variously interpreted. Many see the 
saying as an exhortation to the disciples to function 


as light, to go openly into the world and proclaim the 
message. This is clearly the force of the remark in 
Matt. 5:15, where the following verse exhorts them to 
let their light shine before people. If one sees this 
saying as a strict parallel to Matthew, then this 
interpretation is natural (Hendriksen 1978: 430; 
Plummer 1896: 222). 

Others hold to the same thrust and appeal to the 
previous context, where the parable concerns the 
fruitfulness of the preached word. Since the section is 
about the preaching of the word, such an emphasis is 
only natural (Geldenhuys 1951: 247; Marshall 1978: 
328; Schürmann 1969: 467; Fitzmyer 1981: 718; 

W. Robinson 1966: 132-33). 

Another way to view the reference is as a 
characterization of Jesus’ teaching. Jesus’ teaching is 
light; it is given in public and illumines the way to 
God (Danker 1988: 178; Wis. 6:22; Sir. 39:1-3). 
Such a reference would concentrate on the manifest 
revelation of God’s will and thus the necessity to 
respond to it. Disciples in particular should be 
responsive. This idea fits nicely with the idea of 
exposure in Luke 8:17 and the warning to hear and 
respond in 8:18 (Godet 1875: 1.375; Arndt 1956: 
231). Of course, in the context of later ministry, 


contact with this teaching would come through the 
missionary enterprise and would suggest its need; but 
in this early setting the emphasis is on the character, 
availability, and aid of such light as found in Jesus. 
Such an emphasis does fit Lucan imagery as well, for 
1:78—79 speaks of Messiah as the Rising Sun who 
illumines the path out of darkness into God’s way of 
peace and 2:32 refers to Jesus as light (WG, phos), 
as do John 8:12 and 9:5. This interpretation seems the 
most contextually unifying. Jesus makes the way of 
God available, and each person is to choose how to 
respond to it. Seeing the light means being open and 
responsive to God’s Word. If the light is hidden, it is 
because of the soil on which it falls, not because 
revelation is unavailable. 


il. Secrets to Be Manifest Eventually (8:17) 


8:17 Light not only illumines, it exposes. The 
standards in Jesus’ proclamation also examine how 
people are responding to God. Indeed, Jesus’ 
teaching reveals hidden things and exposes secrets. 
The second saying focuses on the evaluative and 
authoritative function of Jesus’ teaching, which 
brings to light people’s thoughts. It is a promise that 
one day all will be exposed and made manifest by 


God. Truth and light will manifest themselves, and 
what is hidden will become known. 

What is revealed eventually? Is God’s truth to be 
made obvious to all through the disciples’ teaching, 
so that God’s teaching is publicly vindicated (Liefeld 
1984: 909; Ernst 1977: 271; Godet 1875: 1.375; 
Marshall 1978: 330 [citing Matt. 10:26-27]; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 720; Schürmann 1969: 467)? Or are 
evil thoughts brought to public attention before God 
(Schweizer 1984: 146; Arndt 1956: 231; cf. Luke 
12:2)? The warning to hear carefully in the next verse 
fits the latter sense more readily. The only problem 
with taking light as the exposure of evil thoughts is 
yap (gar, for) at the beginning of the verse: how 
does 8:17 explain the previous verse? The connection 
seems to be that God’s truth is preached publicly, and 
it is the function of truth to illumine, to expose reality 
(8:16). One day the nature of the light as light will 
become obvious, for it will expose what has 
previously been hidden. The warning is clear: God’s 
standard will be maintained, revealed, and one day 
executed—so beware how you respond to the 
message. In fact, the point of the saying in Matt. 
10:26, which Marshall cites as supportive of his view, 
is against it. In that passage, enemies of God’s 


children are not to be feared, since nothing will 
happen that will not be revealed and exposed to God 
for his response. Vindication of the message is not 
so much the point here, but the threats of judgment 
and exposure are. The image in Matthew is consistent 
with this interpretation, as is the image in Luke 12:2, 
but the saying here must be read in context. The 
thought is not unlike 2:35 or, in a less eschatological 
way, Eph. 5:12-14.° 

Those who argue for a missionary sense say that 
the disciples are exhorted in Luke 8:18 to take the 
message to people. Since this is the message’s design 
and their mission, they should take heed how they 
respond to the call. But the idea of taking everything 
away from the disciples seems difficult for such an 
understanding. It seems better to relate the message 
to the various responses that the soils give and to 
make clear to the disciples that God will evaluate 
how each person responds to the word. 

The wording of the passage is close to Mark 4:22, 
except that Luke has relative clauses where Mark has 
(va (hina, in order that) clauses. The sense in both 
texts is the same. 


iii. A Call to Hear and a Warning (8:18) 


8:18 Finally, Jesus gives the warning to hear 
carefully. BAEmw (blepö, to see) here means “to take 
heed” (Michaelis, TDNT 5:344 n. 153). Such a 
proverbial saying recalls 8:8, where the one who has 
ears is told to hear. Of course, it refers to anyone who 
hears what Jesus says. The idea is that one should 
respond to the word’s teaching. For those who see a 
missionary thrust, it is a warning that failure to 
pursue sharing the message shows they only think 
they possess faith (Schweizer 1984: 146; Hanse, 
TDNT 2:827). The idea, however, seems to be that 
those who respond spiritually to the word and receive 
it continue to get more spiritual blessing, while those 
who do not receive the word, and thus do not have it, 
eventually lose whatever they possess (Arndt 1956: 
232). They will experience spiritual destitution. Even 
some who take the previous verses in a missionary 
light still see the verse as a warning to hearers and 
would read it as Arndt does (Plummer 1896: 223; 
Marshall 1978: 330). The idea that someone who 
receives insight will get more insight parallels OT 
The wording is slightly different from Mark 4:25, 
which exhorts one to take heed of what one hears, 
that is, to watch the content of the teaching. In Luke, 


the stress is on how one hears it; but the two ideas are 
not that distant, since how one regards the content 
will affect how one responds and what one decides to 
hear. This final saying occurs again in a similar form 
in Luke 19:26 in the parable of the pounds (Matt. 
25:29 is conceptually parallel). It emphasizes that to 
ignore God’s teaching is to lose whatever spiritual 
insight one had or, in Luke’s terms, “thinks” (Öokel, 
dokei) one had. Luke’s unique use of doKei 
heightens the condemnation. The person who is 
judged is also self-deceived. Mark 4:24 contains the 
saying of the measure in the middle of this warning, a 
saying that Luke had in Luke 6:38. 


Summary 


In Luke 8:16-18, Jesus stresses the importance of 
his teaching and its authority. His teaching is 
public. It is light that can guide. It was not given 
to be hidden. Neither will this message be lost, for 
one day it will bring all secrets to light and 
manifest the thoughts of each one’s heart. 
Therefore, care should be given to respond to it, 
for spiritual gain or loss is at stake. Jesus is the 
source of God’s way and is the revealer of God’s 
truth, which one day will be the standard that will 


judge people. The reader is to see that a choice 
must be made. Either one receives the light, by 
continually responding to it, so as to open the way 
for more spiritual blessing—or one faces the 
exposure of the light later and loses all that one 
thought he or she had. The choice is left for self- 
reflection. As Jesus says, “Be careful how you 
hear.” 


c. True Family of Jesus (8:19-21) 


A short pericope serves to stress the importance of 
response, just as the previous unit does. Jesus 
declares his familial allegiance to—and approval 
of—those who hear and put into practice the word 
of God. Such emphasis on hearing and doing is 
common in Luke (6:47, 49; 11:28). It also recalls 
the command to hold fast to the word and bear 
fruit in 8:8, 15 (Schiirmann 1969: 470). The end 
of the unit is worded in summary form, as a 
comparison with the parallels shows. Luke has an 
abbreviated form of the event as he did with the 


parable of the seed (Hendriksen 1978: 435). Mark 
3:31-35 = Matt. 12:46-50 speaks of those doing 
God’s will as part of Jesus’ family. In those 
Gospels, the remark comes in response to a 
question. Luke lacks the question and simply has a 
statement. Luke equates God’s will with God’s 
message to focus on the written or oral expression 
of God’s desire. So for Luke, Jesus’ family are 
those who hear and do the word. Luke has also 
softened any criticism of Jesus’ family since his 
account lacks Mark’s mention of the family’s 
doubts (Mark 3:21, 30-31 is tied to the Beelzebub 
controversy). At the minimum, the action in Mark 
is an attempt by the family to protect Jesus. 
Leaney (1958: 153) attributes the omission of 
these negative elements to Luke’s use of infancy 
accounts, where family members are told about 
Jesus so that a negative reaction to Jesus like that 
in Mark is not possible. This view leaves the 
impression that either the infancy accounts or 
Mark’s portrayal is wrong. But the Marcan 
account may express nothing other than frustration 
with the manner in which Jesus conducts himself. 
He is not what they are expecting. He lacks the 


regal look, and his style seemingly will not deliver 
the people. 

Fitzmyer (1981: 722-23) argues that Luke 
radically changed Mark’s meaning by shifting the 
position of the pericope and eliminating the 
negative elements, so that Jesus’ real family are 
referred to and are seen as model disciples. But 
the family is not clearly included in Jesus’ 
remarks (Luke 8:21). Luke does portray the family 
favorably in his Gospel, but this is a matter of 
editorial choice, not an alteration of the text’s 
meaning. The essential point of 8:19-21 matches 
Mark. Luke is generally less harsh in his criticism 
of Jesus’ followers. 


Sources and Historicity 


The event probably took place toward the end of the Galilean 
ministry. Luke, unlike Mark 4 = Matt. 13, does not include at this 
point any more parables after the parable of the seed, but goes on to 
narrate this account. The Synoptic parallels (Mark 3:31-35 = Matt. 
12:46-50) place this event before the parable of the seed in Mark 
4:1-20 = Matt. 13:1-23 (Aland 1985: 8135; the Gospel of Thomas 99 


also has a short version of this saying). With his use of ETL in Matt. 


12:46, Matthew has a clearer chronological tie to the previous events 
than does either Mark or Luke.: Some translations make it look as if 
Luke has a fixed setting as well. However, the RSV, which opens 
with “then” in Luke 8:19, does not reflect the Lucan SE. Luke 
appears to have developed a topical arrangement at this point 
around the theme of hearing the word of God, using this unit to 
conclude the emphasis (8:4-21). On the other hand, Mark may be 
using this unit to introduce the same parable section as part ofa 
similar, though distinctly developed, theme on the word of the 
kingdom. Also, Mark associates the account with the Beelzebub 
charge, a charge that according to Mark alarmed the family (Godet 
1875: 1.377 takes the Marcan link as giving the correct placement). 
It seems likely that Matthew’s placement is the correct chronological 
one, since the event is not likely to have occurred twice and the key 
Beelzebub controversy precedes the parables in Matthew as well.2 
In sum, Luke and Mark have a topical grouping, while Matthew 
possesses the relative placement in Jesus’ ministry (A. B. Bruce 
1897: 521; Geldenhuys 1951: 249; Arndt 1956: 232; Plummer 1896: 
223 [who says that none of the Gospels specifies the setting]). This 
is another example of a passage where each Gospel writer arranged 
the material in such a way that fixing its specific placement in Jesus’ 
ministry is difficult. Luke’s arrangement highlights the importance of 
obeying the word. Mark, who is relatively chronological in sequence, 
moved the Beelzebub and family remarks forward in Mark 2-4 to 
juxtapose the themes of rejection and response (Mark 2:1-3:29) with 


the kingdom parables (Mark 4). This is the most likely scenario, 
though one can hardly be certain of the conclusion, given the variety 
of possibilities. 

The Jesus Seminar rates this saying as possibly rooted in Jesus, 
though in Luke’s terms (in gray type; Funk and Hoover 1993: 307-8). 
They note the differences from Mark, Luke’s abbreviating of the 
account, and the “insider” versus “outsider” quality of the saying (this 
last point was noted in 8:4-15; see the discussion of sources and 
historicity there). However, Jesus’ teaching about hearing and doing 
the word is well attested (Luke 6:47, 49; James 1:22-25), as is the 
issue of word over family (Luke 9:59-62; 12:51-53; 14:25-26). 
There is no reason to question the saying’s authenticity (Nolland 
1989: 393). 


The form ofthe accountisa 
pronouncement story or apophthegm 
(Bultmann 1963: 29-30; V. Taylor 1935: 71- 
72; Fitzmyer 1981: 723; Bovon 1989: 418; 
Berger 1984: 81, 187 [also speaks of an 
exhortation and warning]). The outline of 
Luke 8:19-21 is as follows: 


i. Inability of the family to reach Jesus (8:19) 


ii. Report that the family wishes to see Jesus 
(8:20) 


iii. Jesus’ family: those who hear and do God’s 
word (8:21) 


The unit’s themes are simple: crowds continue 
to gather around Jesus; his real family consists of 
those who respond to him by doing God’s word. 
The saying leaves the listener confronted with a 
choice. Will he or she be a member of the family? 
The passage is a call to obey. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


19 And his mother and brothers came to him, but they were not 


able to reach him because of the crowd. @°And he was told, “Your 
mother and brothers are standing outside, wishing to see you.” 
21And he said to them, “My mother and brothers—these are those 
who hear and do the word of God.” 


1. Inability of the Family to Reach Jesus 
(8:19) 


8:19 Luke 8:19 sets the stage for Jesus’ key remark 
in 8:21. No mention is made of the family’s motive 
for coming. As was noted in the introduction, the 
family’s concern in Mark 3:31-35 comes from 
reaction to Jesus and the direction of his ministry 


(Geldenhuys 1951: 249).* But Luke, with his 
abbreviated style, simply notes that the crowd 
prevented Mary and the brothers from getting to 
Jesus. That we have a new event and setting is clear 
from the previous remarks to the disciples in private. 
However, no indication exists about whether the 
crowd is mixed or favorable. The goal is simply to 
set the context for Jesus’ comment. 


ii. Report that the Family Wishes to See Jesus 
(8:20) 


8:20 The family was unable to reach Jesus, so a 
message was sent to him. Luke’s account is 
abbreviated. In Mark, it seems clear that Jesus was 
inside a house during this incident, which in Mark is 
tied to the Beelzebub dispute (Mark 3:20, 32, 34; 
Godet 1875: 1.377-78). The Lucan use of €&W (exo, 
outside) might suggest this conclusion as well, but 
Luke is not as clear as Mark concerning Jesus’ 
location. 

Conzelmann (1960: 48, citing Luke 9:9 and 23:8) 
and others take this remark to refer to a request to do 
signs, which Jesus will reject, but such a meaning in 
this context is unlikely.* Neither does it depict 
symbolically the family’s distance from Jesus 


spiritually (against Schürmann 1969: 470-71; with 
Ernst 1977: 272 [questionable]; Marshall 1978: 332). 
There is no concrete indication of such symbolic 
meanings. The request in Luke is simply to see Jesus, 
who is physically separated from his family by the 
crowd. 


ii. Jesus’ Family: Those Who Hear and Do 
God’s Word (8:21) 


8:21 Jesus does not go to the family, but uses the 
opportunity to teach about his mission. Who is 
special to Jesus? Those who do God’s word. The 
remark is not a repudiation of family, as much as it is 
an endorsement and exhortation to disciples to be 
receptive to the word. Ihe remark makes a rhetorical 
contrast. Jesus’ family are those who receive God’s 
word, that is, Jesus’ message. The combination of 
hearing and doing has appeared before in Luke (6:47, 
49) and also reflects NT usage, James 1:22-25 being 
the classic passage on the theme. Jesus’ family is 
responsive to God’s message through Jesus. Luke is 
very concrete. Reception of the word is not limited to 
intellectual recognition and agreement. It expresses 
itself in action. Jesus does not want scribes, but 
servants. 


Luke ties the response to God’s word, while Matt. 
12:50 = Mark 3:35 speaks of God’s will. This is 
merely a difference of what (God’s will) and where 
(God’s word). The word contains God’s will, so that 
the expression is Luke’s way of rendering the force 
of Jesus’ remarks. Expressing the account this way 
establishes a link with the parable of the seed in Luke 
8:9, 11, 15 (Klostermann 1929: 99). Luke also moves 
directly into the reply since he lacks the rhetorical 
question, “Who are my mother and brothers?” The 
point in each Gospel is clear: those with whom Jesus 
identifies the most are those who respond to the 
word. In 11:28, Jesus will utter a beatitude that 

parallels this (Kittel, TDNT 4:121). While Luke has 
not treated the family as negatively as Mark does, 
both Gospels make essentially the same point. The 
word is to have first priority, and so one’s allegiance 
is to its message, even over family (9:59-62; 12:51- 
53; 14:25-26; Danker 1988: 179).° At Qumran, the 
family of God replaces one’s human family (1QH 
9.3436). Jesus’ remarks are not that strong; but in 
terms of priority, his remarks reflect the importance 
that God’s message has for him. 


Summary 


Luke 8:19-21 concludes the focus on the need to 
respond to Jesus’ kingdom word, a unit that 
started in 8:4. Those with whom Jesus identifies 
are those who respond to and practice the word. 
That is where the disciples’ commendation 
resides. The point for the reader is simple: How 
does one respond to the message Jesus brings? Is 
the response intellectual comprehension or action? 
The disciple should see God’s call and do God’s 
word. Such a response is commendable before 
him. 


Additional Notes 


8:19. Luke seems to indicate that Jesus had siblings, that is, that 
Mary and Joseph had other children (Tertullian, Against Marcion 
4.19; Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 2.23; 3.19, 32; 4.22). The 
question whether Jesus had siblings has a long history of discussion 
(Arndt 1956: 233-35; Plummer 1896: 224; Danker 1988: 179). One 
view argues that Mary had no children after Jesus. Epiphanius, the 
fourth-century defender of Mary’s perpetual virginity, holds that 
Joseph had children by a previous wife (Panarion 78 [PG 42:699- 
740]). Jerome argues that these “brothers” are cousins (Adversus 
Helvidium [PL 23:193-216]). Fitzmyer (1981: 723-24) notes the 


ambiguity in Greek and Semitic of the term ASEAPOL, usually 
translated “brothers.”® In the early church, the idea of Joseph’s 
having children by a previous wife was the more popular of the two 
views that denied younger siblings to Jesus (McHugh 1975). 
Lightfoot (1896) defends Jerome's view, while Blinzler (1967) has a 
detailed study of the issue. 

Mark 6:3 says that Mary was the mother of James, Joses, Judas, 
and Simon. But later, Mark uses an unusual grammatical 
construction (a feminine definite article followed by the names; 
15:40, 47; 16:1) to describe a Mary as the mother of Joses, James, 
and Salome (15:40 finishes with a reference to unt P [mother]). 
Since the names Joses and James overlap with Mark 6, those who 
deny that Jesus had siblings argue that Mark 15 is an odd way to 
identify someone, unless an identification with the figures of Mark 6 
is intended. Thus, if Mark 15 and Mark 6 belong together, then the 
woman in question is not Jesus’ mother, since that could have been 
said in a simpler way. This connection supposedly shows that those 
mentioned in Mark 6 are Jesus’ relatives, a view that takes 
ASEAQOG there to mean “cousin” or “relative.” Of course, the 
simple solution is to see a distinct Mary in Mark 15 and to take the 
children’s names as common ones that have reference to some well- 
known church figures who are not the same figures as Mark 6. 
Fitzmyer (1981: 724) rejects Jerome’s solution that ASEAQÖG 
means cousin, because a Greek term for that relation exists 
(Ave LOC; Col. 4:10). He prefers the less specific “relative.” But 


the more likely sense is “brother” or “sibling.” The NT never indicates 


that Joseph was previously married or that he was a widower. Thus, 
to see a reference to younger siblings is the most natural way to take 
this reference and the language of Mark 6. Mark 15 refers to a 
distinct group of people. 


8:21. There are two views about the passage’s complex grammar: 
(1) Plummer (1896: 224) argues that OUTOL (these) is the subject 
in the sentence, since Luke chooses the anarthrous form of 
unzn P (mother) and ASEAPOL (brothers). This construction 
shows that unznp and adeAgot are the predicate. He would 
translate, “These are my mother and brothers, those who. ...” (2) 
Fitzmyer (1981: 725) replies that the reference to unznp and 
ASEADOL is anominative absolute with OUTOL simply resuming 
the reference. He translates, “So [as for] my mother and brothers, 
they are those who. ...” Word order seems to be in favor of 
Fitzmyer’s syntactic explanation, but not necessarily his 
understanding of its force. For his view to work, Fitzmyer must add 
the phrase as for. In addition, Tannehill (1986: 212) argues that the 
construction parallels the reference to various groups in the 
interpretation of the parable of the seed, where the phrase those 
who marks out the distinct groupings. This parallelism in the unit is 
against Fitzmyer’s view, since it Suggests a distinct group. Thus, 
Jesus refers to a group other than his real family here. 


2. Christological Authority 
Over All (8:22-9:17) 


The second unit of the section that runs from Luke 
8:4 to 9:17 begins at 8:22. The emphasis now returns 
to events, not sayings, in contrast to the first unit 
(8:4-21). Where the earlier unit was a call to faith, 
here Luke presents a series of revelatory events that 
show Jesus’ power. One should respond to him in 
faith, because of his power and authority over all 
areas: he stills a storm (8:22-25), exorcises demons 
(8:26-39), heals awoman with a flow of blood 
(8:42b—48), resurrects a dead child (8:40-42a, 49— 
56), and provides food for the multitude (9:10-17). In 
between, he commissions the Twelve, thus extending 
his authority (9:1--6). In addition, his ministry still 
raises questions about his identity (9:7—9). 

Stilling the storm is one in a series of miracles in 
Luke 8—all centered around the Sea of Galilee 
(Bornkamm 1963: 53)—that come before the mission 
of the Twelve in 9:1-6. The deliverance of a 
demoniac, the healing of a hemorrhaging woman, 
and the raising of Jairus’s daughter follow this 
miracle, and together they show Jesus’ 
comprehensive power and authority: over nature 


(8:22-25), over demonic spirits (8:26-39), over 
disease (8:42b—48), and even over death itself (8:40— 
42a, 49-56)." They review the character of Jesus’ 
ministry that leads to Peter’s great confession 
(Marshall 1978: 332). Only one more miracle, the 
feeding of the five thousand (9:10-17), intervenes 
between the sequence of miracles in Luke 8 and 
Peter’s confession. The miracles of Luke 8 also 
reflect an escalation, since they progress from 
external threats to more internalized threats, 
culminating in the direct threat of death itself. Jesus 
can deal with all these attempts to overwhelm 
humankind. Schürmann (1969: 472-73) describes 
these miracles as functioning in much the same 
manner as the “signs” in John: they show who Jesus 
is, and they reassure the reader because of the power 
they reveal. 


a. Authority Over Nature: Stilling of 
the Storm (8:22-25) 


The stilling of the storm is the second nature 
miracle in Luke. The previous nature miracle 


(5:1-11) was a miracle of provision, where the 
catch of fish pictured the people to be caught by 
disciples, while this miracle depicts Jesus’ 
protection of the disciples and portrays his 
authority over creation. The stress comes in the 
final verse where the christological question is 
raised: “Who then is this?” The activities of Jesus’ 
life are causing the disciples to reflect on who is in 
their midst. This miracle gives them reason to 
raise the question again. In addition, Jesus’ power 
shows that he can be trusted. Even during times 
when he is seemingly not consciously with them, 
he is capable of meeting their needs. 


Sources and Historicity 


The stilling of the storm is part of the triple tradition (Aland 1985: 
8136; Matt. 8:23-27 = Mark 4:35-41). Mark gives it a definite setting 
by speaking about its occurring on a day when parables were 
narrated. This connects it with the teaching of at least some of Mark 
4, which comes early in that Gospel.+ 

What is interesting is that Matthew has the miracle account in his 
topical section (Matt. 8-9), before his parabolic section (Matt. 13). 
But even more interesting is that Matthew associates the parables of 


Matt. 13 with the concern of Jesus’ family about his teaching (Matt. 
12:46-50), which unit precedes this miracle account in Luke and 
Mark but follows the parabolic teaching of both those Gospels (Matt. 
12:46-50 = Luke 8:19-21 = Mark 3:31-35). Thus, Luke and Mark 
have following the parable of the seed what Matthew places before 
it.2 This means that this miracle and the visit by Jesus’ family were 
originally chronologically proximate to the parable cluster, but that 
topical work in all three Gospels makes nailing down the event's 
exact location difficult.2 Mark and Luke both agree in placing this 
miracle after the parable of the seed. Luke and Mark have given the 
relevant setting for the account as somewhere in the midst of the 
Galilean period, a placement that also fits Matthew. One cannot be 
more specific than this about its placement in Jesus’ ministry.4 

Is Matthew’s account of this miracle unique, as some argue? 
Bornkamm (1963: 53) speaks of Matthew’s arrangement reflecting 
an emphasis on the “Messiah of deed” after the “Messiah of the 
word” is displayed in the Sermon on the Mount. This summary 
description works for Luke’s and Mark’s arrangements, though the 
discourse to which the material is related is parabolic teaching, not 
Matthew’s sermon. Bornkamm argues that for Matthew the 
placement of the cluster of miracles between sayings on 
discipleship, as well as certain alterations in the accounts, make this 
miracle a picture of the dangers and glory of discipleship. Although 
this emphasis may be more explicit in Matthew than in Mark or Luke, 


the miracle’s function in this Lucan miracle cluster also suggests a 


discipleship concern, for two reasons. First, the rebuke about little 
faith in the midst of Jesus’ demonstration of authority is a call to 
believe. Second, the account follows a call to hold fast to the word in 
Luke 8:15-21, thus showing a concern for discipleship.2 Matthew’s 
emphasis is not so unique after all. 

The Jesus Seminar rates all of the dialogue in this miracle as not 
tied to Jesus (in black type; Funk and Hoover 1993: 308). This 
continues their almost automatic tendency to reject teaching tied to 
miracles (see the discussion of sources and historicity for 4:31-44). 
But the rebuke for little faith is well attested (Matt. 6:30; 8:26; 14:31; 
16:8; 17:20; Luke 12:28), and there is no reason to reject the sayings 
in this text. The seminar says (p. 310) that the dialogue is “the 
invention of the storyteller.” One suspects that a worldview that 
excludes the miraculous has spilled over into their assessment of 
these sayings. 

When looking at the event itself, one is struck by the general 
agreement of the event’s portrayal in all three Gospels, although the 
wording of each Gospel has its peculiarities (see the exegesis for 
details). Nonetheless, Mark and Luke seem to be working with 
similar versions, and some suggest that the grouping of miracles in 
Mark 4:35-5:43 predates his Gospel (Fitzmyer 1981: 727; Bultmann 
1963: 210; V. Taylor 1935: 39). 

Fitzmyer (1981: 728), while noting this text’s uniqueness, lists 
parallels that have been compared to this account (Van Der Loos 


1965: 641-44 gives ancient parallels from Greece and Rome as 
well; also Schenke 1974: 59-69): 


1. Antiochus IV Epiphanes, who claimed that the 
sea would obey him (2 Macc. 9:8) 

2. Jonah in the OT (Jon. 1:1—17) 

3. a Jewish boy on a boat who invoked God's help 


during a storm (Y. Ber. 13b [9.1] [= Neusner et al. 
1982-93: 1.316]; SB 1:452) 
4. Rabbi Gamaliel, who prayed to calm a storm after 


confession for making a wrong judgment (b. B. Mes. 
59b)°® 
5. Paul (Acts 27:8—44) 


Of course, the Pauline comparison is instructive in showing the 
uniqueness of this account: Paul did not quell the storm; he only 
predicted that no life would be lost. In Greco-Roman accounts, 
power over sea and storm is tied to various figures: Caesar, Caligula, 
Xerxes, Apollonius of Tyana, Empedocles (Nolland 1989: 398; 
Porphyry, Life of Pythagoras 29). But none of these individuals uses 
only human power to still a storm. Jesus calms the storm without 
prayer (Bovon 1989: 423-24). 

The power that Jesus displays here is unique for a mortal. Bovon 
(1989: 423) notes T. Naph. 6 as parallel, but Jacob did not calm the 
storm there; he simply reappeared at its end. Neither did Jonah calm 


the storm. Rather, his departure into the sea and eventually into the 


whale only spared the boat from the sign of God’s anger (Van Der 
Loos 1965: 646 shows that Jonah does not parallel this miracle). The 
figures in the Jewish examples do quell storms, but it is God who 
does so—because of the young boy’s prayer or as a means of 
showing divine justification of the righteous, confessing rabbi. 

Jesus is unique. The disciples learn to heed Jesus in a moment of 
severe trial (cf. Luke 8:13) and are forced to consider who it is they 
trust (Danker 1988: 180). For the one with control over the seas is 
Yahweh himself (Ps. 29:3; 65:7 [65:8 MT];_89:9-11 [89:3-10 MT]; 


Der Loos 1965: 644-46). These implications about Jesus are what 


the disciples struggle to comprehend. Van Der Loos (1965: 648) 
argues that the issue is the saving power of Jesus’ love. It is this and 
more. The disciples’ question is about the nature of the deliverer, 
who possesses power like God. Jesus is Savior in all circumstances, 
but then beyond this understanding of how he functions lies the 
question of who he is (for more comments on historicity, see below 


on form). 


The account is obviously a miracle story. 
Bultmann calls it a nature miracle, while others 
speak more precisely of a rescue miracle.” Berger 
speaks of a text designed to lead to admiration and 
a demonstration of power.” The account has all the 
basic features of a miracle account: setting, 


danger, wonder, and reaction (in terms of fear and 
reflection). In his discussion of the story’s 
authenticity, Fitzmyer (1981: 728-29) raises the 
question as to what extent the story is 
mythological. He says it tries to express in human 
words the impact that Jesus made on his 
contemporaries: “The symbolism of the story 
comes through, no matter what one says about its 
historicity.” He concludes: “From the historian’s 
point of view, one can only say that there is no 
way to prove or disprove it.” In one sense, 
Fitzmyer is right, since one cannot re-create the 
event or measure what caused the forces of nature 
to abate. On the other hand, here is a case where 
the text makes a clear claim of Jesus’ authority. 
The historian’s limitations are a result of human 
inability to analyze the divine by human rules. 
The text presents a revelation.” Nolland (1989: 
399) rightly notes that “such events are not the 
stuff of normal history” but “they may, 
nevertheless, happen.” The passage and the event 
leave the reader to face the question, “Has God 
acted through Jesus?” Luke’s answer to that 
question is clear. 

The outline of Luke 8:22-25 is as follows: 


i. Miracle (8:22-24) 
(1) Setting (8:22) 
(2) Danger (8:23) 
(3) Cry for help (8:24a) 
(4) Rebuke of the wind and coming of the 
calm (8:24b) 
ii. Reaction (8:25) 
(1) Rebuke for lack of faith (8:25a) 
(2) Fear and a question: “who is this 
man?” (8:25b) 


Numerous themes are found in this pericope: the 
importance of having faith in the midst of trial 
(which looks back on the earlier teaching of 8:11— 
15); Jesus’ exceptional control over nature and the 
seas in parallel to Yahweh’s acts (which probably 
generated the disciples’ question); Jesus’ 
delivering; awe over the exercise of miraculous 
power; and the question raised for the reflection of 
all: “Who is this one who can... ?” 


Exegesis and Exposition 


22 And on one of these days, he and his disciples got into a boat, 


and he said to them, “Let us go to the other side of the lake.” 

So they set out. And as they sailed, he fell asleep. And there 
descended on the lake a whirlwind, and they were being overcome 
with water and were in danger. 2*And they went to him and woke 
him, saying, “Master, Master, we are perishing!” And he awoke and 
rebuked the wind and the waves of water, and they ceased, and 
there was calm. ?°But he said to them, “Where is your faith?” And 
they were afraid and marveled, saying to one another, “Who then is 
this, that he commands even the winds and water, and they obey 


him?” 
1. Miracle (8:22-24) 
(1) Setting (8:22) 


8:22 The miracle’s setting is simple enough. A 
general temporal note indicates that on one day 
during this period, Jesus and his disciples launched 
out to cross the Sea of Galilee, also known as the 
Lake of Gennesaret (Luke 5:1; Matt. 14:34; Mark 
6:53). Only Luke (8:22, 23) refers to the body of 
water here as a Aluvn (limné, lake), while Mark 
(4:39, 41) and Matthew (8:24, 26, 27) refer to the 
O8daAaocoa (thalassa, sea). Luke uses the same term 
to describe the boat (7tA0tov, ploion) as he did in 
Luke 5:2, 3, 7, 11. A fishing boat that could hold 


many disciples would be a substantial vessel. Likely 
passengers included the Twelve and perhaps the 
women of 8:1-3 (Fitzmyer 1981: 729). Geldenhuys 
(1951: 251) argues that Jesus was tired from the day 
and sought to withdraw.'” His resting during the 
crossing supports this observation. It was not unusual 
for a boat to have a pillow where those who were not 
working or fishing could rest (Van Der Loos 1965: 
638). Mark 4:38 confirms this picture of the custom. 
Giving detail that Luke lacks, Mark 4:35 notes that 
it is evening and that it is the same day on which 
Jesus taught in parables. Many argue that Luke recast 
the setting from Mark. Jesus is already in the boat in 
Mark 4:1, and so Mark does not mention entering the 
boat in 4:35. It is suggested that Luke, because he has 
put a little distance and time between the parables 
and this incident, mentions embarking on the boat. In 
fact, some see Mark’s setting as artificial, and Luke’s 
as showing a more natural movement (Creed 1930: 
119). But such a judgment is not warranted. Mark’s 
“on that day” (Ev Ekelvn TA NUEPA, en ekeine te 
hemera) need not assume that Jesus stayed in the 
boat the entire time or that nothing happened between 
the parabolic teaching and the departure. In fact, one 
could argue that the Marcan reference to the evening 


(OWLAC, opsias) suggests a time lapse and a new 
setting, as does Mark 4:36, where it says that Jesus 
left the crowd and went with the disciples in the boat. 
Thus, the change of setting between Mark and Luke 
should not be overplayed. It is curious, however, why 
Luke should be so general about the timing, when 
Mark is specific. Each has supplied his own distinct 
introduction and summary of the setting (Matt. 8:23 
is even more general in tone).'* Interestingly, Mark 
has Jesus suggest going to the other side and then 
mentions his getting into the boat. Luke has the 
opposite order. But sequence is not the point here; 
summary is. Mark also notes that other vessels 
crossed with the disciples. AvayW (anagö) is the 
common verb for going out to sea (Arndt 1956: 237; 
Luce 1933: 170; Schtirmann 1969: 475 n. 11; Acts 
13:13; 16:11; 18:21; 27:21; BAGD 53 83; BAA 104 
83). 

(2) Danger (8:23) 


8:23 The disciples are seemingly on their own. As 
they sail across, Jesus falls asleep (AQUTIVOW, 
aphypnoo; a NT hapax legomenon; BAGD 127-28; 
BAA 256-57). His calm mood stands in contrast to 
the approaching chaos. ITA€w (pled) means “to sail” 


and may suggest a sailing vessel as opposed to one 
that is rowed (EAQUVW, elaunö; Arndt 1956: 237; 
Plummer 1896: 225; on €AAUVW see also Mark 6:48; 
John 6:19; TIAEW occurs elsewhere only at Acts 21:3; 
27:2, 6, 24; Rev. 18:17). The storm’s arrival is 
described with a suddenness that fits its character: it 
is a whirlwind (AatAav, Iailaps). The picture is of a 
storm, bearing severe winds, that produces choppy 
seas and large waves. Matthew’s description of an 
“earthquake” may be a way to convey the instability 
produced by the storm, a “quake” on water! 

Given the Sea of Galilee’s topography, such a 
storm could descend onto the sea quickly without 
notice and, at night, could hardly be anticipated. The 
sea is some seven hundred feet below sea level and is 
depressed with hills surrounding it. The hills on the 
east side are particularly steep (Hendriksen 1978: 
439-40). Cool air rushing down the ravines and hills 
around the lake can collide with warm air above the 
lake and create an instant storm in the confined 
quarters (Fitzmyer 1981: 729). 

The verbs describe the water coming into the 
vessel as a dangerous situation: “were being 
overcome” (OUVETIANPOUVTO, syneplérounto) by 
water and “were being placed in real danger” 


(EKLVÖLVEUOV, ekindyneuon; Acts 19:27, 40; 1 Cor. 
15:30; BAGD 432). The language is personalized 
when it says “they” were overcome. It is the boat that 
is filling up with water, but the passengers stand at 
risk. In fact, it is professional fishermen who are 
worried. Mark 8:38 adds detail to Jesus’ rest in the 
midst of the storm: he is in the stern, asleep on a 
cushion. The contrast is striking. The disciples are 
powerless, while Jesus rests and the storm rages 
(Bovon 1989: 424-25). Seeing only the 
circumstances, the disciples doubt and panic, while 
Jesus rests in the midst of it all (cf. Ps. 121:4). A 
situation that is fraught with danger in the disciples’ 
view is no cause for worry with Jesus. 


(3) Cry for Help (8:24a) 


8:24a The threat becomes so great that the disciples 
decide to awaken Jesus. The urgent mood is indicated 
by the double vocative EITLOTATA EMLOTATA 
(epistata epistata, Master, Master), a term that Luke 
always uses in the vocative: 5:5; 8:45; 9:33, 49; 
17:13. Such a repeated expression is emphatic and 
indicates the high emotion running through the cry 
(like 13:34). The cry for help is simple enough. In the 
disciples’ view, they are on the edge of death. 


The Gospels differ slightly in their wording of the 
disciples’ request to be saved. Matthew 8:25 calls on 
the Lord specifically to save them. Mark 4:38 has the 
disciples complaining to Jesus that perhaps he does 
not care that they are perishing. Luke’s account is the 
most abbreviated. Interestingly, in Matthew, Jesus is 
addressed as KÜpte (kyrie, Lord), in Mark as 
SLEAOKANE (didaskale, Teacher), and in Luke as 
ETTLOTATA (epistata, Master). Matthew and Luke are 
similar in force. Of course, given the chaos, the text 
has many disciples rousing Jesus. Surely several were 
calling for help. 


(4) Rebuke of the Wind and Coming of the 
Calm (8:24b) 


8:24b Jesus acts by rebuking the wind and the 
waves. Enetiunoev (epetimésen, he rebuked) is the 
Same verb used to rebuke the unclean spirit in 4:35 
and the fever in 4:39. The danger is pictured as a 
confrontation since the concept of rebuke is present. 
Nonetheless, one should not see a demonic encounter 
here, since there is no such note raised (Van Der Loos 
1965: 648). The term was used earlier of disease, 
which Luke distinguished from exorcism. Indeed, 
such a demonic note here would destroy the 


progression that runs through the Luke 8 miracles 
(against Fitzmyer 1981: 730; with Schürmann 1969: 
476 and Stauffer, TDNT 2:624, 626). Any force 
hostile to humans can be rebuked by Jesus, whether 
spirit, disease, or natural forces. 

The storm ceases immediately, and there is calm. 
Creation’s testimony to Jesus is a theme in Luke 
(19:40). Such control over nature is tied in the OT to 
Yahweh (see the introduction to this unit). God’s 
control of the wind (üveuoG, anemos) is noted in Ps. 


1:4). Flat seas now emerge from dangerous waves 
(KAUSWv, klydön; Plummer 1896: 226; BAGD 436; 
BAA 888; James 1:6). The mention of the large 
waves expresses the nearness of calamity (Wis. 14:3— 
5), calamity that is overcome by divine protection 
and power (Ps. 18:16 [17:17 LXX]; Wis. 14:5). The 
association of waves is also present in Jon. 1, where 
it also describes the threat to life. These were natural 
forces that could threaten human life, but Jesus tamed 
them. Plummer (1896: 226) notes that the seas do not 
take their time in settling down; they are calmed 
immediately (EMAVOAVTO Kal EYEVETO yaANnvNn, 
epausanto kai egeneto galene, they ceased and there 
was a Calm). The OT passage that this event is most 


like is Ps. 107:23-30. Only a few of the psalm’s 
terms are found in the Synoptic accounts: HAAA00Q 
(thalassa, sea) and TtAOlov (ploion, boat). But the 
conceptual parallel is clear (Goppelt, TDNT 8:323). 
God is the one who delivers from peril in the sea. 

There are differences of nuance in the taming of 
the seas. Mark 4:39 includes Jesus’ call to the sea to 
be still, a detail that Matthew and Luke do not have. 
All mention the calm that results, with Matthew and 
Mark calling it a “great” calm. Luke and Mark note 
the silencing in two steps: the activity ceased and 
there was calm, though Mark’s first verbal term 
EKOTTAOEV (ekopasen, ceased) differs from Luke’s 
synonymous EITAULOAVTO. Again, the variations are 
minor differences that do not influence meaning, and 
yet they paint a complex picture of the source 
relationship. Was oral tradition available to Luke? 

Jesus thus delivers the disciples, who are at risk of 
perishing. The physical rescue pictures spiritual truth, 
as the exhortation to faith in the next verse makes 
clear. The disciples may have felt they were alone, 
but Jesus was watching over them. 


il. Reaction (8:25) 
(1) Rebuke for Lack of Faith (8:25a) 


8:25a Allthree Gospels have Jesus turn and rebuke 
the disciples at this point for their lack of faith. Both 
Matt. 8:26 and Mark 4:40 note the rebuke in two 
phases: mention of the disciples’ fear and then a 
rebuke for little faith. Luke simply has an 
abbreviated report about faith and has slightly 
lessened the criticism of the disciples, as he often 
does (Fitzmyer 1981: 730). The point here is clear: 
the disciples should be able to rest in God’s care and 
to trust Jesus’ ability to care for them. The rhetorical 
form of the question (“Where is your faith?”) really 
makes it a statement: “You should be more trusting.” 
To overcome trial, one must have faith in God’s 
goodness. The faith in view here is not initial faith, 
but an applied faith that functions in the midst of 
pressure. It is a faith that has depth of understanding 
and can be drawn upon in tough times. It is faith that 
“kicks in” and recognizes that God is in control, even 
in the face of disaster. It holds fast patiently (Luke 
8:15). 


(2) Fear and a Question: “Who is This Man?” 
(8:25b) 


8:25b Fear and wonder are a normal response when 
one becomes aware that God is at work, even when it 


is through an agent. The ideas of fear and wonder 
have appeared numerous times already in Luke, and 
here they are a response to Jesus’ mighty work (fear 
in 1:12, 65; 2:9; 5:26; 7:16; marvel in 1:21, 63; 2:18, 
33; Balz, TDNT 9:209; Schürmann 1969: 476 n. 27). 
However, only here are the two placed side by side 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 730). This action raises not only 
emotions of wonder, but also a question. Luke and 
Mark ask it as, “Who is this then?”'® Who is this that 
can command the forces of nature, so that (OTL 
indicates result, not cause) winds and water obey 
him? This is the climactic question of the account. 
Matthew and Mark speak of sea and wind, with 
Matthew using the plural “winds” and Mark the 
singular; Luke has winds and water. The sense of the 
question is the same for all three Gospels, but once 
again source complexity is introduced by the shifts of 
wording. 

Luke leaves the query unanswered. It is a question 
to be pondered. This certainly is not a normal man. 
This is at least a prophet, as the parallel with Elijah’s 
handling of weather shows (1 Kings 17:1). But is 
Jesus merely a prophet? Though on occasion a 
prophet could perform such wonders, what does it 
mean that Jesus performs such works so regularly 


and in so many differing spheres? Who but divinity 
can handle nature like this? Barriers are being 
breached here, as with Jesus’ other actions. Those 
who are theologically sensitive know that nature is 
not in the hands of mere mortals. The Psalms note 
who controls creation. Regardless of whether one is 
Jewish or Greek, one knows this to be true. Such 
common understanding serves as background to 
answer the question raised by the calmness that Jesus 
generated. Ihe calmed waves testify to Jesus’ 
identity. 


Summary 


In Luke 8:22-25 Jesus begins a series of miracles 
that appear to have a threefold function. First, they 
are to drive home who Jesus really is for the 
disciples. What God used to do, or what was 
attributed to him, Jesus now does also (Marshall 
1978: 333). More than a teacher or prophet is 
present. The disciples will continue to struggle 
with this question, but this account begins to 
prepare us for the confession of 9:20. Second, the 
unit continues to demonstrate the authority that 
Jesus possesses. He will give similar authority to 


his disciples shortly (9:1--6; Talbert 1982: 95-96). 
This account shows them how great is the 
authority that they will receive. Jesus exercises 
control over forces that otherwise can overcome 
them. The point is not to promise deliverance 
from these forces anytime they arise, but to show 
that when one is allied to Jesus, such forces can 
ultimately be overcome. There is no enemy too 
great for Jesus. Finally, the account is designed to 
call disciples to realize that, however great the 
peril, Jesus is aware and is able to deliver. It may 
be deliverance through trial, rather than from it, 
but one is to apply faith in such situations. Thus, 
the position of Jesus allows one to place trust in 
him. This is the lesson of discipleship that the 
stilling of the storm teaches. Without a 
Christology that recognizes Jesus’ authority, there 
can be no real hope in him, for otherwise the 
hostile waves in life will pull us down, and there 
is nowhere to turn. The calming of the waves can 
come only from the one who has the power to 
restore order. 


b. Authority Over Demons: Gerasene 
Demoniac (8:26-39) 


The healing of the Gerasene demoniac represents 
a different kind of miracle. Jesus has exorcised 
demons previously (Luke 4:31-37, 41; 6:18). But 
this account is an intensification of this ability— 
the exorcism of multiple demons from one man." 
The task is more difficult, as Jesus is 
outnumbered. Luke tells the story in great detail. 
Jesus’ power here overcomes one of a variety of 
forces illustrated in the four miracles of 8:22—56. 
In fact, this series of miracles shows God’s 
reclamation of people through the demonstration 
of Jesus’ unique authority. All forces—nature, 
demons, disease, and death—that could be 
regarded as stronger than humanity and that stand 
opposed to God as rivals to his power are rendered 
impotent in this section. Relationship to Jesus 
brings security. 

Liefeld (1984: 913) notes seven characteristics 
of demon possession: (1) disregard for personal 
dignity in nakedness, (2) social isolation, (3) 
retreat to basic shelter, (4) demonic recognition of 


Jesus’ deity, (5) demonic control of speech, 

(6) shouting, and (7) extraordinary strength. The 
point is not that any one of these is a sign of 
demon possession, but that the combination 
portrays it. The list in later rabbinic Judaism was 
simpler: walking about at night, spending the 
night on a grave, tearing one’s clothes, and 
destroying what one is given (Van Der Loos 1965: 
385; SB 1:491; y. Ter. 40b [1.1] [= Neusner et al. 
1982-93: 6.55], as noted by Rabbi Huna, who 
died in A.D. 297). 

One other key element of this passage is that it 
takes place in Gentile territory. Evidence for this 
includes the demon’s name, the demoniac’s 
unclean lifestyle of living among the dead, the 
presence of pigs, and the name of God as “Most 
High” (Bovon 1989: 429). With such a setting, the 
account previews how all humanity benefits from 
God’s message (Talbert 1982: 97; cf. Luke 2:32; 
3:6; 4:25-27). Jesus’ ministry goes beyond Israel. 
Thus, we have a miracle of multiple exorcism and 
a missionary text. Schtirmann (1969: 480) 
suggests an allusion to Isa. 65:1—5 for aspects of 
the description of the possessed man (also Pesch 
1971: 361). 


Sources and Historicity 


The history of this tradition is complex and disputed. The parallel 
Mark 5:1-20 gives even more detail, while Matt. 8:28-34 is an 
abbreviated version (Aland 1985: 8137). The unique character of the 
event has generated discussion at various levels. 

First, some regard the event as mythical not only because of the 
demonic subject matter but also because of the incident involving the 
swine.2 Marshall (1978: 335-36) is undecided about the nature of 
the swine account. Does it represent “legendary features” that the 
early church used to express Jesus’ Supreme power or Jesus’ 
conscious choice to use the swine to demonstrate graphically that 
the man had been healed? The latter option is better. It is not the 
account’s burden to answer questions like why Jesus would do such 
a thing or whether demons have to have such a place to reside 
(Luce 1933: 170 mentions four such issues and regards the story as 
a tale). It merely describes what occurred and why. Questioning 
whether Jesus caused the pigs to stampede, Fitzmyer (1981: 734- 
35) argues that what is present is the beginning of accretions into the 
tradition (like that seen in apocryphal material), but he allows with 
some hesitancy what he calls an “optical demonstration” of the man’s 
liberation. Obviously, how one approaches the entire area of the 


demonic, in terms of worldview, will determine how one judges the 


account (Pesch 1971: 349-50 nicely outlines the options).2 If the 
demonic is explained naturally in terms of some type of 
psychological imbalance, then much of the story will be explained on 
natural terms, though it is difficult to do this with the detail about 
swine (for which one must then appeal to either legendary accretion 
or an act of Jesus). Those who accept the realm of the supernatural 
and the existence of spirits will have fewer problems with the 
account and will not try to reformulate its rationale. The account’s 
perspective is clear enough: Jesus exercises authority over the 
destructive forces of evil, and he does so visibly by using the swine, 
so that the expulsion is clear to all. 

The Jesus Seminar views the dialogue in the miracle account as 
they did the exchanges in 8:22-25: it is the evangelist’s invention 
and, hence, is printed in black type (Funk and Hoover 1993: 308- 
10). My response to this approach is the same as in the earlier 
miracle accounts (see the discussion of sources and historicity for 
8:22-25). In their discussion, the seminar cites an exorcism by 
Eleazar reported in Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 8846-49. Eleazar 
used incantations and a ring associated with Solomon (who taught 
how to perform exorcisms; 8842-45) to effect an exorcism by pulling 
out the demon through the nostrils of the possessed man. Evena 
superficial reading of this account, however, reveals how different 
its portrayal of exorcism is, with differences of approach being more 
outstanding than the similarities. Pesch (1971: 363-64) notes that 
the Bentresh Stele contains a Persian account of an Egyptian 


exorcism in which the demon requested a banquet feast with the god 
before agreeing to depart. The theme of asking for a concession 
before departing looks similar to Luke 8:31, but the calm tone in the 
Persian account differs greatly from the mood of conflict and threat in 
Luke. 

A second discussion about the tradition concerns the number of 
demoniacs: two (Matt. 8:28, 33) or one (Mark 5:2 = Luke 5:27)? 
While many argue for expansion of the tradition (Bultmann 1963: 
316), others argue that Matthew has independent material that 
recalls a second figure (Carson 1984: 217).4 Mark and Luke simply 
focus on one of the characters, since that is all that is needed to 
make the essential point (Godet 1875: 1.381). 

The third issue is the locale, which will receive detailed treatment 
in the additional note on 8:26. This issue is tied to a key textual 
problem found in all the Gospels. Nonetheless, it should be noted 
that Matt. 8:28 probably describes the locale as Gadara, while Mark 
5:1 = Luke 8:26 has Gerasa. As the dispute also involves what 
region these names describe, the problem is not only a text-critical 
issue, but one of ancient geography as well. The geographical 
reference, on either view, is a general one, since a region 
(XW PQV) is referred to. Thus, speaking of an error in either 
reference is inappropriate (See Plummer 1896: 227). It should be 
remembered that the region, whatever the reading, is largely Gentile. 
This is the key point of the geography. 


A fourth issue concerns the events placement in each Gospel. 
The placement of this event parallels that of the stilling of the storm 
(see the discussion of sources for 8:22-25). Luke 8:26-39 = Mark 
5:1-20 comes after the parable sequence in Luke 8:4-15 = Mark 
4:1-34, while Matt. 8:28-34 comes before the parables of Matt. 13. 
This event probably came after the parable sequence and seems to 
follow the stilling of the storm very closely, since Mark 5:2 speaks of 
Jesus’ emerging from the boat and Luke 8:27 speaks of his coming 
unto land.> 

The Marcan and Lucan versions stand close to one another, while 
Matthew appears to have abbreviated the story and used other 
sources, perhaps even his own recollections. Nolland (1989: 403-5) 
argues that Mark is Luke’s source and that much of Mark’s version 
came to him through the tradition. He sees only Mark 5:3-5, 8, 16 
as possible Marcan expansions. The points of scholarly tension in 
Mark are (1) the location of Gerasa; (2) the tension between 5:2 
(meeting Jesus) and 5:6 (still approaching Jesus); (3) whether 5:3-5 
is an expansion; (4) the tension between demonic submission in 5:6 
and demonic defense in 5:7; (5) the position of 5:8; (6) the shift from 
singular to plural in 5:9; (7) the use of the swine; and (8) the 
separate, more missionary theme of 5:18—20. Nolland argues that all 
of the story’s major features in Luke are rooted in Mark’s version, 
since Luke’s abbreviated version lacks some of these internal 


tensions and smooths out the account. (See also Annen 1976: 22- 


29 and Kertelge 1970: 101.) Thus, each writer tells the story with his 


own emphases. 


The form of the account is a miracle story, more 
specifically, an exorcism.” Bultmann (1963: 210) 
notes that it has all the characteristics of such an 
account: (1) meeting with the demon, (2) 
description of the condition, (3) demon 
recognition of the exorcist, (4) exorcism, (5) 
description of the demon’s departure, and (6) 
impression on observers. Fitzmyer (1981: 734) 
argues that it is more than a simple miracle story 
because of the “fantastic and grotesque” details 
that accompany it—remarks that show how 
uncomfortable moderns can be with parts of this 
account. Pesch (1971: 349) calls it “not only the 
most ‘stupendous’ but also the most scandalous” 
of Jesus’ miracles. Fitzmyer also correctly notes 
that, because of the ending, the account is really a 
missionary story and a miracle.° 


The outline of Luke 8:26—39 is as follows: 


i. Miracle (8:26-33) 
(1) Setting: demoniac introduced (8:26— 
29) 


(2) Plea of the legion (8:30—31) 
(3) Demons into the swine (8:32-33) 
ii. Reaction (8:34-39) 

(1) Reaction of the herders and 
townspeople (8:34-37a) 

(2) Jesus’ departure and instruction to the 
healed one (8:37b-39a) 

(3) Testimony of the healed one about 
Jesus (8:39b) 


The account opens with the destructiveness of 
evil spiritual forces and shows the tragic picture of 
the demoniac’s isolation. Once again, a demoniac 
recognizes Jesus’ authority. The swine 
dramatically depict the exorcism’s success. The 
crowd pictures fear that recognizes—but cannot 
accept—God’s presence. The demoniac’s 
remaining at home shows that some are called to 
go with Jesus; others are called to stay home to 
testify to him. The account illustrates the 
importance of personal testimony. Finally, God is 
active in Jesus for both Gentiles and Jews. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


26 And they arrived in the region of the [JGerasenesÜ], which is 


opposite Galilee. 2’And when he came into the land, a certain man 
from the city, who had demons, met him; [Jfor a long time he had 
worn no clothes and he did not stay in a house but among the 
tombs. 2®And when he saw Jesus, he cried out, fell before him, and 
said in a loud voice, “What have | to do with you, Jesus, Son of the 
Most High God? | beg you, do not torment me.” 22But he 
[JcommandedL the unclean spirit to come out of the man. For many 
times it had seized him, and he was kept under guard, bound with 
chains and fetters, and yet breaking the bonds, he was driven out 
into the desert by the demon. ?°Jesus asked him, “What is your 
name?” And he said, “Legion,” for there were many demons in him. 
31And they begged him not to command them to go into the abyss. 
32And a large herd of swine was feeding there on the hillside; and 
they begged him to let them enter into these. And he gave them 
permission. And the demons came out of the man into the swine, 
and the herd rushed down the steep bank into the lake and was 
drowned. 

SA And when the herdsmen saw what had occurred, they fled and 
told it in the city and in the country. *°They went out to see what had 
occurred, and they came to Jesus and found the man from whom the 
demons had gone out, sitting, clothed, and of sound mind, at the feet 
of Jesus; and they were afraid. %®And those who had seen it told 
them how the demon-possessed man was delivered. ?’Then all the 


many people of the region of the [JGerasenes[] asked him to leave 


them, for they were seized with great fear; so he got into the boat 
and returned. %®And the man from whom the demons had gone out 
was begging that he might be with him; but he sent him away, 
saying, °°Return to your home and tell how much God did for you.” 
And he went into the entire city, proclaiming how much Jesus had 


done for him. 
1. Miracle (8:26-33) 
(1) Setting: Demoniac Introduced (8:26-29) 


8:26 The geographic setting of the exorcism 
involves a major textual problem, and the location 
depends on how it is solved (see the additional note). 
The reading Te paonvoav (Gerasenes) is preferred 
for Luke. This location is in Gentile territory opposite 
Galilee. 


8:27 Luke describes the isolation and the possessed 
man’s unusual behavior before he met (UTAVTAW, 
hypantaö) Jesus.” Three simple items are related 
about the man from the city. First, he was possessed 
by multiple demons (Satuovta, daimonia, is an 
accusative plural). Mark 5:2 speaks of an unclean 
Spirit (singular), but the name of the spirit in Mark 
5:9 is given as Legion, which leads to the explanation 
that “many” (JT0AAOL, polloi) possess him. Luke uses 


the singular in 8:29. One can speak of the possession 
as a unity or refer to the individual spirits. 

Second, the man did not clothe himself, but had 
roamed around naked for a long time (cf. Acts 
19:16). Luke alone mentions this detail, and in 8:35 
he will mention the man’s being clothed as a sign of 
the restoration (Schweizer 1984: 150; Arndt 1956: 
240). Mark 5:15 notes only that the man is clothed 
after the exorcism. 

Third, the man did not live in the city, but had 
isolated himself among the tombs, a particularly 
graphic and somber image. Geldenhuys (1951: 258 
n. 4) quotes A. Schlatter that “only deranged people 
... have [a] desire for death and decay.” Tombs were 
often built into hillsides, usually outside the city 
(Plummer 1896: 229; on demons and graves in 
Judaism, see SB 1:491—92; 4:516; y. Ter. 40b [1.1] [= 
Neusner et al. 1982—93: 6.55]). If the man is Jewish, 
then uncleanness would result from his presence 
there (Num. 19:11, 14, 16; Fitzmyer 1981: 737). It 
would also be ironic that swine, unclean animals, 
become the haven for the expelled demons, though 
the irony is less surprising in a Gentile region. Mark 
5:2, 5 repeats the mention of the tombs, while Matt. 
8:28 briefly notes them. The actions of this man show 


his desperate condition; but this is only the start of 
his problems. 


8:28 The possessed man cries out to Jesus and falls 
before him in recognition of his authority (cf. Luke 
4:34, 41). Of course, it is not the man who speaks, 
but the force that possesses him. The question could 
be paraphrased in one of two ways: “What is there 
between us?” or “Could you leave me alone?”'® The 
confession and prostration, as well as the plea not to 
torment, give testimony to how transcendent forces, 
even those opposed to Jesus, see him. Though the 
falling at his feet would not be worship, since this 
would be impossible for a demon, these forces show 
respect to Jesus, because he has a filial relationship to 
and authority from the Most High God. They know 
that he has authority over them or can do battle with 
them. Schürmann (1969: 483) remarks that the 
demons know about Jesus’ sonship, just as Satan did 
(4:3, 9). Thus, they request Jesus to leave them alone 
and not torture them (BacaviCw, basanizo; BAGD 
134 82; BAA 269 82; J. Schneider, TDNT 1:563)." 
The wording matches Mark 5:7 almost exactly, 
while Matt. 8:29 asks a shortened form of the 
question and lacks the request. Actually, Matthew 


asks a second question expressing concern that Jesus 
may deal with them before “the day,” that is, the 
demon fears judgment before the expected time.” 
The only difference between Mark and Luke is that 
Mark has already described the man’s self-destructive 
behavior, while Luke withholds these details until 
after this exchange. 

Ellis (1974: 128) notes that at times the ancient 
world distinguished illness from mental disorder or 
psychological disease (Herodotus 2.173; 6.84). 
Hippocrates, however, explained all disease as the 
result of natural causes (On the Sacred Disease; cf. 
Cicero, On Divination 2.28; Van Der Loos 1965: 7 
n. 2). Luke’s position is clearly different, for he 
recognizes an additional category. This man is a 
pawn in a cosmic spiritual battle that pictures 
spiritual authority. Of course, many ancients of 
various racial and religious origins viewed the 
activity of the gods similarly, so all would understand 
the thrust of Luke’s presentation. 


8:29 Jesus commands the unclean spirit to depart.“ 
This seems to be a summary description, since the 
details follow in 8:30-33 (see the additional note). 


By way of background, Luke notes the man’s 
unusual strength. The possession seems to have come 
and gone in cycles, since there is reference to his 
being seized (OLVNPTTAKEL, synerpakei) many times 
(TTOAA0IG ... XpOvotg, pollois ... chronois).'? Efforts 
to restrain him had failed, since he broke his bonds 
and fled to the desert, having been driven there by the 
demon. II€6n (pede) is a foot bond (BAGD 638; 
BAA 1287; elsewhere only twice in Mark 5:4), while 
SEoOudG (desmos) refers to a restraint in general 
(BAGD 176; BAA 352; Bovon 1989: 435 n. 49). We 
are not told if the bonds were made of hair, cloth, 
rope, or chains, though Mark 5:4 seems to suggest 
chains, since it is by shattering (OUVTpiBw, syntribö) 
that they are removed (BAGD 793; BAA 1582). It 
was common to bind the hands with chains and the 
feet with ropes. The possibility of this mixture is 
indicated by the shift in terminology used to describe 


shows the spirit’s strength. The foe is a powerful one 
that people and chains cannot control. 

The Lucan description of the binding comes earlier 
in the Marcan version. Marshall (1978: 338) notes 
that Luke’s order often differs from Mark’s in various 
pericopes (e.g., Luke 8:42a, 46b, 51b, 55c; 9:14a, 


34b, 48c). In Mark 5:4, the description of the man’s 
condition precedes the demon’s question to Jesus, a 
difference that probably reflects the writers’ choices. 
In addition, Mark has details about the 
destructiveness of the demon that Luke lacks (the 
man’s crying out at night and his bruising himself 
against the stones). Luke’s account stresses the foe’s 
strength, while Mark adds the evil force’s 
destructiveness. The man’s presence in the desert 
shows the tragic isolation that the demon produced. 


(2) Plea of the Legion (8:30-31) 


8:30 The exorcism proper comes after a brief 
exchange between Jesus and the possessed man. The 
demonic influence speaks through the man in 
straightforward dialogue. Jesus asks for his name. 
Plummer (1896: 230) suggests that the request is 
designed to awaken the man’s personality or to show 
the disciples the extent of the problem (also Godet 
1875: 1.335). The reply explains the situation 
through the name Legion, which refers to a large 
group. Ihe term brings a military air to the account 
and thus adds to the note of battle (Bovon 1989: 436 
refers to the Qumran War Scroll, which describes 
legions of troops). The man’s plight is the result of 


multiple possession. It is one against many. The war 
is on. 

In fact, it is one against thousands, if the name 
Legion is to be taken literally. Aeyıwv (legion) 
comes from the Latin word for a unit made up of 
thousands of soldiers (Mark 5:9; Matt. 26:53; 
Preisker, TDNT 4:68).'° Since the size of a legion 
varied, the name probably indicates not the exact 
number of demons; it explains that Jesus faced 
multiple demons, a point that the swine incident will 
also demonstrate in Luke 8:32. Bovon (1989: 436) 
posits that when one thinks in narrative terminology 
the number indicates “a maximum of demonic 
concentrations.” Mark 5:13 indicates that around two 
thousand pigs were in the destroyed herd. In fact, the 
reply may be a diversion, since a number, not a name 
is given. The demon may be evasive here in hopes of 
escaping Jesus’ reaction. Luke explains the name on 
the basis of multiple possession, while in Mark 5:9 
the demon gives the explanation. The wording in 
Mark and Luke is very close, but the verbal forms 
differ slightly. Asking the name is not an effort to 
gain control of the situation, since many healings 
have already occurred where no naming was 
necessary (Luke 4:31-37, 38-41; with Marshall 


1978: 338; against Creed 1930: 121; Fitzmyer 1981: 
738; and Luce 1933: 172). 


8:31 The demons know they are in a bad situation. 
Despite their numbers and power, they know who has 
authority. As in 8:28, the demons beg Jesus not to 
exercise his authority over them and relegate them to 
the abyss (Schmitz, TDNT 5:794 n. 163). Luke alone 
mentions the abyss, as Mark 5:10 speaks only of their 
asking not to be cast out of the country and Matt. 
8:29 refers to their not being tormented before the 
time. Mark’s less apocalyptic request is not 
necessarily in conflict with Matthew or Luke here, 
since Mark is stating positively where the demons 
would prefer to stay, while Matthew and Luke 
recount what they wish to avoid.” 

The abyss (AßULOOOG, abyssos) refers to the abode 
of the dead in the OT (Ps. 107:26 [106:26 LXX ]; also 
Rom. 10:7). In Luke it is seen as a place where 
demons or disobedient spirits are kept, and it may 
well be associated with their being cast into the 
depths of the sea.” This is its only use in the Gospels 
and could be rendered “Underworld” (“abyss” is a 
transliteration of the Greek term). Other terms such 


as Hades (AönG; Luke 10:15; 16:23), Gehenna 


(yeevva; Luke 12:5), and Tartarus (TAaPTAPOW; 
only 2 Pet. 2:4) may represent parallel concepts 
referred to the depths (DIN, t&höm) of the earth and 
could be associated with the sea (Gen. 1:2; 7:11; Job 
41:32 [41:24 MT]; Ps. 71:20). This association with 
the sea may suggest why GBUGGOC is used here, 
since the demons are destined for the Sea of Galilee 
(Ellis 1974: 128; Bovon 1989: 437 n. 59). Judaism 
also saw the deep as a repository for hostile spirits 
fear confinement, as illustrated in the restlessness of 
such beings in Luke 11:24—26 (Fitzmyer 1981: 739). 
Of course, the point is the extent of Jesus’ authority 
and sovereignty. Ultimately, messianic power is 
eschatological power over evil, some of which is still 
to be manifested according to the NT (Luke 7:22-23; 
Rom. 8:18—25; 1 Pet. 1:3-6;_2 Pet. 2:9-10; Rev. 
20:1-14). A cosmic sneak preview takes place in this 
event. 


(3) Demons into the Swine (8:32-33) 


8:32 The demons make a request. Sure that anything 
would be better than the abyss, they ask to go into a 
large herd of swine on the hills. Luke only generally 


describes the number of swine, while Mark 5:13 says 
there were around two thousand pigs (if Luke has 
Mark before him, this is another detail that he edits). 
Although much of the verse’s wording is close to 
Mark, it is given in a slightly different word order. 
For most, such differences are too small to posit a 
distinct source.” 

The demons ask to go into the pigs because they 
know Jesus’ authority. It is interesting that pigs are 
chosen, since they are unclean animals (Lev. 11:7; 
Deut. 14:8; Luke 15:15: the “unclean” spirit seeks an 
“unclean” animal; Danker 1988: 183). But this may 
be a less important concern, since Jesus is ina 
Gentile region. The presence of the pigs suggests that 
either Gentiles or nonpracticing Jews own the pigs 
(Arndt 1956: 242). Nonetheless, Jesus gives 
permission. The “day” has not yet come when Jesus 
will deal with such forces decisively, but he will 
relieve the man of his burden (Ellis 1974: 129). 

The motive for the request is not clear. It seems 
likely that the spirits hoped by their request to avoid 
confinement. If Jesus would not permit them to 
indwell a man, an animal would do. Anything was 
better than the abyss. It was too foreboding a place. 


Of course, the transfer of the demons raises 
questions that the text does not attempt to answer: 
“How can animals be possessed?” “Why would Jesus 
allow such a use of animals?” “What happened to the 
demons?” “Why did the spirits feel compelled to 
dwell somewhere rather than roaming the earth?” 
None of these issues are answered here. The text does 
suggest that demons can possess animals. The pigs 
serve as a visual demonstration of the man’s healing 
(along with the later evidence of his changed 
demeanor). In addition, it seems that the man’s 
welfare is more important than that of the beasts. The 
Swine will also bring into play the region’s response, 
but none of these observations answers the questions 
raised. One must be content to treat the account at the 
level it is offered and not try to answer questions it 
does not address (Hendriksen 1978: 447—48; Arndt 
1956: 242; Plummer 1896: 232).* 


8:33 The effect of the exorcism is immediate and 
visible (Schürmann 1969: 484). The demons depart 
from the man and enter into the swine. For whatever 
reason—Luke does not tell us—they rush down to 
the edge of the bank and fall into the water, where 
they drown.” The exorcism occurs but the destructive 
consequences are also clear. In addition, it appears 


the demonic request to go into the swine seems to 
have done them little good, though the fate of the 
spirits is not explicitly told (Liefeld 1984: 914). 
Marshall (1978: 340) suggests that the sea is a 
“demon-destroying force” and therefore the demons 
are seen as perishing, a view that is possible (T. Sol. 
exercised his control over evil forces yet again, even 
a force of superior numbers. 

The wording is very close to Mark, less so to 
Matthew. Mark 5:13 speaks of an unclean spirit, 
while Luke has the plural reference to demons. Mark 
numbers the swine at about two thousand, while 
Luke has already spoken of a large herd. Mark speaks 
of drowning in the sea, using a synonymous verb 
(tvLyw, pnigö; BAGD 679 §1d; BAA 1363 81d; 
Bietenhard, TDNT 6:456). Matthew 8:32 uses the 
same verb as Luke to express the demons going out 
of the man; and he simply notes that “all” the herd 
died (Artedavov, apethanon) in the water. The 
difference in details simply represents various ways 
to render the same event. 

In dealing with the question of how Jesus could do 
this, a few points need to be made. Jesus is not 
responsible for the action of the swine (Danker 1988: 


183). It is their demonic possession that brings the 
destruction. Godet (1875: 1.386-87) argues against 
demonic possession of an animal by reasoning that 
animals are not moral agents and therefore cannot be 
possessed, but the language of the passage clearly 
refers to the spirits entering into the swine and, at the 
least, influencing their reaction. Jesus does not 
command the animals’ reaction. It is also clear that 
the animals were sacrificed for the sake of the man, 
something that is not out of touch with the OT and its 
numerous sacrifices. Jesus will later say that people 
are more important than sparrows (Luke 12:6-7). In 
addition, it is clear that the removal of evil is always 
costly. The loss of the swine graphically pictures the 
cost of purging evil—as will another death on the 
cross. 


ll. Reaction (8:34-39) 


(1) Reaction of the Herders and Townspeople 
(8:34-37a) 


8:34 The incident caused quite a stir among those 
caring for the swine. This was something that did not 
happen to your average pig herder! They decide to 
depart, and in fleeing, they tell what happened. 
ArtayyeAAw (apangellö, to announce) is used three 


times in the rest of the chapter (8:34, 36, 37), 
showing that Jesus’ ministry produced much talk. 
Needless to say, they would need to explain the 
absence of the herd, but the explanation would 
probably need corroboration. That corroboration 
comes when those in the city and country go to see 
what happened. 

Mark gives the incident in closely parallel wording. 
Luke alone speaks of the herders fleeing “when they 
saw what happened,” while Mark 5:14 says that the 
people who visited following the report “came to see 
what happened.” Matthew 8:33 gives a different form 
of the same summary, noting that the herders 
reported on what had happened to the demoniacs. 


8:35 The trip confirms the herders’ report. In a 
complete reversal of the previously possessed man’s 
demeanor, he is now clothed, whereas before he had 
been naked; he is now seated, whereas before he had 
been roaming; he is now associating with others as he 
sits at Jesus’ feet, whereas before he sought solitude; 
he is now of sound mind, whereas before he had been 
crying out in a loud voice; he is now comfortable in 
the presence of Jesus, whereas before he wanted 
nothing to do with him (Geldenhuys 1951: 259 


n. 10). The man is seeking instruction from Jesus 
(Schweizer 1984: 150; Schneider 1977a: 195; Luke 
10:39; Acts 22:3) or, at least, is grateful (seen in the 
reference to sitting at Jesus’ feet; Plummer 1896: 
232). Instruction is more likely to be correct, given 
that he wishes to go with Jesus (8:38; Fitzmyer 1981: 
739). The emphasis on the man’s rationality suggests 
this conclusion as well.” The changed man and the 
reality that his new condition represents bring fear to 
those who see it. They know the history of this man 
and know that something unusual has happened. 
Healings such as this made a great impression on the 
apostles (Acts 10:38; Schürmann 1969: 486 n. 98). 

Luke’s description is more complete than the other 
Gospels. Matthew 8:34 speaks only of the desire to 
have Jesus depart and has no mention of the other 
details of this visit. Mark 5:15 mentions with Luke 
that the man is clothed and in his right mind, as well 
as the crowd’s fear. Mark also notes that the man had 
been possessed, a point that Luke makes only by 
saying that the demons had gone from him. Luke 
alone mentions that the man is sitting at Jesus’ feet, 
which fits his attention on Jesus the teacher. Again, 
the differences are not significant in altering the 
account. 


8:36 Those who had seen what had occurred narrate 
(Arınyyeilav, apengeilan [as in v. 34]) once again 
how the demon-possessed man was delivered. 
EowOn (esöthe, he was saved) refers not primarily 
to salvation in a technical sense, but to physical 
deliverance as the result of the exorcism (his desire to 
follow Jesus shows that salvation resulted from the 
event; Marshall 1978: 340). He is now clearly allied 
to Jesus. As the observers retell the story, they 
probably point around to describe what took place 
(Arndt 1956: 243). The man’s presence adds 
vividness to the recounting. The account, though 
unusual, is related by eyewitnesses (Ot LÖOVTEG, hoi 
idontes). 

Luke agrees with Mark 5:16 in mentioning the 
event’s retelling. Mark uses a related verb to describe 
the retelling (Suyynoavto, diégésanto) and notes 
that the subject was not only the man but also the 
swine. The same difference in verbs, but in the 
opposite direction, occurs in Luke 8:39 = Mark 5:19, 
an odd variation to say the least. Mark is slightly 
more detailed in his account than Luke. However, the 
accounts are again virtually parallel. 


8:37a The final element in the response appears: the 
people of the region are seized with great fear and so 
they ask Jesus to leave.” This fear is negative, for it 
does not lead to faith (Bovon 1989: 440). Luke is not 
entirely clear why the request is made. Most surmise 
that the loss of property scared these people into 
asking Jesus to depart in order to spare the further 
loss of possessions (Plummer 1896: 232; Geldenhuys 
1951: 256). This concern with possessions is clearer 
in Mark 5:16, where the swine are specifically 
mentioned in the discussion of the report. Others 
suggest that the crowd is simply overcome by the 
supernatural and wants nothing to do with it 
(Schiirmann 1969: 486 speaks of a fear of the 
numinous). Fitzmyer (1981: 740) argues for both 
reasons. Luke simply mentions that their fear is so 
great that they ask him to leave (recorded with 
alliteration: amteABEtv AT’ AUTOV, apelthein ap’ 
auton, to go out from them).** Whatever the cause, 
the region wants nothing to do with Jesus and his 
power. Luke makes the extent of the fear and 
rejection very clear when he speaks of the whole 
region.” Jesus does not stay where he is not wanted, 
and so he departs. 


The request to depart is mentioned in all three 
Gospels. Interestingly, Mark 5:17 = Matt. 8:34 speaks 
of a request to leave their neighborhood (ATTO TWV 
ÖplwVv AUTWV, apo ton horiön autön), while Luke 
speaks of departing from them (åm aUTWV, ap’ 
autön). Luke also alludes back to all those from the 
region (TEPLYWPOUV, perichörou) who made the 
request. The term for neighborhood that appears in 
Matthew and Mark (ÖpLov) is used but once by Luke 
(Acts 13:50), while Matthew and Mark use Luke’s 
term (TTEPLXWPOG) elsewhere (Matt. 3:5; 14:35; 
Mark 1:28; Luke 3:3; 4:14, 37; 7:17; 8:37; Acts 
14:6). In addition, Luke alone mentions great fear 
(DOBWw UEYAAW, phobö megalö) as the reason for 
the request (also in Luke 2:9; Acts 5:5, 11; cf. Mark 
4:41; Matt. 28:8). In general, the Gospels agree but 
have distinct details. 


(2) Jesus’ Departure and Instruction to the 
Healed One (8:37b-39a) 


8:37b-38 The man who had received Jesus’ ministry 
longed to go with him. In fact, he was begging 
(E8EITO, edeito) to go with him. Opinion is divided 
whether the man wanted to be protected by Jesus 
(Plummer 1896: 233) or whether he wished to learn 


from him. Luke does not tell us explicitly, though 
the man’s response to Jesus’ instruction in 8:39 and 
his sitting at Jesus’ feet in 8:35 suggest that he was 
ready to respond to Jesus. This favors the second 
option (Fitzmyer 1981: 740). Once the healing 
occurs, this man is not portrayed negatively. 

The man’s positive response stands in contrast to 
the people’s negative response, thus ending the 
account on a positive note (Marshall 1978: 341). 
Jesus had his own desires for the man, and so turned 
down his request. Sometimes when the answer to a 
request is no, God has other things in mind 
(Hendriksen 1978: 449). Jesus’ reply reveals 
something about the mission of believers: some are to 
travel with Jesus away from their home, while others 
are to remain where they are and testify to him there. 
This man is one of the latter. Not all believers are to 
serve Jesus in the same way. In fact, although Jesus 
was departing the region, he was leaving a presence 
there. 

Mark 5:18 also reports this exchange, though his 
wording is completely distinct from Luke’s. Mark 
notes that the exchange between Jesus and the man 
occurred as Jesus was getting into the boat to depart, 
while Luke first notes Jesus’ departure and then 


comes back to conclude the conversation. This 
difference is not one of substance but merely reflects 
editorial selection concerning sequence. One can 
hardly imagine that the man departed with Jesus and 
was then sent back immediately. Matthew lacks this 
exchange entirely; but his account is abbreviated 
anyway, so not much should be made of the 
omission. 


8:39a Jesus has a task for the man. Rather than 
traveling with Jesus as a disciple, the man is asked to 
witness to his community about what God did for 
him. He follows through on Jesus’ request and 
proclaims to the entire city what Jesus did. Mark says 
that Jesus told the man to tell about what the Lord 
(KUPLOC) did, whereas in Luke, Jesus tells him to 
speak of what God (8€0c) did—possibly to avoid 
confusion about whether Jesus or God was meant. 


(3) Testimony of the Healed One About Jesus 
(8:39b) 


8:39b Two details about the man’s report are 
significant. First, he “preached” (knploowv, 
keryssön) to the city. The choice of this theologically 
significant term, KNPUOOW, shows that the man 
fervently went about the task: he did not just narrate, 
he proclaimed the story. The idea of preaching is a 
major one for Luke (as it is for all the Synoptics).” 
The man did his job in sharing with those of the 
village. 

Second, the man told what Jesus did. Though 
Jesus told him to speak about God (8:39a), he spoke 
instead about Jesus. He could not help but note the 
agent whom God used to bring these things to pass. 


The man pictures the response of one who has been 
touched by Jesus’ ministry and shares that 
transformation with those who live near him. 
Preachers of the gospel are not limited to the 
traveling disciples (Danker 1988: 184). All are called 
to evangelize (Marshall 1978: 341). The terms Ò 
8€0c (ho theos, God) and 0 Inaovc (ho IEsous, 
Jesus) trail in each clause of the sentence and thus are 
emphatic (Plummer 1896: 233). 

Geldenhuys (1951: 257) reads the last line as 
showing that the man knew Jesus to be the divine 
Lord.” But such a conclusion is unlikely. Even the 
disciples, who had been around Jesus for a long time, 
had not yet reached this insight in Luke’s account. It 
would be unlikely that this man on the basis of a 
single meeting would understand this point. Rather, 
what he grasped was that God was working through 
Jesus in a significant way and that God’s power was 
being demonstrated through him. Even a Gentile can 
have this perception (Ernst 1977: 278). 

One other key point exists. In Gentile territory 
Jesus permits more open discussion about his 
ministry, in contrast to his efforts to silence some in 
Jewish territory from speaking about him. The reason 
seems to be that there would not be as many Jewish 


religious representatives present, and so the danger of 
misunderstanding Jesus’ ministry as political would 
not be as great (Plummer 1896: 233). 

Mark identifies the region as the Decapolis, while 
Luke leaves the city unnamed. As already noted, 
Matthew lacks the man’s subsequent response, so he 
has no parallel at this point. 


Summary 


In Luke 8:26-39 Jesus graphically exercises 
power over the legion of demons. But the account 
does not stop with the narration of his authority 
over the spirit world. Some see the execution of 
his power, are afraid, and want nothing to do with 
him. This reaction comes despite the thorough 
transformation of the demon-possessed man by 
Jesus, which was witnessed by all. Unbelief can 
be hard to understand sometimes. Those who 
reject Jesus should contemplate why they are 
refusing to respond. Nonetheless, unbelief often 
flees from an encounter with God. The 
opportunity to draw near to God produces distance 
instead. 


The man stands in contrast: he is ready to follow 
Jesus; he is at Jesus’ feet and wishes to travel with 
him. However, Jesus has another role in mind. The 
man is to testify at home to God’s goodness, 
which he does enthusiastically. The news about 
Jesus is spreading into Gentile regions. Some are 
called to travel with Jesus. Others are called to 
declare him in their homeland. Those who have 
responded to Jesus are to identify with this man. 

A note of assurance also exists in that Jesus 
controls vast numbers of spiritual forces allied 
against him. The man is transformed, despite the 
efforts of evil to overwhelm him. Jesus’ authority 
comes through clearly. God is working through 
Jesus and is allied with him. Luke again shows 
that Jesus can be trusted. Such is his power. 
Confronted with Jesus, some draw near and others 
want distance. For Luke, the preference is not 
found in the opinion of the multitudes, but in one 
radically transformed man. 


Additional Notes 


8:26. Before looking at the evidence surrounding a major textual 
problem about the name of the locality, it might be well to sort out the 
three locales mentioned in the readings (see the map at 8Ill). (1) The 
UBS-NA reading in 8:26 is TEPAONVWV (Gerasa; modern 
Jerash), a city in the Decapolis region located over twenty miles 
southeast of the Sea of Galilee. It is generally regarded that this is 
too distant to be the locale from which the swine go into the sea. 
Nonetheless, in Mark 5:1 = Luke 8:26, this locale seems to have the 
best support as the original reading (see below). It is possible that 
this well-known locale is not the Gerasa referred to by the reading, or 
that a larger regional reference is intended by this name. (2) 
Tasapnv@v (Gadara; modern Umm Qeis), the preferred 
reading in Matt. 8:28, is another city ofthe Decapolis located about 
five miles southeast of the Sea of Galilee.*4 (3) Another key variant, 
Tepyeonvwv (Gergesa), may have been generated by a 
suggestion by Origen (Commentary on John 6:24), since only 
manuscripts later than Origen have this reading (so Metzger 1975: 
24 n. 1, but challenged by Fitzmyer 1981: 736-37). Appealing to 
local tradition and etymology for support, Bovon (1989: 434) opts for 
this reading. It is generally identified as Kersa (Kursi), which is 
located on the lake near the cliffs (Marshall 1978: 337). This is 
possible, though it is poorly attested. 

The textual evidence presented in the adjacent table is adapted 
from Metzger’s presentation (1975: 23-24, 84, 145). 


In Matt. 8:28, X has a Zeta (Z) where delta (A) is expected, 
thus reading Gazara. Only clearly inferior versional evidence 
supports the reading Gerasa. Thus, on the basis of external 
evidence, Gadara is original in Matt. 8:28. In Mark 5:1, one could 
make a case for Gadara in agreement with Matthew, but the best 
Alexandrian and Western witnesses support Gerasa in Mark. In Luke 
8:26, the Western and Alexandrian support is aligned toward 


Gerasa. 
yadapnvav Tepaonvev Tepyeonvav 
Matt. 8:28 (X*), B, C, (A), Itala, Vulgate, x2 L, W, family 
©, some Syriac some Coptic, 1, family 13, 
some Syriac some Coptic, Byz 
Mark 5:1 A, C, family 13, X*, B, D, most XĉĈ_ L, A, @, 
some Lect, some Itala, Vulgate, family 1, most 
Syriac some Coptic Lect, some 
Syriac, some 
Coptic 
Luke 8:26 A, W, A, Y, p> B, D, Itala, X, L, O, =, 


family 13, Byz, Vulgate, some family 1, some 
Lect, some SyriacSyriac, some Syriac, 


Coptic some Coptic 


Thus, in referring to the locale, Mark and Luke name the region in 
a different way than does Matthew. Sherwin-White (1963: 128 n. 3) 
offers the suggestion that Matthew may have given the locale in 
terms of the region’s major administrative center, while the others 
gave the specific locale of the event. Although this may help 
advance the discussion, it does not completely resolve the problem, 
since it is Mark’s and Luke’s choice—Gerasa—that is disputed as a 
distant locale. If it is the specific locale, it seems too far away to host 
the event described. 

Other possibilities exist. One could argue for an early corruption 
that is now lost to us, though this seems unlikely, since three letters 
in Greek would have to be misread (E ~ A, P ~ A, and & ~ P; 
thus, TEPAMHNQN ~ TAAAPHNQN). it may be that local 
customs in referring to regions are not well enough understood by 
us, so that the scene could be referred to in a regional sense by a 
distant locale like Gerasa. Perhaps those who reacted to the event 
were spread far and wide in the area. Or perhaps there was another 
Gerasa in the region that we no longer know about.*2 It could be that 
the man was from one locale but the event took place in another, 
given that he had abandoned his home (8:27; there is no way to 
prove such a possibility). In fact, we do not know for sure why the 
difference emerged, but the difference between Matthew and Mark = 


Luke Is like that in various writers’ references to an event that 


happened in Denton, Texas, a small city an hour’s drive north of 
Dallas-Fort Worth. One writer might describe it as happening at 
Denton (the specific location), while another may say it took place at 
Dallas-Fort Worth (the more well known region). The region of one 
author may merely be more comprehensive than that of another. 
Being certain of any particular solution is difficult. What is clear is 
that the event took place in Gentile territory opposite Galilee. It also 
seems likely that Luke is reading Gerasa. 


8:27. A minor text-critical problem, not discussed in UBS‘, concerns 
XPÓVW kav (for a long time): Does this temporal indicator 
refer to how long the man went unclothed or to the duration of his 


demon possession? The first option, adopted by UBS-NA cp’, 
X*2 B, L, &, (family 1), some Syriac), places KAÍ (and) in front of 
YpOvw LKaVG), yielding “and for a long time he had worn no 
clothes.” The second option places KAÍ after ÈK YpOVWV 
ikavõv (X1 A, w, O, W, family 13, Byz, Itala, and some 
Syriac) and yields “a man having demons for a long time and had 
worn no clothes.” The decision on external evidence is difficult, but 
the UBS—NA text seems slightly more likely (Metzger 1975: 145; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 737). 


8:29. The tense of the verb command is disputed (Liefeld 1984: 
915). The UBS—NA text has the simpler reading, an aorist, 
Ttapnyyeılev (he commanded), following many manuscripts 


p”, B, O, n, YP, family 13). Some manuscripts (X, A,c,L, w, I, 
A) have a harder reading, the imperfect TApNYyyEAAEev (he was 
commanding), which may describe the process of the command for 
exorcism.?2 This latter reading seems more likely, though the sense 
is little altered by the choice. 


8:37. The textual problem as to what region is named almost exactly 
parallels the manuscript evidence for 8:26. Whatever one decides 
about the problem in that verse will determine the reading of this 
verse. It seems likely that Gerasa is in view here in Luke. 


c. Authority Over Disease and 
Death: Flow of Blood and Jairus’s 
Daughter (8:40-56) 


The final event in the sequence of miracles in 
Luke 8 is in fact a double miracle, the only such 
intertwined miracle in the Gospels. The events 
that lead to the raising of Jairus’s daughter are 
interrupted by the healing of a woman with a flow 
of blood. This juxtaposition slows the narrative 
down and introduces tension, as well as adding 
sympathy to Jairus’s plight (Tannehill 1986: 91— 


92). In a single story, Jesus deals with both disease 
and death. Such a focus completes an escalating 
review of his comprehensive authority. Not only 
can he control nature and demons (8:22-39), but 
he also can control disease and death. These 
miracles are part of the revelation of Jesus to his 
disciples that he can be trusted and that he is the 
Christ of God (Busse 1979: 230). This passage 
also combines christological revelation with a call 
to faith. 

Besides Christology, the other key element in 
the account is faith (which is the key Lucan 
feature for Theissen 1983: 135). Luke 8:48, 50 
emphasizes the importance of believing that Jesus 
is capable of doing such great acts. When he acts, 
he shows his gracious compassion (Marshall 
1978: 342). Jesus’ acts are not demanded; they are 
requested. Essentially, faith is relying on Jesus to 
care for his disciples. Jesus can exercise his 
sovereignty and power for them, a power that 
Luke will mention again in 9:1 (Busse 1979: 220). 
Talbert (1982: 96-97) notes that this is the second 
time such an emphasis on faith and commission is 
found in Luke: the four miracles of 4:31-5:11 
were followed by a call and commission; so also 


the four miracles in this chapter end with a note on 
faith and then a commission. Miracles like those 
in Luke 8 will be repeated in Acts (boat rescue in 
chap. 27; exorcism in 16:16-18; resurrection in 
9:36-43; and healings in 5:15; 19:12). 

One other note is important. The sociology of 
this healing is broad: it includes a synagogue 
leader, a child, and a woman suffering from a 
disease that renders her unclean. Whether one is 
male or female, adult or child, clean or unclean 
makes no difference to Jesus (Tannehill 1986: 
135). 

An unusual element is the call for the witnesses 
to the resurrection to be silent. The silence 
contrasts with the public nature of 7:11-17, 
where the crowd concluded that Jesus was a 
prophet. Jesus does not want to focus his ministry 
on the miraculous healing he can bring. There are 
indications in the Gospel tradition at various 
levels that such concerns distracted the crowd 
from understanding him (John 6:26; Luke 11:27— 
29 = Matt. 12:38-39 = Mark 8:11-13). So here he 
calls for silence. Open declaration of his miracles 
places the emphasis in the wrong area and yields a 
less than adequate view of Jesus." 


Luke is using the account to communicate a 
variety of things about Jesus. The account made a 
deep impression on the later church, for as the 
story was repeated down the centuries, the woman 
was given the name Bernice.* 


Sources and Historicity 


The discussion of sources for this account is complex, especially 
since two events are brought together in one pericope. The Synoptic 
parallel is Matt. 9:18-26 = Mark 5:21-43 (Aland 1985: 8138). Most 
regard Mark as the source for Luke’s account (Schramm 1971: 126- 
27; Schürmann 1969: 497; Marshall 1978: 341; Fitzmyer 1981: 742). 
It is clear that Luke’s account is much closer to Mark’s than to 
Matthew’s more abbreviated version. 

Luke has his own peculiarities in this account. Fitzmyer (1981: 
743-44) notes eight points where Luke goes his own way: 


1. Luke links this event more tightly to the preceding 
event (8:40). 

2. Luke mentions the girl’s age early on (8:42). 

3. Luke mentions that the girl was an only child, a 


detail that parallels the account of the son of the widow of 
Nain (8:42; Tannehill 1986: 92, 94; cf. 7:12; 9:38). 


4. Luke describes more gently the doctors who 
treated the hemorrhaging woman (8:43; cf. Mark 5:26).2 
5. Peter speaks for the disciples, whose criticism of 

Jesus’ question is omitted (8:45; cf. Mark 5:31). 

6. In Luke 8:46, Jesus notes the power going out 
from him, while this is Mark’s narrative comment in Mark 
5:30. 

7. Luke 8:53 explains why the crowd laughs, a detail 
that Mark 5:40 leaves to be inferred. 

8. Luke notes the return of the girl’s spirit, so that it 
is clear the girl returns to normal (8:55). 


These differences may suggest that Luke either worked over the 
material, had access to additional material, or had access to other 
oral descriptions of the event beyond the tradition reflected in Mark.> 
Whether these two events were originally tied together is a matter 
of debate. Bultmann (1963: 214—15) argues that two original events 
were brought together before Mark (Schneider 1977a: 196; see also 
Fitzmyer 1981: 743, who alludes to the different styles, but takes no 
clear position). Others regard Mark as the one who put them 
together (Schürmann 1969: 492 cites Mark 3:20-35; 6:7-30; 11:12- 
21; 14:1-11, 53-72 as other Marcan examples of combining). A third 
view regards the account as essentially historical and as originally 
intertwined (Creed 1930: 122; V. Taylor 1966: 289 [apparently]). 
Taylor argues that Mark 3:22-26 and 14:3-9 are not the same as 


this example and that the connective links in Mark 5:35 are not 
Marcan style, so Mark could not have combined the accounts. 
Cranfield (1959: 182) calls the accounts historical and Petrine, 
arguing that the intercalation is not artificial, but due to historical 
recollection, which means the accounts may have been originally 
separated, but their union was motivated by genuine reminiscence. 
The unprecedented character of the mixture of two miracles speaks 
against an artificial linkage. These events were intertwined. The 
tradition was probably in this form, and they came to be intertwined 
through reminiscence. 

The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 310) treats the 
dialogue of this unit as it does the dialogues in all the miracles of 
Luke 8—as “the invention of the storyteller.” According to the 
seminar, the dialogues are not memorable, would not have circulated 
orally, and so cannot be traced back to Jesus (p. 62). But such an 
argument assumes that what was said during the miracle was not 
included when these stories circulated orally. This premise about the 
general historicity of the miracle accounts should be questioned. 
Jesus’ healing power brought a great amount of attention to his 
ministry, as the various Summaries show (Luke 4:40-41; 6:17-18). 
Nolland (1989: 417) notes that the miracles reflect well the popular 
piety of the period, expressed here in the woman’s desire to touch 
Jesus’ garment. In addition, Nolland notes that the resuscitation 
miracle is not like or built upon OT accounts like 1 Kings 17:17-24 or 
2 Kings 4:18-37. This account reflects events that Jesus performed. 


The event’s placement is also complex. Mark and Luke have it 
after their parabolic discourses in Mark 4:1-34 = Luke 8:4—15, while 
Matthew has it before the parables in Matt. 13.8 Matthew has a 
second deviation: he has not placed the event right after his 
description of the Gadarene demoniac (Matt. 8:28-34). Rather, he 
has linked it tightly to the fasting discussion that appeared much 
earlier in Luke 5:33-39 (= Matt. 9:14-17 = Mark 2:18-22). Luke and 
Mark probably moved up this discussion for topical reasons: so they 
could present in one place Jewish official reaction to Jesus’ 
“unorthodox” associations and practices (See the introduction to 
Luke 5:33-39). Thus, Matthew’s association of these twin healings 
with this fasting debate is precise, although the fasting debate may 
have come nearer the parabolic discourse, since Matt. 8-9 has a 
more topical structure. Complicating matters even more is that Matt. 
13:1 links the incident about Jesus’ mother and brothers (Matt. 
12:46-50 = Luke 8:19-21 = Mark 3:31-35) to the parabolic 
discourse, saying that they occurred on the same day. In fact, the 
family’s approach to Jesus precedes the Matthean and Marcan 
parable discourse, while in Luke the meeting follows the discourse. 

How can all this be put together? It seems likely that Matthew held 
off narrating the parabolic discourse until he fully discussed the 
Jewish rejection of Jesus and John the Baptist, a topical move that 
also caused him to consider the fasting issue earlier than it actually 
took place, since it reflects official questioning of Jesus. If so, then 
Luke and Mark thematically associate these miracles and the 


family’s approach to Jesus with the parables. They are also precise 
in linking the miracles chronologically, and, in fact, such care may 
even extend to the association of all these miracles after the 
parabolic discourse.£ Matthew also appropriately associates the 
event topically with the fasting debate, which he has moved up to 
cover the issue of rejection in his topical section of Matt. 8-9, where 
only some notes of chronology exist (the other pericopes have loose 
temporal introductions). Beyond these connections, one cannot 
specify more precisely where things fit, except to suggest that the 
later portion of the Galilean tour is present (See similar cautions in 
the introductions to 8:4—15 and 8:19-21). What is important is that 
the miracles display Jesus’ ability to overcome all that can erase 


human existence: disease and death. 


The form consists of a pair of intertwined 
miracle stories.? The outline of Luke 8:40—56 is as 
follows: 


i. Initial request by Jairus (8:40—42a) 
(1) Setting (8:40) 
(2) Request to heal a dying daughter 
(8:41-42a) 
ii. Healing of the woman with a hemorrhage 
(8:42b—48) 
(1) Setting (8:42b) 


(2) _Woman’s condition (8:43) 

(3) | Woman’s action and consequent 
healing (8:44) 

(4) Jesus’ question (8:45a) 

(5) Peter’s reply (8:45b) 

(6) Jesus’ explanation of the question 
(8:46) 

(7) | Woman’s confession and testimony 
(8:47) 

(8) — Jesus’ commendation of the woman’s 
faith (8:48) 

iii. Raising Jairus’s daughter (8:49--56) 

(1) Report of the daughter’s death (8:49) 

(2) Jesus’ call to believe (8:50) 

(3) Those allowed to go in (8:51) 

(4) Jesus’ declaration that she sleeps; call 
to faith (8:52) 

(5) Crowd’s laughter (8:53) 

(6) Call to rise (8:54) 

(7) Raising of the girl (8:55) 

(8) Parents’ amazement (8:56a) 

(9) Jesus’ call to be silent (8:56b) 


The complicated structure yields many themes, 
key elements being Jesus’ power over disease and 
death and the importance of faith. Faith is seen as 


a recognition of Jesus’ power and goodness. 
There is value in being patient for God’s timing. 
Timid faith is commended in the woman who 
testifies to Jesus’ act, and so a timid faith is 
deepened. The hesitancy to believe in what Jesus 
can do is challenged in the Jairus account, where 
the apparent unbelievability of what Jesus claims 
is overturned. Rather, one is to see what Jesus can 
do. Finally, there is the theme of silence, which 
appears to be limited to the time of Jesus’ 
ministry. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


AO yhen Jesus returned, the crowd welcomed him, for they all 


were waiting for him. “tAnd behold a man whose name was 
(JJairusL] came, and this one was a ruler of the synagogue. And 
falling before Jesus’ feet, he was asking him to come to his house, 
42because he had an only daughter about twelve years old, and she 
was beginning to die. 

As he was going, the crowd pressed him. 42And a woman who 
had a flow of blood for twelve years, who Chaving spent all her living 
on physiciansZ was not able to be healed by anyone, **coming up 
[from behind, touched the fringel] of his garment, and immediately 


her flow of blood stopped. *°And Jesus said, “Who touched me?” 
When all denied it, JJPeterL) said, LI“Master, the multitude 
surrounds you and presses upon you” O “®But Jesus said, 
“Someone touched me, for | know that power has gone out from 
me.” *’And when the woman saw that she was not yet hidden, she 
came trembling; and falling down before him, she gave cause why 
she had touched him; she announced before all the people how she 
was healed immediately. *®And he said to her, “Daughter, your faith 
has saved you; go in peace.” 

49 While he was speaking, a man came from the home of the 
synagogue ruler and said, “Your daughter has died; Cno longer] 
trouble the teacher.” °°When Jesus heard, he said to him, “Do not 
fear, only believe, and she shall be saved.” °*And when he went into 
the house he let no one come in with him except Peter, John, James, 
the father of the child, and the mother. °2And everyone was weeping 
and mourning for her. But he said, “Do not cry, for she is not dead, 
but she sleeps.” °2And they were laughing at him, because they 
knew she was dead. ”*Having grasped her hand, he called out, 
“Child, arise.” °°And her spirit returned, and she sat up immediately, 
and he commanded that something should be given her to eat. 
>6And her parents were amazed; but he commanded them to tell no 
one what had happened. 


1. Initial Request by Jairus (8:40-42a) 
(1) Setting (8:40) 


8:40 Jesus is still causing a stir among those on the 
western shore of the Sea of Galilee (Creed 1930: 
122). Mark 5:21 specifically notes that Jesus and the 
disciples have crossed the sea and are still located by 
the sea (Hendriksen 1978: 454). Luke is generally 
seen to have stylistically simplified Mark’s 
introduction (for Mark’s genitive absolute, Luke has 
a simpler infinitival phrase). On Jesus’ return the 
crowd is receptive to him, since they have been 
waiting for him (ÜTTEdEZATO, apedexato, is a 
positive term; see Luke 9:11; Acts 2:41; 18:27; 
21:17; 24:3; 28:30; Plummer 1896: 234; Grundmann, 
TDNT 2:55). The picture is of a populace that desires 
more exposure to Jesus, both to his healings and to 
his teaching, as the following events suggest (Mark 
6:53-56; Marshall 1978: 343; Schürmann 1969: 
489). Crowds are often associated with Jesus’ 
ministry, since Jesus always drew attention,” 
although references to the crowd are rather thin in 
Luke’s discipleship section (9:51-19:44), especially 
after 13:35. Crowds are present again as Jesus draws 
near and enters Jerusalem, and they reappear at the 
crucifixion. In Luke, the crowd observes Jesus’ 
ministry like curious spectators. When Jesus gets 


serious about teaching his disciples how to live after 
his departure, references to the crowd are lacking. 


(2) Request to Heal a Dying Daughter (8:41- 
42a) 


8:41 Not every religious leader rejected Jesus 
(Danker 1988: 185). Jairus was a synagogue leader 
who sensed that Jesus was being used of God. In fact, 
ÜPXWV (archon, ruler) suggests that he was the main 
elder in the local synagogue (Schtirmann 1969: 489 
n. 127; Luke 14:1; 18:18; 23:13, 35; 24:20; eight 
times in Acts with reference to a synagogue or civic 
leader [Acts 3:17; 4:5, 8, 26; 13:27; 14:5; 16:19; 
23:5]). Mark’s related term, ADYLOUVAYWYWV 
(archisynagogon, synagogue rulers) suggests that 
Jairus was in charge of arranging the services 
(Marshall 1978: 343). In fact, Mark 5:22 speaks of 
“one of” these leaders, which may indicate that Mark 
has in view the geographical region of the crowd 
(since only one man headed up each synagogue) or 
that he is referring to the major figure on the 
committee of three to seven who ran the synagogue 
(Arndt 1956: 246; SB 4:145; Luke 8:49 uses Mark’s 
term). Jairus was responsible for the progress of 
worship (Schrage, TDNT 7:847; Wiefel 1988: 168). 


In this capacity he was neither a civil leader nor a 
member of the Sanhedrin (Ellis 1974: 130; see the 
distinctions in 20:1). Jairus was a man of social 
standing, a leader of the city. 

The name Jairus means “he will give light” or 
“may he enlighten,” but Luke makes nothing of the 
meaning. There is no reason to question the 
presence of the name in the original tradition 
(Marshall 1978: 343). 

When Jairus’s daughter fell grievously ill, he 
sought out the one who had healed so many. Jairus 
showed his respect by falling to his knees before 
Jesus as he made the request, an act of significance 
for one with such a high position (Schürmann 1969: 
490). Jairus asked that Jesus make a visit to heal 
her.’ 

Mark 5:22-23 speaks of Jairus’s falling at Jesus’ 
feet and asking him to lay hands on his daughter so 
that she might be delivered. Matthew 9:18 is close to 
Mark in the wording of the request, but speaks of 
Jairus’s kneeling before Jesus. Luke summarizes the 
request in terms of Jesus’ coming to the house. 


8:42a A transition follows. First, the reason (OTL, 
hoti) for Jairus’s entreaty to Jesus is given: his only 


daughter is dying. Luke is fond of noting such 
details, for he alone describes the dead son of the 
widow of Nain (7:12) and a possessed boy (9:38) as 
only sons (Plummer 1896: 234). These details add to 
the emotion. Luke also has a sense of balance: the 
widow of Nain account involved an only son and a 
mother; here we have a father and an only daughter. 
Also, the daughter is about twelve years old, while 
the woman who will be healed has suffered from her 
condition for twelve years (8:43; Rengstorf, TDNT 
2:322, who regards this note and the accounts as 
historical). In the first century, a twelve-year-old girl 
would be approaching marriageable age and entering 
the prime of life (Plummer 1896: 234; Schweizer 
1984: 150; SB 3:374).'* 

But the precious only daughter is not well. In fact, 
she is beginning to die: ATTEBVNOKEV (apethnésken) 
must be taken as an ingressive imperfect, because in 
8:49 the envoy announces that the daughter has in 
fact died. Some argue that Matt. 9:18 disagrees with 
Mark 5:23, which speaks of the daughter being “at 
the end,” and also disagrees with Luke in that 
Matthew has Jairus announce the daughter’s death at 
the beginning of the account, a death that has just 
(PTL arti) occurred (Schürmann 1969: 490 says that 


Matthew’s rendering is different from Luke’s). But 
this is more of a literary issue than a real problem 
(Plummer 1896: 234; Arndt 1956: 246). Matthew, as 
he has before, telescopes the account and does not 
narrate any report by envoys. Because he lacks this 
detail, he does not report the death in two stages. 
Such telescoping occurs often in Matthew throughout 
this section (e.g., Matt. 8:5-13, 28-34). Mark 5:23 
agrees with Luke in rendering the sequence of events, 
though Mark uses a slang expression to point out that 
she is near death.“ The difference between Matthew 
and the other accounts is a matter of literary choice, 
since most recognize either that Matthew knew a 
version like Mark’s or that Mark would have known 
Matthew. 


ii. | Healing of the Woman with a Hemorrhage 
(8:42b--48) 

(1) Setting (8:42b) 

8:42b Jesus decides to go. But, as he heads for 

Jairus’s home, he has an encounter that delays his 

progress and adds to the drama. In describing the 

interruption, Luke simply notes that the crowd is 

pressing against Jesus, OUVETTVLYOV (synepnigon) 

being the same verb used to describe how the thorns 


choked the word in the parable of the seed (8:14). 
The crowd is “crushing” Jesus. Mark 5:24 also notes 
the great crowd’s thronging about Jesus, while Matt. 
9:19 has an abbreviated version that mentions only 
that the disciples go with him and ignores the 
crowd’s size. Obviously many are trying to get near 
Jesus. 


(2) Woman’s Condition (8:43) 


8:43 Luke describes the woman’s condition: she has 
a flow of blood, a condition she has endured for 
twelve years. The reference is probably to a uterine 
hemorrhage, a condition that would make her 
continuously unclean and that would be the source of 
continual embarrassment, affecting her ability to live 
normally with others, since to touch her would make 
one unclean (Lev. 15:25-31, esp. v. 31; Ezek. 36:17; 
m. Zab. 2.4; 4.1; 5.7; Wiefel 1988: 168 n. 2; Nolland 
1989: 419; Marshall 1978: 344). She is shut out from 
fellowship and religious life. Van Der Loos (1965: 
511) mentions some of the remedies applied to this 
condition: a glass of wine mixed with rubber, alum, 
and garden crocuses, or a glass of wine mixed with 
onions. Her sensitive condition also might explain 
her hesitancy to ask Jesus publicly for help. It is also 


noted that though efforts had been made to treat the 
problem, no one had been able to do anything for her. 

Mark 5:26 notes these efforts with more detail, 
since he mentions that she had suffered at the hands 
of physicians and had spent all her money. Asa 
result, she was worse, not better. Matthew 9:20 
merely notes the length and nature of her condition in 
terms similar to the other accounts. 

The verse’s point, with or without the textually 
disputed phrase in Luke about doctors (see the 
additional note), is that she had suffered in this 
condition for a long time and could not get help. If 
the phrase is included, then the tragic situation is 
painted more graphically. The woman’s action will 
introduce a major interruption for Jesus and really 
becomes more worrisome when it is announced that 
Jairus’s daughter has died in the meantime. 


(3) Woman’s Action and Consequent Healing 
(8:44) 


8:44 The woman approaches Jesus from behind. She 
is trying to avoid any public action and to be as 
inconspicuous as possible. Perhaps she fears that 
Jesus will refuse to touch an unclean woman and thus 
will not heal her (Luce 1933: 174; Danker 1988: 


186). However, there is no real condemnation of her 
action in the text. Some have called her belief 
superstition in that she thinks she must touch Jesus.'° 
Others see the action as a point of faith in that she 
realizes he holds the key to her cure (Hendriksen 
1978: 457). Luke reads her action positively, since 
the healing comes immediately with her action. 
Liefeld (1984: 916) suggests that the “smoldering 
wick” of her faith is fanned into a flame by Jesus’ 
action (other examples of less than ideal but honored 
faith are Acts 5:15-16; 19:11-12). She touches the 
edge of his garment (Kpaonéðov, kraspedou; 
BAGD 448; BAA 910; Matt. 9:20; 14:36 = Mark 
6:56; Matt. 23:5). This may refer to the four tassels 
that hung from the edge of the garment, two in front 
and two behind, as a reminder of God’s commands 
(Num. 15:37—40; Deut. 22:12; J. Schneider, TDNT 
3:904; SB 4:277-92; Bovon 1989: 449 and n. 44). Or 
it may simply refer to the edge of the garment 
(Nolland 1989: 419). Nevertheless, the woman is 
immediately healed. The term toTN Ul (histémi) here 
refers to the stoppage of blood and has medical 
overtones (Marshall 1978: 345; P. Oxy. vol. 8 #1088 
line 21; Cyranides; BAGD 382 8.1; BAA 774 


$II.1). Years of agony and embarrassment are 
reversed in one brief touch. 

Luke’s wording to describe the woman’s approach 
from behind matches the participle npocoeàĝoðoa 
(proselthousa, coming) in Matt. 9:20 and the adverb 
ÖTTLOBEV (opisthen, behind) in Mark 5:27 = Matt. 
9:20. The description of the touch on the hem of the 
garment also matches Matt. 9:20. Luke is briefer than 
Mark, while Matt. 9:21—22 further telescopes the 
account by having Jesus turn and declare the woman 
well, after which Matthew notes that she was healed. 
In other words, Matthew omits Jesus’ search to see 
who touched him. 


(4) Jesus’ Question (8:45a) 


8:45a Jesus attempts to expose who it was that 
touched him, but no one comes forward. The denial 
by all is a detail found only in Luke (Creed 1930: 
123). That Jesus asked this question has prompted 
speculation whether he knew who touched him. The 
account is laid out in a matter-of-fact style that gives 
the impression that he is aware of what is happening 
around him, and yet he still asks this question. Given 
the general prophetic portrait of him, it seems unwise 
to hold that he did not know. If he did know, then the 


point was to bring the woman to confess. Her 
realization in 8:47 that she was not hidden suggests 
that she knew he knew (Liefeld 1984: 916; Plummer 
1896: 236; Marshall 1978: 345).'° Luke 8:47 speaks 
of her literal “trembling” (TOEUOVOA, tremousa), 
indicating her reaction to Jesus’ knowledge. Her 
worst nightmare had come true. Jesus knew what had 
happened and she would have to speak. 


(5)  Peter’s Reply (8:45b) 


8:45b Peter stands amazed, given the size and press 
of the crowd, that Jesus seeks such information, and 
he reminds him that many are present. The verbs 
used for the crowd’s pressure are descriptive: 
OUVEYW (synechö) is also used of holding prisoners 
in jail or of being locked in a siege (BAGD 789; 
BAA 1573-74; Luke 22:63; 2 Macc. 9:2) and 
AartoBAlßw (apothlibo; BAGD 91; BAA 182; a NT 
hapax legomenon; A. B. Bruce 1897: 525) can refer 
to pressing grapes (Josephus, Antiquities 2.5.2 364). 
But as 8:46 makes clear, this woman’s touch felt 
different from the crowd’s. 

Luke narrates elements that Matthew lacks, while 
Mark 5:30-31 has parallel elements, although each 
relates the details in a slightly distinct order (on the 


text here, see the additional notes). Mark mentions 
Jesus’ perception of a loss of power first, then 
follows with Jesus’ question. The disciples, not just 
Peter, then respond with incredulity that Jesus asked 
the question. Also, Luke’s version is less 
confrontational in tone than Mark’s. Last, Jesus peers 
into the crowd to see who did it. Thus, Mark is more 
detailed than Luke. 


(6) Jesus’ Explanation of the Question (8:46) 


8:46 Jesus continues to press the issue. Peter’s 
question does make sense: in the midst of a large 
pressing crowd, how can Jesus complain about being 
touched? But Jesus persists and explains why: this 
was not a normal touch, since power had left him 
(efeAnAvOvtav, exelélythuian, has gone forth, is a 
consummative perfect). The type of contact was so 
unusual that Jesus noticed it. Some have accused the 
Gospels of having a “magical” flavor. Van Der Loos 
(1965: 512) speaks of Jesus as a kind of “charged 
battery” according to this passage (citing Strauss 
1972: 459 [originally 1835], who in turn credits 

H. E. G. Paulus and H. Olshausen for the “magic” 
description). But this is not the image. Power for 
Luke is at the heart of what Jesus possesses in his 


relationship to the Father (Matt. 28:18; Luke 1:35; 
4:14, 36; 5:17; 6:19; Van Der Loos 1965: 513). Jesus 
is the bearer and bestower of God’s power (9:1). 

In fact, one could argue that Jesus’ empowered and 
empowering function is one of the dominant concepts 
of Lucan Christology. Jesus is more than a vessel 
through whom God works. He is the possessor of 
power and has unique authority (Grundmann, TDNT 
2:301). This is why Jesus can oppose forces that 
stand in opposition to humans. The description 
simply and graphically portrays this function. 

But is the woman’s view one of magical quality?” 
Throughout Jesus’ ministry, the desire to touch Jesus 
and be healed was common (Matt. 14:36 = Mark 
6:56; Mark 3:10 = Luke 6:19). To touch his clothes 
was to have access to his power, but this is not 
magical. The point was that contact with this special 
person healed. If he had power, he could use it and 
distribute it as he wished (Arndt 1956: 245). There 
were no incantations, nor was there any intention of 
drawing attention to the healer. As Van Der Loos 
(1965: 517 n. 3) asks, “Why should she not do in the 
press of the multitude what so many had done before 
her?” The action’s success is a reflection of Jesus’ 
compassion and willingness to heal, as well as a 


reflection of the crowd’s awareness that Jesus bore 
great power. What is present in her act is the hope of 
popular piety toward a person who is seen to bear 
God’s power. 

Luke gives these details in a slightly different order 
from Mark 5:30-31 and thus in slightly different 
wording. But the picture is the same. One difference 
is that Mark describes the point at which power went 
out from Jesus (Mark 5:30), while in Luke, Jesus 
himself makes the remark. Interestingly, the 
relationship between who summarizes and who cites 
is exactly the opposite of the situation in Luke 8:42 = 
Mark 5:23, where Mark cites and Luke summarizes. 
These merely represent stylistic differences in 
recounting the story. Matthew makes no mention of 
these specifics. Mark 5:32 notes that Jesus looked to 
see who had touched him, a comment that Luke 
makes implicit when he says in Luke 8:47 that the 
woman realized she was not hidden.” The note of the 
woman’s faith is perhaps a little stronger in Luke, but 
the point is the same. 


(7) Woman’s Confession and Testimony (8:47) 


8:47 Jesus’ persistence causes the woman to realize 
that her actions were not hidden (Aavdavw, 


lanthano; BAGD 466; BAA 947; elsewhere only at 
Mark 7:24; Acts 26:26; Heb. 13:2; 2 Pet. 3:5, 8). She 
had not escaped notice, and fear comes over her. Why 
was she trembling (TPEUOUOA, tremousa; BAGD 
2:10)? Tpéuw can refer to trembling or the emotion 
that accompanies it, fear.” Various reasons for her 
fear are given (Van Der Loos 1965: 517): (1) What 
would Jesus do? (2) Was he angry that he had been 
made unclean? (3) Would she have to tell all in front 
of this crowd? The text does not specify the reason, 
but it seems that the prospect of Jesus’ acting would 
be the chief cause of concern, for surely she had 
heard of other cases where unclean people had been 
healed. In addition, she seems quite ready, once it is 
clear that Jesus knows, to tell her story. So, 
trembling, she falls before him and explains why she 
had touched him, along with the marvelous instant 
results that followed.** The bowing is not a sign of 
worship, but simply an act of respect and of begging 
for his mercy. In addition, the testimony to Jesus’ 
work comes freely. She tells all and notes that she 
was healed “immediately” (Tapaypnwua, 
parchrema; 1:64; 4:39; 5:25; 13:13; 18:43; and three 
times in this pericope: 8:44, 47, 55). Faith has broken 


through timidity and has openly declared Jesus’ act. 
Jesus initiates, and the woman responds publicly in 
testimony. Such public declaration by awoman, 
though not unprecedented in its time, was unusual.” 
Nolland (1989: 420) calls it a “religious testimony.” 

Mark 5:33 narrates the same details, but in a 
slightly different form. Mark has the woman fearing, 
trembling, falling before Jesus, and “telling the whole 
truth.” Luke emphasizes the audience and highlights 
the confession’s content with more detail.” Matthew 
lacks these elements. What is declared openly here 
contrasts with the request for silence in the next 
account, possibly due to the nature and situation of 
this miracle.” 


(8) Jesus’ Commendation of the Woman’s 
Faith (8:48) 


8:48 Jesus affirms and encourages the fearful 
woman in terms that recall his encouragement to the 
woman who anointed him (7:50). He addresses her as 
daughter (@vyatnp, thygatér) to emphasize his 
familial relationship to her, a choice of term that is 
unusual, since Jesus is probably younger than this 
woman.” Then he declares that her faith has brought 
her into salvation (note the perfect tense 0EOWKEV, 


has saved). The true people of God are being drawn 
to Jesus. Faith believes God’s capability to deliver 
through Jesus. The healing occurs because she has 
faith, not because she has enough faith (cf. 17:5-6). 
In addition, if she thinks that her attitude was 
unrelated to what had occurred, Jesus reminds her 
that her faith was important to what had taken place. 
There is no magic here, only belief in the spiritual 
action and power of the Almighty God. 

She is to depart knowing that her relationship to 
God is restored. The idea of peace (eipnvn, eirene) 
associated with Jesus’ ministry is key to Luke.* The 
extension of the kingdom message into the Gentile 
world is also described in terms of peace (Eph. 2:17). 
Peace here is not an internal, subjective feeling; it is a 
state that exists between the woman and God because 
of her faith. Such assurance for a woman who had 
been ceremonially unclean for twelve years would 
bring great comfort and encouragement. 

Mark 5:34 repeats the reply and adds the point that 
the woman is healed as well as saved. This Marcan 
wording clearly distinguishes between Jesus’ remarks 
about her healing and her restored position before 
God (Foerster, TDNT 7:990). Matthew 9:22 mentions 
Jesus’ declaration that her faith has saved her and 


then mentions the instant healing. This order is a 
reflection of his telescoping the account. As noted by 
Arndt (1956: 247), Eusebius (Ecclesiastical History 
7.18) mentions a commemorative statue at Paneas 
(Caesarea Philippi) said to stand at the home of this 
woman, who is associated with this town in church 
tradition. 


iii. Raising Jairus’s Daughter (8:49-56) 
(1) Report of the Daughter’s Death (8:49) 


8:49 The delay caused by healing the woman’s 
hemorrhage appears to have been costly. As Jesus 
finishes addressing the woman, a man appears from 
the synagogue leader’s home with bad news: the 
daughter has died. In stopping to heal a lesser 
medical condition and forcing a discussion about it, 
Jesus had allowed a life to be lost. Where are God’s 
justice and Jesus’ judgment in this turn of events? 
The envoy suggests that the death means there is 
no longer need to trouble the teacher (TOV 
S5t6ao0KaAov, ton didaskalon). This title is a typical 
description of Jesus in Luke (see 7:40). The envoys 
from the centurion had a similar desire not to trouble 
Jesus, but for different reasons (7:6). The envoy from 
Jairus’s house notes that with the death all hope had 


passed (for the textual issue here, see the additional 
note). 

Though Mark 5:35 is verbally distinct from Luke, 
the point in the two passages is the same. For 
example, Mark uses a synonymous prefixed verb for 
the girl’s death, aorist ATEBavev (apethanen), in 
contrast to Luke’s perfect TEBVNKEV (tethneken, has 
died; BAGD 362; BAA 736), thus stressing death’s 
finality more than does Mark’s aorist (Marshall 1978: 
346). In Mark many come to announce the death, 
while Luke speaks of only one messenger.” In 
addition, the command in Luke is formulated as a 
question in Mark, “Why trouble the teacher any 
longer?” These differences are stylistic and present 
essentially the same picture. Mark’s account is 
generally more complete throughout the pericope, so 
he mentions many people as present. As was noted in 
the discussion on 8:42, Matthew differs from Mark 
and Luke in that he lacks a two-step approach to the 
account; he does not mention envoys. The difference 
is simply one of literary choice. 


(2) Jesus’ Call to Believe (8:50) 


8:50 Jesus prepares Jairus for the great work that 
God will do. He tells Jairus not to fear, not to be 


anxious that his daughter has died (similar commands 
not to fear occur in 1:13, 30). Rather, he is to believe, 
and then salvation—that is, physical deliverance— 
will follow. The faith called for here is confidence 
about God’s power, compassion, and capability to 
deliver the child out of death. It is such reliance that 
is commendable before God. Letting Jesus proceed 
will show that such faith is present. 

Mark 5:36 is parallel, except that it lacks the Lucan 
promise that “she shall be saved.” The introduction to 
the verse is worded slightly differently, but the idea is 
the same. Luke’s version is stylistically simpler. Also, 
Mark uses a present imperative for the call to believe, 
while Luke has an aorist imperative. Luke’s tense is 
slightly more urgent in force and emphasizes the 
need for faith: “Do not fear, believe” (Marshall 1978: 
347; N. Turner 1963: 75). Mark’s choice focuses on 
the duration of the faith asked for: “Only be 
believing”—but there is no essential difference in 
what is requested (Fitzmyer 1981: 748). Nolland 
(1989: 421) suggests that the aorist is used because 
the faith Jesus calls for here is of a new order. Faith is 
to prevail over whatever else Jairus faces and feels 
(Plummer 1896: 236-37). Hendriksen (1978: 460) 
notes how common it is in Scripture to call people to 


trust in God’s power and character when things seem 
to be going wrong (Ps. 22:4 [22:5 MT]; Isa. 26:3-4; 
43:2; Gen. 22:2 [Abraham]; Exod. 14:10-11 and 
32:10 [Moses]; 1 Sam. 17:44-47 [David]; Ps. 27 and 
numerous lament psalms). 


(3) Those Allowed to Go in (8:51) 


8:51 Jesus moves to raise the child, but only some of 
the inner circle of disciples are allowed to come into 
the house—the first time that Jesus makes such a 
distinction. The three who come, Peter, John, and 

James, are the same three who will experience the 
transfiguration after Peter’s confession (9:28). They 
will also be singled out by Jesus at Gethsemane, 
though Luke himself lacks this detail at that point 
(Matt. 26:37 = Mark 14:33). Sometimes Jesus 
instructs all, sometimes the Twelve, and sometimes 
some within the Twelve. The reasons why he did this 
or why he singled out these three are not given 
(Hendriksen 1978: 461 correctly refuses to speculate 
on an answer). 

The parents also enter with Jesus and the three 
disciples. The restricted audience fits well with Jesus’ 
later instructions not to tell anyone what occurred. 
Mark 5:37 says the same thing in slightly different 


words. Mark lacks mention of the parents entering 
with Jesus and his disciples, because Mark 5:38 
speaks of those who followed Jesus coming into the 
house, a verbal choice that assumes the family is 
already present inside (Schweizer 1984: 151). Creed 
(1930: 124) complains that Luke’s inclusion of the 
parents’ entrance into the house makes the story less 
coherent since the mother has not yet been mentioned 
and they are entering a house where she already 
would be. This criticism presses the language too 
greatly. Luke’s point is simply to mention the 
witnesses who were present during the raising from 
death. In addition, Mark 5:37 speaks only of the three 
following Jesus. This has led some to suggest that in 
Mark only three disciples came to the house, since 
later (Mark 5:40) the prohibition appears to involve 
only the crowd at the house (Marshall 1978: 347). 
Thus, only three disciples came into the house; those 
excluded in Mark 5:40 and Luke 8:51 are the 
mourners.” Marshall (1978: 347) also notes that 
Luke has his typical order of Peter, John, and James, 
while Mark 5:37 has Peter, James, and John (Luke 
9:28; Acts 1:13; 3:1, 11; 4:13; Fitzmyer 1981: 749; 
Schürmann 1969: 494 n. 166). There is no ranking 
here, just a list of witnesses. 


(4) Jesus’ Declaration that She Sleeps; Call to 
Faith (8:52) 


8:52 Jesus addresses the mourners engaged in the 
ancient customary expressions of grief that 
accompanied a death (Plummer 1896: 237).*° One of 
the terms for mourning, KOTTTOUAL (koptomai), 
graphically pictures the beating of one’s breast in 
mourning (Gen. 23:2; 1 Sam. 25:1; Fitzmyer 1981: 
749). One did not call for mourners until death took 
place (Stählin, TDNT 3:841-45, esp. pp. 844—45; 
Rengstorf, TDNT 3:724—25). Thus, the presence of 
the mourners testified to the tragic situation and 
drew the attention of neighbors to the death that had 
occurred. It is incorrect to suggest that a coma might 
explain the mourners’ presence, for this is counter to 
the practice of not having mourners there until death 
had been established (i.e., one still has a heartbeat 
while in a coma). Jesus’ remarks in Luke 8:52, 55 
stand against this view of the text (correctly Liefeld 
1984: 917 against Plummer’s uncertainty [1896: 
237). 

In the midst of these mourners, Jesus remarks that 
the daughter is not dead but sleeps. This figurative 
use of KABEVSW (katheudö) appears elsewhere in 1 


Thess. 5:10, and another term for sleep, KOLUQW 
(koimaö), is also used in this sense (John 11:11; 1 
Thess. 4:14-15; Bultmann, TDNT 3:14 n. 60; Oepke, 
TDNT 3:436-37). The difference between these uses 
is that here the girl is being brought back from death 
to earthly life, while 1 Thessalonians discusses the 
bodily transformation out of death that will take place 
at Jesus’ return (Schürmann 1969: 494—95 and 
n. 170). In Luke, the girl is not beyond Jesus’ power 
to overcome death. Where God is active, death need 
not be the end of existence nor need it nullify the 
reality of a future before him. The raising is a sign of 
God’s power to resurrect and makes the point that 
death is not the end of existence for humans 
(Schürmann 1969: 495). Jesus’ remarks are 
rhetorical. The “sleep” of the child is not a permanent 
death, but rather a temporary rest that allows Jesus 
through resurrection to show his power. The idiom is 
also used of Lazarus in John 11:11 and of Jacob in 
Gen. Rab. 96.2 on 47:30 (Schürmann 1969: 495 
n. 172). The text is clear that a miracle is present. 
Both Matthew and Mark paint this scene in their 
own words. Mark 5:38-39 speaks of the crowd’s 
tumult and loud wailing. Jesus in turn asks the crowd 
why they are wailing so loudly when the girl only 


sleeps. Thus, Mark is more critical of the crowd, as is 
his style. Luke just gives the summary command and 
lacks the direct criticism. Matthew’s account also 
notes the criticism of the crowd: Matt. 9:23-24 
mentions the crowd and the flute-playing that 
accompanied the mourning (cf. Luke 7:32), and Jesus 
dismisses the crowd and explains that the daughter 
sleeps. Of course, this note heightens the drama, for 
what the mourners were doing was natural following 
a death. There is some discussion of the locale of this 
group (Marshall 1978: 347): were they expelled from 
the house, as Mark 5:40 makes clear, or were they 
outside? It seems that Luke has summarized Mark’s 
greater detail. 


(5) Crowd’s Laughter (8:53) 


8:53 The crowd reacts with derisive laughter (as in 
Acts 17:32 at Paul’s teaching on resurrection; Bovon 
1989: 452). The reaction is not surprising, given the 
normally definitive nature of death! Mark 5:39 = 
Matt. 9:24 mentions the response with the exact same 
wording. Luke alone adds the explanation that they 
laughed (KaTEYEAWV, kategelön, is imperfect: “they 
were laughing”) because (OTL, hoti, is causal) they 
knew she was dead. Jesus had turned grief to 


amusement. Laughter at surprise announcements by 
God is not unusual in the Scripture (e.g., Sarah’s 
response in Gen. 18:12). But God’s power is capable 
of surprises. Nervousness and the absence ot faith at 
such moments can bring laughter, but amusement is 
not the end of this story. 


(6) Call to Rise (8:54) 


8:54 Jesus takes very little time to restore the child: 
he reaches out and takes her hand as he addresses her. 
Such a move would render Jesus unclean by OT 
standards, but to restore the girl is more important 
than ritual cleanliness (Num. 19:11). Of course, Jesus 
does not have to touch the girl (Luke 7:7—8), but does 
so (cf. 7:14), perhaps to communicate compassion 
(Isa. 41:13; 42:6; Danker 1988: 188; Fitzmyer 1981: 
749). His touch certainly includes the offer of a 
helpful hand, so that when she revives she can sit up 
(cf. Acts 9:41). Jesus loudly calls out for the girl to 
arise, almost as if calling her out of a nap—since he 
had just called her death sleep. As Luke 8:55 makes 
clear, Jesus is summoning back her spirit (Acts 7:59 
[of one dying]; 9:41; Schürmann 1969: 495; Marshall 
1978: 348; also 1 Kings 17:21). The call is similar to 
the one to the son of the widow of Nain in Luke 7:14, 


except that there the passive €y€pOnTt (egerthéti, be 
raised) was used instead of the active Eyeıipe (egeire, 
arise). 

Mark 5:41 supplies more detail by giving the 
Aramaic form of the address to the girl, as well as the 
Greek translation. The omission of Aramaic is not 
Surprising given Luke’s Greek audience (Arndt 1956: 
248). Also, Mark 5:41-42 uses KOPAOLOV (korasion, 


address the girl, whereas Luke has maic (pais, child). 
Matthew 9:25 lacks any address by Jesus, but simply 
speaks of his grasping the girl’s (KOPQOLOV) hand 
and her being raised. 


(7) Raising of the Girl (8:55) 


8:55 The girl’s life is immediately restored. Luke 
gives three distinct indicators of this. First, her spirit 
(TTveÜud, pneuma) returned to her body (Sjoberg, 
TDNT 6:379; Schweizer, TDNT 6:415). In ancient 
expression, the nveðua is the part of a person that 
Survives death and the part of one’s being that God 
works with in resurrection, a work that will also 
transform a person’s body (1 Cor. 15:50—58; Phil. 
3:20-21). The Lucan description shows that with 


death a separation of body and spirit had occurred. 
Van Der Loos (1965: 571) argues that the return of 
the spirit indicates only that the vital forces returned 
to the girl, but this ignores how Luke uses the 
imagery of the spirit to describe death (Luke 23:46; 
Acts 7:59).** Acts 20:10 uses another expression to 
refer to the immaterial person: Paul says that 
Eutychus’s “soul (Wuyn, psyche) is still in him” (on 
the figure involving buyn, see Schweizer, TDNT 
9:637, 644, 646-47). 

Second, with the return of her spirit, life was 
restored and she rose up in response to Jesus’ 
command. Luke also notes that this took place 
immediately. Finally, Jesus asks that she be given 
something to eat. Such a detail makes it clear that 
there is no hallucination or vision here (Danker 1988: 
188; Luke 24:37-43). The girl has been fully and 
physically restored. Death has been overcome. The 
request for food reflects Jesus’ concern that life 
return to normal (Plummer 1896: 238). Godet (1875: 
1.395) expresses this idea with a literary flair: “He 
acts like a physician who has just felt the pulse of his 
patient, and gives instructions respecting [her] diet 
for the day.” 


Mark 5:42 relates the immediate recovery and 
speaks of the girl’s walking, an act that amazed those 
present. Matthew 9:25 lacks any mention of the 
response and simply notes that the girl arose. 


(8) Parents’ Amazement (8:56a) 


8:56a The healing brought a response of amazement 
from the very grateful parents. ESLOTNUL (existemi, 
to be amazed) is more common in Acts than Luke 


in Mark 5:42 also uses the term, but in Mark the 
amazement is related first, then the command for 
silence, and then the command to give the girl food. 
Matthew 9:26 simply notes that the report of the 
event went into all the region. Of course, the 
amazement is not surprising. Resurrections from the 
dead are not daily happenings, and the possibility had 
been greeted with doubting laughter. One can 
imagine the emotional reversal that such an event 
would bring. 


(9) Jesus’ Call to Be Silent (8:56b) 


8:56b The command for silence seems a little odd. 
An observer could easily infer what had happened: 


mourners were present because someone had died, 
but now that dead person was walking around. What 
else to conclude but that the dead had been raised? 
Nonetheless, Jesus tells the parents to say nothing. 
This contrasts with the instruction to the Gerasene 
demoniac in Luke 8:39 and the efforts Jesus went to 
in having the woman with the hemorrhage relate her 
healing (8:45-47), not to mention an earlier public 
resurrection in 7:11-17 (Danker 1988: 188). It seems 
clear that Jesus is concerned about what aspects of 
his ministry receive attention (4:41; 5:14). Even a 
normally skeptical commentator like Luce (1933: 
175) recognizes the incongruity of the request. Its 
presence in a variety of sources speaks for its 
historicity. 

But why the request? Jesus knows that he is headed 
for a different kind of ministry than people will want 
from him. Excessive focus on his works of power 
will undermine the type of commitment he will ask 
from people. He does not need to be raising people 
on a daily basis. The type of commitment that will be 
required of them, should they follow him, is one of 
suffering, not comfort (9:22, 36, 57-62; 10:17-20). 
People will talk about his works, but they should not 
be encouraged to focus on elements that only point to 


deeper issues. There will come a time when the 
miracles will go public, but their publicity need not 
be encouraged since they are not at the heart of what 
Jesus is doing. Rather they point to more significant 
Spiritual realities (11:14—23). Other reasons have 
been posited for the command to conceal the 
resurrection: (1) a desire to save the parents from 
excessive focus on God’s act (Plummer 1896: 238), 
(2) an act of judgment against those who had laughed 
in 8:53 (Marshall 1978: 342), or (3) an effort to 
conceal revelation from those who do not believe 
(Tiede 1988: 177, citing 10:21). But such 
explanations do not seem to deal adequately with the 
Lucan portrait of miracles in Jesus’ ministry, though 
reasons 2 and 3 may be partial explanations. In Luke, 
miracles are a testimony to the nature of the times; 
they are not intended to be the focus of Jesus’ work 
(7:22). Rather, they picture deeper realities that Jesus 
offered, as Acts 2:22—36 suggests. It is possible that 
the hiddenness is a result of judgment, but that is not 
the major reason. The call to silence makes clear that 
Jesus does not regard such acts as the center of his 
ministry, but as only the evidentiary periphery. 


Summary 


The combined miracles of Luke 8:22-56 attest to 
Jesus’ power over a variety of forces, whether 
they be forces from without (nature or demons) or 
within (disease or death). Here, Jesus is able to 
heal disease. But when one considers the woman’s 
action, an additional note is made: faith, even 
timid faith, has importance and can mobilize God. 
This woman was careful not to draw attention to 
herself, but she also knew that Jesus could heal 
her. Her faith was more important than her 
timidity. She eventually relied on him. When 
confronted and exposed, she openly spoke of what 
Jesus had done for her. 

More interesting is Jairus’s perspective. Imagine 
the faith that he was called on to have. He hoped 
that Jesus could do something. However, the 
interruption and delay had seemingly caused all to 
be lost. Yet, Jesus still called on Jairus to trust. 
The timing may not have been what Jairus 
desired, but events were still in God’s control 
through his agent. Others may have thought all 
was lost— and by all appearances they were. 
Nevertheless, Jesus had— and has—the authority 
to reverse appearances and to render the delay 


meaningless. Several issues stand out in the Jairus 
account: Jesus’ power, faith’s importance, and the 
patience of the one who is called to trust in God. 
God will do his work in his time. One can be 
amazed at how God works and the timing that he 
uses. Jesus’ power eventually honors Jairus’s 
patient faith. 

In fact, when one considers the four miracles of 
8:22—56, it is Jesus’ comprehensive power that 
stands out. This power provides the opportunity 
for people to see God. Such power exposes the 
impotency of the forces that oppose God and 
humanity. The forces may be natural, demonic, 
disease, or death; yet Jesus is able to reverse them 
all. The last miracle of resurrection properly 
comes at the end, for if Jesus has power over 
death, then one eventually must deal with him and 
with God. The call in three of these miracles 
relates to faith (8:25, 48, 50). Jesus is worthy of 
one’s trust. Be assured that what he promises, he 
eventually will do (1:1-4). Know that God’s 
power is absolute. Death is not the chief end of 
humans. Facing and knowing God is. 


Additional Notes 


8:41. The name Taipoc (Jairus) is lacking in a variant reading in 
Mark 5:22, but the omission is not well attested (only Codex D and 
Itala). Nonetheless, some still try to suggest that Luke added the 
name, an approach decisively refuted by Pesch (1970a). The name 
does not appear in Matthew. 


8:43. The RSV, NIV, and NASB do not translate the phrase 
LATPOIG TTPOOAVAAWOAOQ ÖAOV TOV BLOV (having 
spent all her living on physicians). The UBS—NA text includes it in 
brackets, which suggests extreme doubt about the originality of the 
phrase. If it is original, then Luke has summarized some of the detail 
found in Mark 5:26 and has softened the remarks about physicians. 


Manuscripts including the phrase are XÊ, A, L, P, w, A, O, E, 
family 1, family 13, Byz, and Lect. Other manuscripts read a variation 
of the phrase by referring to “her own” (EQUTHC) livelihood (X*) or 


“her” (AUTNG) livelihood (C, W). What makes the choice difficult 


are the texts that omit the phrase entirely: po 


, B, D, one Itala 
manuscript, some Syriac, and a Coptic text—an early Alexandrian 
and Western agreement that brings together some of the best NT 
witnesses. It is uncertain whether the phrase was originally in Luke, 


although the probability is that it was, which is why | have included 
it.33 


8:44. Almost all external evidence reads “from behind she touched 
the hem of his garment” in agreement with Matt. 9:20. This reading 
has strong Alexandrian, as well as versional and Byzantine support: 
p’® X,A,B,C,L,P,Ww,A,®, 5, Byz, Lect, most Syriac, many 
Itala, Vulgate, and Coptic. The other variants either alter the word 
order, add a word, omit a word, or omit everything but the reference 
to her touching. No variant has sufficient external support to warrant 
acceptance. 


8:45. Do all the disciples or does only Peter respond to Jesus’ 
question? If the former, then Luke and Mark are parallel. The 


evidence for reading Peter only is thin but significant: pr > 


, B, some 
Syriac, one Coptic manuscript. That the variants that include the 
disciples are variously worded may suggest that they were added 
later in a variety of forms to conform to Mark 5:31. In addition, the 
verb EITTEV (said), which is not disputed, is singular, which would 
lead us to expect a singular subject. The variants use either OUV or 
UET to indicate that the disciples “with” Peter also spoke. The 
shorter reading is slightly more likely to be original, given the 
likelihood of harmonization, though one must concede that the 
longer reading is possible. If only Peter speaks, he is portrayed as 
representing the disciples. 


8:45. In mentioning the crowd, did Peter go on to repeat Jesus’ 
question—“and you say, ‘Who touched me?” Such a longer reading 
brings Luke into conformity with Mark 5:31. The variants render the 


additional line with distinct wording, giving the impression of various 
efforts to harmonize Luke and Mark. Paralleling the previous 
problem, the shorter reading has good support: ple X, B, L, family 
1, one Syriac manuscript, some Coptic. If this reading is not original, 
then the reading KAL AEYELG, Tig Óó AWAUEVOG LOU (and 
you say, “Who touched me?”) is the next best option (A, C ITU, P, W, 
A, ©, family 13, Byz, Lect, some Syriac, one Coptic manuscript). 
The point is clear: Peter is astonished that Jesus would seek to ask 
who touched him in the midst of the crushing crowd. 


8:49. Is the Greek negative particle UNKETL or un, the second of 
which would translate “do not trouble”? The choice really makes no 
difference to the sense, and to choose between them is difficult. 
Most regard the agreement between p^”, X, B, and D as decisive 
for UNKÉTL. In addition, that Luke’s Gospel uses UNKETL 
nowhere else makes it the harder reading (Metzger 1975: 146). 
What is clear is that all had lost hope with the girl’s death. One can 
imagine how a desperate, yet hopeful Jairus became disappointed 
and grief-stricken. Frustration mixed with anger may have resulted at 
this seemingly lost opportunity. 


d. Commissioned Authority 
Revealed (9:1-6) 


After his description of Jesus’ comprehensive 
power, Luke describes the commission of the 
Twelve. They become bearers of the kingdom- 
gospel message (9:2, 6). This is especially true 
since they are witnesses to God’s power as 
revealed through Jesus (8:22—56; Tannehill 1986: 
210; Talbert 1982: 100). This is the beginning of 
active ministry for those who have followed Jesus, 
an initial fulfillment of 5:10 and 6:12-16 
(Tannehill 1986: 215-16; Schürmann 1969: 499). 
Their authority is like Jesus’, but it is clearly 
derived from him. In this brief account, the 
disciples are told to travel light, stay where they 
are received, and depart from where they are 
rejected—bringing either God’s blessing or 
judgment with them. Their message forces a 
decision; neutrality is the same as rejection. Thus, 
the account depicts the expansion of ministry to 
those who will be Jesus’ witnesses in the Book of 
Acts (Luke 24:46-47; Fitzmyer 1981: 752). The 
disciples are sent out immediately after seeing an 
impressive series of miracles from Jesus’ hand. 
Yet they are called to a simple life of trusting God 
as they minister. Marshall (1978: 350-51) notes 


that such a lifestyle (9:3) contrasted with other 
missionaries of the Hellenistic world. 

This passage is sometimes seen as the start of a 
new unit running from 9:1 to 9:50." Moessner sees 
a recapitulation of Moses’ career in Jesus, with 
two dominant themes: rejection by a “stiff- 
necked” generation and Moses’ suffering and 
death. Moessner argues that the first half of the 
chapter is positive, while it becomes negative after 
the transfiguration (9:36). This is correct, though 
the lack of understanding reaches back into 
Peter’s confession, since Jesus follows the 
confession immediately with a note that he will 
suffer. Many of Moessner’s points are valid for the 
latter half of the chapter. O’Toole notes three 
christological and three ecclesiological themes: 

(1) Jesus as prophet like Moses and as the Son; (2) 
an emphasis on the Passion; (3) Jesus’ prayer and 

association with glory; (4) listening to Jesus; (5) 
the ignorance and weakness of the disciples; and 
(6) Luke’s moderation of the harsh descriptions of 
disciples. These themes are key to Luke 9. This 
last point works against Moessner’s view slightly. 
Others also share this division of themes.* 


However, despite these links, I see the chapter’s 
turning point as the confession, not the 
transfiguration. So pivotal is this unit that I have 
made a section break at 9:17, since negative 
understanding (or lack of understanding) emerged 
after the confession. This transition shows that 
Peter’s confession, though basic and correct, 
needs filling out. The disciples still have much to 
learn. Thus, while many of the thematic points of 
Moessner and O’ Toole have merit, I reject the 
view that the transfiguration is the turning point of 
Luke 9. The christological development takes on a 
new dimension after Peter’s confession. Thus, 
Luke is like Mark. 

Nolland (1989: 425) is so impressed with the 
shift at 9:20 that he breaks the entire section (8:1- 
9:20) there, treating 9:21—50 as a transitional unit. 
I agree in seeing 9:21—50 as transitional, but the 
catalyst to the transition is the confession in 9:18— 
20, so it must be included with the later unit as 
well. I prefer to see 9:18—50 as the capstone of 
this Galilean ministry, with the christological 
confession and call to discipleship in place before 
the major shift to Jerusalem in 9:51. As such, 9:1- 
50 is the culmination of Luke’s third section, 


Jesus’ Galilean tour (see the exegesis of these 
units). 


Sources and Historicity 


A parallel to this account is found in Mark 6:6b-13 = Matt. 10:1-14, 
which is part of a much larger commission unit in Matt. 10:1-42 
(Aland 1985: 8142). Most see Luke following Mark (Schürmann 
1969: 504; Marshall 1978: 349; Fitzmyer 1981: 751; Bovon 1989: 
454). They argue that Matthew combined some elements that seem 
to belong to separate events. For example, he has saved the listing 
of the Twelve until this point (see the introduction to Luke 6:12-16). 
Elements in the Lucan commission to the larger group of disciples 
(10:1-16) appear at this point in Matthew (Aland 1985: 899). But this 
is a minor problem, since the form of the two ministries in Luke is 
parallel and only Luke details the larger mission. One can assume 
that the smaller mission operated on a similar basis. However, the 
Matthean unit is not as composite as many suggest and can be 
regarded as one commission (Carson 1984: 240-43; Liefeld 1984: 
917-18; against Marshall 1978: 349, who speaks of a conflation of 
two accounts in Matthew, as do most). 

Mark 6:1-6a has narrated the Nazareth visit at this point, a 
position that seems to be more chronologically motivated than the 
“paradigm” placement of the synagogue account in Luke 4 (see the 


introduction to 4:16-30). It seems clear that, before Jesus obtained 
the famous confession of Peter at Caesarea Philippi, he had already 
sent the disciples out on missions declaring the kingdom of God. 
The commission’s historicity should not be challenged.4 Luke follows 
Mark in recounting the commission briefly, but all the Gospels use 
largely their own wording. Fitzmyer (1981: 751-52) notes seven 
differences between Mark and Luke, which | shall discuss as they 


arise. That the account is paradigmatic is indicated by later use of 


the church fathers: Didache 13.1-2; Liefeld 1984: 918). Some of the 
passage’s elements were repeated in the early church’s teaching. 
The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 310-11) treats Luke 
9:3—4 as doubttully linked to Jesus (it’s printed in gray type) and 9:5 
as not tied to Jesus at all (in black type). Citing the lack of 
commission in John’s Gospel, the seminar rejects the concepts of 
Jesus’ commission and his recruitment of disciples. The seminar 
does think it possible that these statements reflect Jesus’ lifestyle. 
The rejection of 9:5 is rather amazing, since all the parallels have it; 
but the seminar regards it as too vindictive for Jesus. In reply, there 
is no reason to doubt that Jesus involved his disciples in mission 
work or to question that his instructions to them would mirror his own 
ministry (Nolland 1993a: 548). The woes of Luke 10:13-15 indicate 
that Jesus could announce judgment. In fact, that would be part of 
the reason that the Jewish leadership would want to deal with him: 


he was perceived as a prophet who threatened their role by warning 


about God’s judgment on those who rejected him. Nolland defends 
well the historicity of Jesus’ warning in Luke 10, and it is only a 
natural extension from those remarks to 9:5. Acts 13:51 testifies to 
the precedent that Jesus’ remarks created. That Jesus’ instructions 
in Luke 9:3-4 contrast with religious practice in Hellenistic culture 
adds to the case for their authenticity. Thus, these remarks have a 


strong claim of genuineness. 


Form critics call the account a story 
about Jesus, because it is mainly 
narrative. Fitzmyer (1981: 752) notes that 
the structure has five parts: a conferral of 
power, commission, rules of journey, rules 
of lodging, and rules of nonreception. The 
outline of Luke 9:1-6 is as follows: 

i. Authority and commission given (9:1-2) 

ii. Instructions about provision and lodging 

(9:3-5) 

iii. The mission summarized (9:6) 

The major theme is Jesus’ sharing of mission 
with the Twelve. This means bestowing on the 
Twelve authority over demons and disease, as well 
as the call to preaching. Their message is the 
kingdom of God. They engage in the ministry 


with minimal provision, committing to reside in 
the place that God provides. God’s rejection will 
come to those who do not respond. ‘The message 
forces a choice. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


1 And when he called Othe Twelvell together, he gave them 
power and authority over all demons and to cure diseases. 2And he 
sent them to preach the kingdom of God and to heal Athe sick]. 
3And he said to them, “Take nothing for your journey, neither staff nor 
bag, neither bread nor money, neither have two tunics. “And 
whatever house you enter, stay there, and from there go out. °And 
wherever they do not receive you, go out from that city, shaking the 
dust from your feet as a testimony against them.” And going out, 
they passed through the villages, preaching good news and healing 
in every place. 


1. Authority and Commission Given (9:1- 
2) 


9:1 Jesus now ministers with his inner circle, t he 
Twelve. First he commissions them with authority.® 
The importance of this bestowed authority is 
something that Jesus develops during his ministry ( 


Luke 10:16, 19-20, 22; 11:19; Grundmann, TDNT 
2:310 §D3). The power extends into two areas: the 
disciples can overcome demonic forces, as evidence 
of the kingdom’s nearness (11:18-21), and they will 
be able to reverse disease, again as evidence of the 
nature of the times (4:18-19; 7:22). Luke uniquely 
expresses this authority by combining two terms: 
SUVvauLv Kal £Sovolav (dynamin kai exousian, 
power and authority). Abvauıg is one focus of 
Luke’s description of Jesus and continues to interest 
him.” In Acts 1:8, Jesus promises the disciples 
enabling, directing power. Acts 2:22 and 10:38 also 
look back at Jesus’ ministry with this term. Luke is 
unique among the Gospels in using SUVAULC here. 
Arndt (1956: 250) suggests that authority (&£ZoVola) 
is the right to do something, while power (SUVQULC) 
is the ability to do it. Such a distinction is technically 
correct for Luke, but that is not to suggest that the 
other Gospels, which mention only éčovoia, picture 
commissioned but powerless disciples. Luke uses a 
more comprehensive hendiadys. What Jesus had 
done, the disciples will do. The commission here is 
limited to the Twelve (on the disputed significance of 
this number, see the exegesis of 6:13 and Ellis 1974: 
132-35). 


Mark 6:6b-7 = Matt. 10:1 expresses the same 
provision in different terms. Mark mentions unclean 
spirits only, while Matthew speaks of casting out 
unclean spirits and healing all diseases and maladies. 
Matthew is closer to Luke, but with his own terms, 
since he (with Mark) speaks of unclean spirits and he 
alone speaks of maladies here (only Matthew uses the 
term uaAakla, malakia, in the NT: Matt. 4:23; 9:35; 
10:1). Mark mentions the commissioning of authority 
after mentioning the sending out two by two, but this 
is merely a stylistic variation about events that 
occurred together. 


9:2 The commission’s nature is indicated by the use 
of the verb AJTEOTELNEV (apesteilen, he sent). 
ATTOOTEAAW is key in Luke-Acts to describe the 
task to which one is called (Luke 1:19; 4:18 [twice], 
43; 7:27; 9:2, 48; 10:1, 16; 11:49; 13:34; 24:49; Acts 
3:20, 26; 7:35; 9:17; 10:36; 26:17; 28:28). The task is 
twofold: the disciples are to preach the kingdom and 
heal the sick. The details of the kingdom preaching 
are not given.'” Luke saves mention of such details 
until the later mission in Luke 10, but one can 
suspect that the message here was similar, since they 
are parallel in many other details (10:9-11). If so, the 


disciples spoke about the nearness of God’s kingdom; 
they challenged people to see the evidence of its 
power and nearness; they noted that this was a 
special time; they called on all to repent and enter in. 
People who refused were to know that God’s 
judgment was drawing near. This message fits not 
only the later mission, but also Jesus’ preaching (like 
that in 4:16-21). The healings serve only to display 
the power of God and thus evidence the nearness of 
the kingdom, as 11:18-21 makes clear. This power 
will be retained by the Twelve in Acts and extended 
to others (Schürmann 1969: 501; Acts 3-4; 6:8; 8:5- 
11; 13:9-12; 14:8-15; 15:12; 19:11-16). Their 
message in Acts will be similar, except that one new 
element will be added: the proclamation of Jesus as 
the exalted mediator of the blessings of promise. 
Luke alone summarizes the commission in this 
manner. Matthew 10:7 relates the commission by 
citing Jesus directly. He is more detailed than Luke, 
since he mentions a variety of acts that the disciples 
are to perform: heal the sick, raise the dead, cleanse 
lepers, and cast out demons. Mark 6:12-13 gives the 
mission’s twofold task in a concluding summary at 
the end of his unit and notes that the message was 
one of repentance (cf. Luke 24:47). Both Matthew 


and Mark use a synonymous verb for healing, 
HEPATtELWw (therapeuö), while Luke uses iouar 
(iaomai), a verb that he often uses along with 
Hepartebw." The commission of 5:10 is beginning 
to be fulfilled: the disciples are “catching people.” 


ii. Instructions About Provision and Lodging 
(9:3-5) 


9:3 The instructions for the journey are simple: 
travel light. Jesus gives a general instruction (“take 
nothing for your journey”) followed by four specific 
prohibitions: no staff, bag, bread, or money. The 
Twelve are allowed one basic item of clothing: a 
tunic. They are not to burden themselves with 
excessive provisions, for their needs will be met by 
the generosity of people who receive their message. 
As the note about bread shows, they are to depend 
upon God for even their most basic needs. The bag, 
sun pav (pēran), probably refers to the purse that 
traveling philosophers and religious figures carried to 
keep the money that they received or for which they 
had begged (Michaelis, TDNT 6:119-21). 

The verse’s difficulty comes in comparing it to 
Matt. 10:9-10 = Mark 6:8-9. Matthew prohibits 
taking gold, silver, copper, bag, sandals, staff, or two 


tunics—thus agreeing with Luke but with more 
detail. Mark says to take nothing except a staff: no 
bread, bag, or money. The disciples can wear sandals, 
but not two tunics. Thus, Mark allows sandals, while 
Matthew prohibits them (Luke does not discuss them, 
although, interestingly, he does mention their absence 
in 22:35). Mark allows one staff, where the other 
Gospels exclude it. Various approaches exist to the 
problem (Liefeld 1984: 919-20; Ahern 1943): 


1. The difference comes from Luke’s accepting 
the wording of his source, which most see as Q 
(Marshall 1978: 352). This approach explains 
why there is the difference, but leaves the basic 
problem unaddressed. 

2. The Gospel writers have two types of staffs in 
view: one a walking stick, the other a club to 
ward off robbers (E. Power 1923). Although this 
solution is possible, since DAßBS0G (rhabdos) can 
have various meanings (Fitzmyer 1981: 754), the 
use of the same term in all three Gospels speaks 
against it (C. Schneider, TDNT 6:966-70; 1 Cor. 
4:21; Heb. 11:21). 

3. Mark adapts his wording so that the 
instructions fit the exodus imagery of Exod. 
12:11 or make a connection with 2 Kings 4:29 


(Marshall 1978: 352). This is a neat literary 
solution, but as with view 1, it leaves 
unaddressed the basic problem. 

4. The problem is seen as confusion in the 
tradition’s transmission, since the Aramaic words 
for “except” (NN, ‚illa,) and “and not” (X? N], 
[we]la;) are close.'* This is an attempt to get 
behind the text to the problem’s origin, but it too 
fails by merely blaming the tradition for the 
problem. 

5. Jesus taught that the disciples were not to 
procure a Staff if they lacked one, a solution 
suggested by KTAOUAL (ktaomai, to acquire) in 
Matt. 10:9 (BAGD 455; BAA 923-24). 
However, Luke’s verb, Alpw (airö, to take up), 
is the same as Mark’s. It is possible but unlikely 
that both writers use the verb in distinct senses. 
This solution would have stronger support if 
Mark had used KTAOUAL. 

6. Though the wording is different, the basic 
meaning is the same, so that there is agreement 
in sense, but not detail (Plummer 1896: 239). 
Perhaps an allusion to the linguistic solution in 
view 5, this approach also leaves the discrepancy 


(Ellis 1974: 137 simply says that the differences 
are irrelevant). 

7. Jesus said not to take an extra staff (Arndt 
1956: 250; Hendriksen 1978: 472-73; Godet 
1875: 1.399 [who suggests the appropriate 
Aramaic]). The only problem here is why one 
would travel with two staffs. Perhaps Jesus used 
a hyperbolic picture to make the point about 
traveling light. This may be the answer to the 
problem, given the picture of the sandals in the 
account. Though Matthew says that no sandals 
are to be carried, it is clear that the disciples are 
to wear sandals, so that the idea of an extra pair 
is the point.” It is unlikely that the disciples 
would travel barefooted, given the nature of 
travel in this culture and the reference to their 
being guests in the homes of other people (Matt. 
10:14 = Mark 6:11 = Luke 9:5). Luke 3:16 and 
15:22 suggest that wearing sandals was normal. 
If the staff instruction operates on analogy with 
the one about sandals, then Jesus prohibited an 
extra staff and thus made the point both 
graphically and hyperbolically that no extra 
provisions were to be taken. 


Liefeld makes no clear choice, but this last 
suggestion seems best. The point of the verse, 
regardless of the solution adopted, is that the Twelve 
are to travel light and depend on God. This 
instruction is reviewed in 22:35-38, where, with the 
approach of his death, Jesus alters it. 

It is interesting that the Jews had similar customs: 
the Essenes had similar instructions for travel, as did 
the Jews for temple visitors.“ 


9:4 The instructions on lodging are as simple as 
those on provisions: the disciples are to go to one 
place in the village and stay there the whole time. 
Though it is disputed whether the reference to 
departure (€GEpyeoVeE, exerchesthe) means a 
departure from the village, this is more likely than a 
reference to going out from a house or going out to 
preach.” The disciples’ practice of staying in one 
place contrasts with that of philosophers who went 
from house to house begging for support (Danker 
1988: 190; Luke 10:7; Acts 9:43; 16:15; 18:3, 20). 

Because of abuse in the early church, Didache 11- 
12 gave detailed instructions about how a missionary 
should be received (Liefeld 1984: 918; Bovon 1989: 
458 n. 24). 


Matthew 10:11 and Mark 6:10 say virtually the 
same thing, but each in its own way. Mark separates 
the instruction on lodging and that on provisions by 
introducing the lodging remarks with Kal EXeyev 
AUTOIG (kai elegen autois, and he said to them). 
However, the actual instruction is the same as in 
Luke, though worded distinctly. Matthew supplies a 
little more detail by noting that the disciples are to 
find someone worthy in the village and stay there the 
whole time. In Matthew, the idea of being worthy 
(ASLOG, axios) describes someone who receives the 
message, as Matt. 10:13-14 makes clear. In Luke 
10:6, the one who receives a disciple is called a 
“child [lit., son] of peace” (ViOc eipyvns, huios 
eirenes). 

9:5 Jesus tackles the question of what the Twelve 
should do if they get no response or no positive 
reception to their message: they are to depart the city 
and shake the dust from their feet as a testimony 
against the people for their rejection (Cadbury 1933). 
Such an act is a repudiation of their decision and was 
done by Jews upon leaving pagan territory to shake 
off “uncleanness” from their feet."* Uncleanness is 
not so much the point here as saying “good 


riddance.” The act warns rejecters of impending 
judgment if their decision does not change. It 
expresses their separation from God (Luce 1933: 
176-77 [who compares it to the imagery of Jews 
washing themselves upon return to Israel from an 
unclean land]; Liefeld 1984: 919; SB 1:571; cf. 
10:13-15 and 19:41). To reject the kingdom message 
was—and is— serious business (10:16). 

Except for some verbal differences, the same idea 
is expressed in Matt. 10:14 = Mark 6:11. Matthew 
lacks the explanation that the action is done as a 
testimony against the people.” 


iii. The Mission Summarized (9:6) 


9:6 By way of conclusion, Luke summarizes the 
mission briefly by referring to two primary tasks of 
the Twelve: preaching the good news and healing (so 
also Acts 13:3 with 14:1-18). These are the same two 
categories with which Luke introduced the passage 
(Luke 9:1-2), except that he now gives them in 
reverse order (9:2 also spoke about the kingdom). 
The summary thus forms an inclusio with the 
introduction (Bovon 1989: 460). The equation of 
kingdom and gospel is important, since one points to 
the other. The mission presupposes the passing of 


some time, since the disciples passed through a 
variety of villages, a point that shows that even small 
settlements were included (Arndt 1956: 251; 
Schweizer 1984: 152). Kwuac (kömas, villages) 
stands in contrast to Jesus’ instructions in 9:5 about 
what to do in the TÓÀL (polis, city). The change may 
well indicate that the campaign was widespread, 
hitting cities and villages (8:1; Schiirmann 1969: 
504).'* Comprehensiveness is also suggested by the 
reference to “everyplace” (tavtayoð, pantachou), 
which grammatically describes where both the 
preaching and healing occurred (Plummer 1896: 
240). Everywhere the Twelve went, such work 
resulted. As Schiirmann notes, the description depicts 
the intensity of the ministry in each locale, as 
opposed to being an indication of the extent of 
ministry in terms of every possible locale. 

Mark 6:12-13 is a similar summary, but with more 
detail. Mark notes that the disciples’ message was 
one of calling people to repent. They also cast out 
demons and anointed people with oil as they healed 
them. Omitting the repentance theme seems odd for 
Luke, since he uses it elsewhere. Matthew lacks any 
such summary since he has chosen instead to present 
Jesus’ command directly. 


Summary 


In Luke 9:1-6, Jesus extends his ministry by 
sharing his authority. With the Twelve, he takes 
the message to the entire region. Their subject is 
the kingdom of God, and their confirmation comes 
in healing and exorcism. By empowering them 
with his authority, Jesus testifies to their authority 
as God’s representatives. The word goes out to 
ever larger circles. Rather than many coming to 
Jesus to hear the message, now Jesus takes the 
gospel to them. 

The disciples are to learn to depend on God as 
they journey. They are to travel with no extra 
provisions. They are to live differently from others 
who travel with a religious message. They are to 
rely on those who respond to supply their 
fundamental needs. Their authority is not for 
personal gain. As they travel, they are to stay in 
one place, once they enter a city. If there is no 
response, they are to leave and symbolically say 
“good riddance” to those they leave behind. The 
Twelve thus depart and minister as Jesus’ ministry 
expands in new directions. The reader is to 
recognize that seeing and hearing the Twelve is 


seeing and hearing Jesus. The reader also sees that 
ministry involves a simple lifestyle committed to 
dependence on God. The disciples’ form of 
ministry stands in contrast to other peddlers of 
religion and philosophy. Modesty is the rule, 
ministry is the focus. 


Additional Notes 


9:1. Many key manuscripts e”, A, B, D, W, A, family 1, one Itala 
manuscript, Byz) read WEKA (the Twelve). Other variants 
speak of “his Twelve” (some Syriac and one Coptic manuscript), “his 
disciples” (a few Lect), “his Twelve disciples” (C®, Lect, many Itala, 
Diatessaron), or “the Twelve apostles” (X, c*, L, ©, £, W, family 
13, many Itala, Vulgate, some Syriac). The reading WEKA 
clearly has better manuscript support and is the shorter reading 
(Marshall 1978: 351; Fitzmyer 1981: 753). 


9:2. Two variants describe the sick: A0deveic (X,A, D, L, £, Y, 
family 1, Itala, Vulgate, some Syriac) or AOHEVOUVTAG (C, W, 
A, ©, family 13, Byz, Lect). Matthew 10:8 has the latter form, a 
participle. A third, shorter reading lacks the object entirely (B, some 
Syriac). The presence of (ete) Deveic in a variety of manuscripts 
and versions speaks for its inclusion (Arndt 1956: 250; UBS-NA).12 


e. Herod’s Questions About 
Jesus (9:7-9) 


Luke places Herod’s reaction to Jesus after the 
mission of the Twelve (so also Mark 6:14-16). 
The impression is that Jesus’ regional activity gets 
Herod’s attention. Both Jesus’ message and 
miracles raise the question of who he is. The 
popular musings that followed the raising of the 
widow of Nain’s son reach Herod (Luke 7:16).* 
He hears and reflects upon the speculations about 
Jesus as a prophetic figure. The very curiosity and 
interest that Herod has is the type of reflection that 
Luke wishes his reader to have. Other “who is 
this?” questions appear in 7:19-20, 49; 8:25, 
while Jesus’ identity is considered or confessed in 
4:34, 41; 7:16; 8:28; 9:7-9, 18-20 (Schürmann 
1969: 505).* Herod will meet Jesus in 23:6-12. 
His curiosity here literarily sets up that later 
meeting (Tannehill 1986: 196-97). 


Sources and Historicity 


Not only does Mark 6:14-16 supply a parallel, but so does Matt. 
14:1-2 (Aland 1985: 8143). Matthew’s treatment, which is the 
shortest, follows the discourse on kingdom parables and the crowd’s 
offense at Jesus’ teaching. Mark and Luke relate the timing to the 
mission of the Twelve (Plummer 1896: 240). Matthew simply 
recounts Herod’s opinion that Jesus is a resurrected John the 
Baptist, something that Mark notes but Luke lacks. Mark describes 
the public speculation about Jesus: he is either a resurrected John 
the Baptist, Elijah, or one of the prophets. Mark then notes that 
Herod agrees with the Baptist option. Luke is close to Mark in giving 
the popular speculation and Herod’s reaction. But only Luke notes 
Herod’s indecision about who Jesus is and his desire to see Jesus. 
In the present passage Luke only alludes to Herod’s slaying of John, 
whose death Luke has already noted (3:19-20).2 

As Luke concludes his Galilean section, he will not parallel the 
material in Mark 6:45-8:26 (Fitzmyer 1981: 756). The next passage, 
the feeding of the five thousand, is the last event of the Galilean 
ministry related to Mark. This is known in NT studies as the “great 
omission,” because it is peculiar that so much material would be 


omitted if Luke used Mark. Solutions include positing that Luke had 


access to a version of Mark that lacked this material (an “Ur- 
Markus”) or that Luke consciously chose to omit this material, mainly 
because many of the events in it were similar to events already 
treated. Neither of these explanations is totally compelling. Thus, the 
presence of the omission is a major problem for those who hold that 


Mark’s is the first Gospel and that Luke used it. Any credible 
support for Marcan priority must at least attempt to explain this 
anomaly. The effect of the omission has an impact on Luke 9:7-9, for 
the differing arrangement moves us quickly from Herod’s speculation 
into the contrastive apostolic confession of Jesus in 9:19-27 
(Marshall 1978: 355). In this arrangement, the christological question 


of 9:7-9 receives a quick answer. 


Form critically, the passage is a story about 
Jesus, since it contains so much narrative and 
focuses on his person.” The outline of Luke 9:7-9 
is as follows: 


i. Popular reports about Jesus reach Herod 
(9:7--8) 
ii. Herod’s desire to see Jesus (9:9) 


The passage reveals the widening effect of 
Jesus’ ministry. News about Jesus reaches into the 
palace (cf. 8:3). Popular speculation about Jesus’ 
identity leads to uncertainty at the top of society, 
as Herod’s perplexity about Jesus’ identity shows. 
Herod’s curiosity about Jesus leads to a desire to 
see Jesus. And, as often occurs in this section, 
there is a reflective “who is this?” question. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


"Now Herod the tetrarch heard all about what was done, and he 
was perplexed, because it was said by some that John had been 
raised from the dead, ®by some that Elijah had appeared, and by 
others that one of the old prophets had risen. 9Herod said, “John | 
beheaded; but who is this about whom | hear such things?” And he 


was seeking to see him. 


1. Popular Reports About Jesus Reach 
Herod (9:7-8) 


9:7 A report comes to Herod about the progress and 
development of the Jesus movement. Herod Antipas 
was the political ruler of Galilee and Perea from 4 
B.C. to A.D. 39 (Luke 3:1). Matthew 14:1 and Luke 
use the technical title, TETPaApyYNg (tetraarchés, 
tetrarch), while Mark 6:14 chooses the more 
descriptive, functional characterization of BAOLAEUG 
(basileus, king) (Marshall 1978: 355; Matt. 14:9 also 
uses the title BaotAeUc; Schramm 1971: 128). The 
choice of TETPAAPXNG might avoid offense to 
Gentiles since BaotUevc could be politically 
volatile. The report reaches Herod in the form of 
popular attempts to describe who Jesus is. Herod is 


perplexed by the variety of opinions. The imperfect 
tense ÖLNTTOPEL (diéporei, was perplexed or, better, 
was remaining perplexed) contrasts with the aorist of 
the report: AKOUOEV (ékousen, he heard). Herod 
was trying to sort out who Jesus was, given the many 
options raised. 

One suggestion is that Jesus is a resurrected John 
the Baptist. This opinion is Herod’s in Mark 6:16 = 
Matt. 14:2, but Luke lacks such a comment. It 
appears from the other Gospels this is the suggestion 
that Herod decided was most likely. Matthew and 
Mark both mention that Herod was responding to the 
reports about what Jesus had done, specifically his 
miraculous works, while Luke’s language is 
sufficiently broad to suggest that the report of the 
mission reached Herod’s ears. Ellis (1974: 137) 
suggests that the similarity between Jesus’ message 
and John’s call to repent is what produced the 
association with a resurrected John. Herod may have 
meant “John is Jesus” in a loose sense of “this is like 
John all over again” (Creed 1930: 127) or “Jesus has 
the spirit of John” (Schweizer 1984: 153). The only 
other possibility is a type of reincarnation of John, a 
belief that has no real parallel and thus is unlikely 
(Schürmann 1969: 506-7). The remark makes clear 


that John the Baptist was dead by this point 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 759). 


9:8 Two other popular suggestions added to 
Herod’s perplexity. Some suggested that Elijah had 
appeared. It is difficult to know whether this 
identifies Jesus specifically with Malachi’s promised 
prophet (Mal. 3:1; 4:5 [3:1, 24 MT]) or whether it is 
the eschaton.” The specific reference to Elijah is more 
likely, since the third suggestion, that Jesus is one of 
the old prophets raised, is also general. The Elijah 
description clearly recognizes that Jesus is from God 
and probably suggests an awareness that he calls the 
nation to repent. 

The last idea, of a returning prophet of old, was 
common in Judaism. Prophets who were suggested to 
be returning include Moses, Jeremiah, and Isaiah (2 
Macc. 2:4-7; 15:13-14; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 2:18; 
Matt. 16:14; Fitzmyer 1981: 759). The description 
reflects popular respect for Jesus (Josephus, 
Antiquities 12.10.6 8413; Delling, TDNT 1:487; 
Friedrich, TDNT 6:842 3D.V.3). Jesus as prophet 
recalls the view of the crowd in Luke 7:11-17. 


Mark 6:15 is parallel to Luke here, except in 
describing Jesus’ relation to the prophets of old. 
Mark says he is like (Wc, hös) them, not that he is 
one of them raised. Of course, popular 
characterizations existed in a variety of forms and 
therefore could be summarized in various ways. This 
is, then, simply two ways of saying the same thing, 
since the idea of a raised prophet may describe only 
the coming of a figure who mirrors an earlier figure. 
It could well be that Luke is explaining Mark’s 
remark, since the idea of raising up someone may 
simply refer to someone coming on the scene 
(Plummer 1896: 241; Fitzmyer 1981: 759; CD 6.10- 
11 shows this sense). Since Matthew relates only 


then Luke has additional source material here). 
il. Herod’s Desire to See Jesus (9:9) 


9:9 Herod’s deliberation about the opinions leaves 
the issue of Jesus’ identity unresolved. The reply 
seems to be, “John is no longer with us, I slew him, 
so who could this be?” The implication is that Jesus 
is some unidentified agent of God, but Herod cannot 
be more specific until he sees Jesus. Thus, he has a 


strong desire to see Jesus and determine who he is 
(the imperfect €CNTEL, ezétei, expresses this desire 
with durative force: “He was seeking to see him”). 

The Lucan passage differs from Matt. 14:2 = Mark 
6:16, where Herod suggests that he sees Jesus as John 
the Baptist raised from the dead. These writers 
appear to give Herod’s resolution of the issue, not 
the deliberation that Luke supplies (see Luce 1933: 
177-78). Later, Herod has alleged malice and 
curiosity toward Jesus (Luke 13:31; 23:8-15; Ellis 
1974: 137). Luke pursues Jesus’ identity against the 
backdrop of popular uncertainty about who Jesus is. 
In fact, the disciples wrestled in a similar way with 
Jesus’ identity (8:25; cf. 5:21; 7:20, 49; Fitzmyer 
1981: 759). Thus, when Peter gives his confession, it 
stands out, not only because Luke recounts the 
confession in closer proximity to Herod’s opinion, 
but also because Luke portrays more consistently the 
uncertainty over Jesus’ identity. 


Summary 


Luke 9:7-9 shows that the word about Jesus is not 
only spreading to the palace, it is getting attention 
there. As is the case with any major popular 
figure, assessments about him abound. Is he John 


the Baptist reappeared? Is he the eschatological 
prophet Elijah? Or is he one of the other prophets? 
Herod is initially uncertain about which of the 
options is true and thus wants to see Jesus. Such 
uncertainty about Jesus is only natural when one 
views him at a distance through the reports of 
others. Almost all regard Jesus as sent from God, 
but who exactly is he? The testimony that counts 
is from those who encountered him directly, 
testimony like that the disciples are about to give 
(9:20). But the issue of Jesus’ identity needs to be 
considered by all. Even those in the highest places 
have to consider who he is. All must decide where 
they think Jesus fits. 


f. Authority to Provide Revealed 
(9:10-17) 


After the commission of the Twelve and Herod’s 
fundamental question, Luke has the feeding of the 
five thousand, a miracle that appears in all four 


Gospels (Matt. 14:13-21 = Mark 6:32-44 = John 
6:1-15; Aland 1985: 8146). This miracle portrays 
Jesus’ capacity to meet needs and shows that he 
can provide for life (Ellis 1974: 138). An 
additional theme is Jesus’ ability to provide what 
the disciples cannot provide for themselves 
(Marshall 1978: 357). In fact, Jesus is instructing 
his disciples about trust and his work through 
them. They are stewards who are to depend upon 
him (Tannehill 1986: 216). There are OT parallels 
for what Jesus does here. Both Moses with the 
manna and quail (Exod. 16; Num. 11) and Elisha 
with barley bread (2 Kings 4:42—44) were 
intermediaries for such material provision to the 
people, though of course the real source was God 
(Marshall 1978: 357; Ernst 1977: 289; Tannehill 
1986: 217). Despite these conceptual allusions, 
there is no direct verbal relationship between Luke 
and the OT (Wiefel 1988: 174); rather Luke has 
strictly a conceptual association with prophetic 


activity. In addition, some of the event’s wording 


teaching about the presence of God’s blessing, a 
theme that indicates the feeding’s spiritual point 
(Creed 1930: 127-28; Luke 9:16-17 with 22:19; 


possibly 24:30). Luke’s version of the account is 
more succinct than Matthew’s or Mark’s. 

In Luke this miracle precedes Peter’s crucial 
confession that Jesus is the Christ. The general 
location of the event in all four Gospels is the 
same, though Luke has no intervening events 
between the feeding and the confession (see the 
introduction to 9:18-20 and excursus 9). That 
confession serves to climax the Galilean ministry. 
The events after the confession that bring the 
Galilean section to an end focus on the disciples 
only, not the public (9:22-50; Plummer 1896: 242; 
Arndt 1956: 254; Ellis 1974: 138)." 


Sources and Historicity 


Mark 8:1-10 = Matt. 15:32-39 (Aland 1985: 8153) has a second 
feeding account located closer to Peter’s confession. In this second 
miracle, Jesus feeds four thousand. The two feedings should be kept 
separate, since the feeding of the five thousand is given in such 
verbally exact form between the three Synoptics.2 Luke alludes only 
to the first of these two feedings, since his narrative verbally ties into 
the first account only. Still, most argue that the two accounts reflect a 
single tradition (Fitzmyer 1981: 762; Van Der Loos 1965: 619-20). 


The basic arguments for one tradition are that the first event, if it 
really were distinct, would not have been so quickly forgotten, as 
Mark 8:4 suggests, when the disciples on this supposed second 
occasion ask from where the food will come. In other words, if Jesus 
had done this before, surely they would not ask. In addition, for 
many, the crowd is too great for such an event. However, this 
approach underestimates the unusual character of Jesus’ work, 
which would take awhile for the disciples to accept as everyday 
business. So, the disciples’ uncertainty on this second occasion is 
understandable. What Luke’s shorter presentation stresses is that 
Jesus is now turning his attention to the disciples, as he teaches 
them about following him and ministering through him. The Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 311-12) treats the dialogue in this 
unit with the same skepticism with which they evaluated all the 
miracles, printing, as they do, Jesus’ words in black type. But sucha 
facile objection based solely on form should be rejected (see the 
discussion of sources and historicity for 8:40—56). 


This account is considered a miracle story. 
Some call it a nature miracle (Fitzmyer 1981: 763; 
Bultmann 1963: 217). However, Bovon (1989: 
469) criticizes this classification as too vague, 
since Jesus does not really act on nature, but rather 
provides food.* He prefers to call it a gift miracle, 
which is a more precise description (so also 


Theissen 1983: 321, 103-6). Berger (1984: 255, 
317) speaks of a “mandatio,” which means Jesus 
is teaching his disciples to obey him. The outline 
of Luke 9:10-17 is as follows: 


i. Apostles’ report (9:10a) 
ii. Feeding of the five thousand (9:10b-17) 
(1) Setting (9:10b-11) 
(2) Problem (9:12) 
(3) Disciples’ inability (9:13) 
(4) Jesus’ provision (9:14-16) 
(5) Extent of provision (9:17) 


The account notes the success of the apostolic 
mission, which is short-lived in light of events that 
follow this account. Jesus continues to draw large 
followings, and he continues to teach the kingdom 
and to heal. The disciples are instructed about 
Jesus and provision. They minister through his 
provision. Jesus is seen as the provider of life who 
fully satisfies others with more than what they 
need. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


10 And when the apostles returned, they told him all that they had 


done. And he took them and withdrew privately to a city called 
Bethsaida. "When the crowds learned about it, they followed him. 
And welcoming them, he was speaking about the kingdom of God 
and cured those who had need of healing. 

12 ow the day began to wear away; and the Twelve came and 
said to him, “Send the crowd away so they may go into the 
surrounding villages and towns to lodge and get provisions, for we 
are in a deserted locale.” 1%But he said to them, “You give them 
something to eat.” But they said, “We have no more than five loaves 
and two fish—unless we go and buy food for all these people.” 1*And 
there were about five thousand men. And he said to the disciples, 
“Make them sit down in groups of about fifty each.” **And they did so 
and made them all sit down. 16Taking the five loaves of bread and 
the two fish and looking into heaven, he blessed them and broke and 
gave them to the disciples to set before the crowd. *’And all ate and 
were filled, and the leftovers were taken up by them, twelve large 
baskets of broken pieces. 


1. Apostles’ Report (9:10a) 


9:10a Luke accomplishes two things at once. First, 
he wraps up the mission report on the Twelve, whom 
he here calls GMOOTOAOL (apostoloi, apostles). The 
return to the issue of 9:1-6 begins a series of quick 
transitions in this chapter. In a brief space, one sees 


the mission, the view from the palace, the result of 
the mission, and the popular response. Upon the 
disciples’ return, they report to Jesus all that had 
happened. Atnynoavto (diegesanto, they recounted) 
is a Significant term, since it is the verbal form of the 
noun that appeared in Luke’s preface to describe the 
reports about Jesus’ ministry (Fitzmyer 1981: 764— 
65), although here the report is oral, not written. 
Thus, the disciples narrate the events of mission. 
Luke mentions no details other than to speak of what 
they had done (60a Ertolnoav, hosa epoiésan), but 
it seems clear that the mission was a busy one. 


ii. Feeding of the Five Thousand (9:10b-17) 
(1) Setting (9:10b-11) 


9:10b Second, Luke sets up the circumstances of the 
miracle. After such an intense experience, it is natural 
to seek some rest. So Jesus takes the Twelve and 
withdraws privately to Bethsaida.* They apparently 
plan to get some solitude and rest, but the desired 
seclusion does not develop, due to continued interest 
in Jesus. 

Bethsaida was a city in the tetrarchy of Philip, 
located on the northeast corner of the Sea of Galilee.* 
Mark 6:45 says that immediately after the feeding the 


disciples were told by Jesus to embark and engage in 
a Journey to the opposite side of the sea to Bethsaida, 
a district clearly on the lake’s west coast. Did the 
feeding occur in Bethsaida or did the disciples go to 
Bethsaida after the feeding? Some argue for two 
Bethsaidas because of this passage. The discussion is 
complicated by the popular description of this 
northeastern Bethsaida as part of Galilee, though 
technically it was in Gaulanitis.° This city, then, was 
outside Herod’s jurisdiction (Ellis 1974: 138). The 
locale’s name means “place of hunting,” not “place 
of satisfaction” (so Danker 1972: 112, a view not 
mentioned in the second edition of his commentary); 
but Luke makes nothing of the name (Fitzmyer 1981: 
765). 

The picture of withdrawal for solitude is also noted 
in Matt. 14:13 = Mark 6:32, where reference is made 
to withdrawing specifically by boat to a lonely place. 
What appears to be in view is a withdrawal to the 
region of Bethsaida as opposed to a stop in the 
northeastern city per se.” Or, perhaps, Jesus and the 
disciples started in the city and ended up outside of it 
by the time the crowds arrived (Marshall 1978: 359). 
By the time of the feeding, a large crowd had come 
outside the city. The reference in Matt. 14:13 = Mark 


6:32 to čëpnuov TOTTOV (erémon topon) is not a 
reference to a desert but to a lonely place; thus, the 
later references to grass are not a problem either (Van 
Der Loos 1965: 621; Kittel, TDNT 2:657-58). Arndt 
(1956: 253) suggests various reasons for the 
withdrawal, besides the obvious need for rest after 
the mission: Herod’s attention, the fanaticism of the 
Galilean followers (John 6:15), and the rising 
hostility of Jewish opposition, which would create a 
need to begin preparing the disciples, most especially 
the Twelve. Luke, however, does not indicate that the 
disciples knew of Herod’s concerns yet. So, for Luke 
the withdrawal seems to be for privacy and 
instruction. 


9:11 The attempt to withdraw was not successful. 
Crowds still longed to gather around Jesus. When 
they learned where he was, they went out to him. In 
Luke’s language, they followed him 
(NKoAoUVONoaV, ékolouthésan). When the crowds 
came, they were not turned away but “welcomed” 
(ATTOSEZAUEVOG, apodexamenos) (Plummer 1896: 
243; this term also occurs in Luke 8:40 and Acts 
28:30). Jesus treated the crowd in his typical manner. 
He was speaking continually about the kingdom and 


healing those who needed healing, two key 
characteristics of his ministry in Luke (4:38-44; 
6:17-19; 7:22). Of course, the disciples had just 
done the same things on their mission (9:6). 

Luke is more detailed in his comments than Mark 
6:34 = Matt. 14:14. In distinct wording, Matthew 
mentions that Jesus had compassion on the crowd 
and healed the sick. These remarks do not come from 
the same source as Luke’s; or, if they do, each writer 
has gone his own way in wording the point (Creed 
1930: 129; Fitzmyer 1981: 766). Mark also mentions 
Jesus’ compassion, but in addition explains that Jesus 
had compassion because the people were like sheep 
without a shepherd, an allusion to Num. 27:17 and 1 
Kings 22:17. Mark also mentions that Jesus taught 
the crowd many things. Schürmann (1969: 513) notes 
that the Marcan text is influenced by the wording of 
Ps. 23. Only Luke associates both healing and 
teaching here and gives the subject of the teaching as 
the kingdom (Creed 1930: 128). In addition, Jesus is 
about to provide for the crowd. 


(2) Problem (9:12) 


9:12 Asthe day winds down, probably nearing 
sunset, the Twelve perceive the approach of a 


significant problem.” Jesus’ teaching continues to 
hold the crowd, the crowd is large (five thousand 
men; 9:14), and there is no food or lodging for such 
a great throng. The NT hapax legomenon 
ETTLOLTLOUOV (episitismon) refers to basic daily 
needs (BAGD 298; BAA 604; LSJ 656). The 
disciples suggest that it is time to wrap up so that all 
surrounding area to find food and shelter. The request 
seems reasonable enough and reflects the Twelve’s 
sensitivity. However, Jesus sees the problem as an 
opportunity to teach the disciples something 
important. 

The parallels in Mark 6:35 = Matt. 14:15 are close 
to one another. Luke’s wording is slightly distinct, 
but says virtually the same thing. Luke is the only 
writer to suggest the need for lodging as well as for 
food. This detail is unaddressed in the rest of the 
account, but the suggestion may be that if food is 
taken care of, then other types of provision need not 
be a major concern. In addition, the note about 
lodging may suggest that the crowd is not made up of 
just local people. Some have traveled some distance 
to listen to Jesus (Marshall 1978: 360). Fitzmyer 
(1981: 766) argues that the note is literary, for where 


would five thousand people find lodging in this area 
(also Schürmann 1969: 515, who speaks of haggadic 
techniques)? This argument overreads the passage to 
insist that few local people were present. Yet surely 
many, but not all, who were present would be local. 
John 6:5 has Jesus initiate the discussion with an 
awareness of what he would do. Of course, the 
Synoptics and John have summarized in distinct 
ways what was a much longer discussion. John has 
more detail of how Jesus handled the issue as a 
lesson for the disciples, so John picks up the 
discussion at a later point. 


(3) Disciples’ Inability (9:13) 


9:13 Next comes Jesus’ surprising response. Since 
the Twelve are sensitive to the issue, Jesus suggests 
that they solve the problem and provide food for the 
crowd. This limits the options, as far as the Twelve 
are concerned: either they share what they have 
(which is not enough) or they journey into town and 
pick up enough food for all (which would be quite a 
task). The one option they do not consider is to ask 
Jesus to provide the food. The discussion has an OT 
parallel in 2 Kings 4:42-44.'" A prophetic picture 
exists here, though John alone of all the accounts will 


present the miracle in terms of provision of manna 
(Exod. 16). Each writer is focusing in on the event 
with his own emphases. 

It is at this point that John 6:5-7 picks up the 
account. John shares with Mark 6:37 the remark that 
around two hundred denarii would be needed to buy 
enough food. This is more than seven months’ basic 
wage, since a denarius was a day’s basic wage. Mark 
gives the mentioned figure, and John notes that it 
would not be enough to do the job. Luke has no 
reference to the cost of buying the food and thus 
makes no point that such a purchase would be 
expensive. John specifies Philip as the source of the 
remark. John also notes that the currently available 
food consists of five loaves and two fish, a remark he 
notes came from Andrew (Bovon 1989: 471 rightly 
rejects any symbolic force to the numbers). A limited 
menu of fish and barley bread was available, but not 
for five thousand! ’* Mark 6:38 = Matt. 14:17 notes 
the amount of food, as does Luke, though the 
discussion in Mark and Matthew proceeds in the 
reverse order of “should we go?” and then the 
mention of the amount of food currently available. 
Through literary compression, Mark mentions that 
the crowd possessed the food, while Luke speaks of 


the disciples (“we”) possessing the food. The 
disciples have little food available to them. The 
Gospels communicate the disciples’ perception that 
Jesus’ request to provide food is a difficult one. 
Fitzmyer (1981: 766) notes that on the surface Jesus’ 
request is more unsuitable than the disciples’ 
approach to sending the crowd away. However, OT 
precedent and recent precedent (i.e., Jesus’ bestowing 
power for mission; Luke 9:1—6) show that the request 
is not so unusual. By the time of the Book of Acts, 
the disciples will know from where such authority 
and provision come (Acts 3:6, 13, 16; 4:10-12). 


(4) Jesus’ Provision (9:14-16) 


9:14 Jesus deals with the problem by asking the 
disciples to have the five thousand men (GvSpeEc, 
andres) sit in groups of fifty, which would result in 
about one hundred such groups. Why this was done is 
not clear, though perhaps it would make distribution 
of the food easier. Some note a parallel to Moses in 
Exod. 18:21 and Deut. 1:15 (Ellis 1974: 138; Danker 
1988: 192; 1QS 2.21-22; 1Q28a [= 1QSa = Rule 


767) notes, the parallel is distant, since the groupings 
in those passages range from one thousand down to 


ten. Thus, Hendriksen’s attempt (1978: 480) to 
associate the church with the New Israel on this basis 
misses the mark. Regardless, by separating the crowd 
in this manner, a good size estimate was possible. 

Matthew lacks any mention of the crowd’s 
preparation. John 6:10 simply mentions they were 
made to sit and that about five thousand were there. 
Mark 6:44 notes at a later point that five thousand 
were present, while 6:39-40 mentions that Jesus 
commanded them to sit, which they did in groups of 
fifties and hundreds. Mark also notes that they sat on 
grass (also Matt. 14:19). This detail, along with John 
6:4 (which notes that the Passover was near), places 
the event in the spring. With regard to the numbers, 
either Luke’s account is briefer (while Mark has more 
specifics) or Mark notes the result that emerged. The 
term used of the groupings, KALola (klisia), a NT 
hapax legomenon, simply refers to a reclining group, 
though it often refers to a group present for a meal 
(BAGD 436; BAA 888; LSJ 961). 


9:15 The disciples follow through on Jesus’ 
instruction. With the crowd clustered in groups, Jesus 
turns to meet the crowd’s need. Some suggest that 
this is asymbolic picture of the Eucharist (Ernst 


1977: 291). In fact, some who hold this liturgical 
position suggest that this—rather than historical 
concerns—motivates the account. This approach 
appears to read meaning into the event, at least in the 
Lucan version. John 6:14 does describe the event as a 
sign, and later (John 6:22-59) Jesus calls himself the 
“bread of life.” However, Luke makes nothing of this 
point, so nothing specifically sacramental exists in 
his description. Jesus—not a sacrament—is revealed 
here (Van Der Loos 1965: 634-35). 


9:16 Jesus feeds the crowd, and the disciples learn 
about provision. Jesus breaks the food in front of 
them and then allows them to distribute it to the 
people in a picture of mediated provision given by 
Jesus through the disciples. Thus, while Jesus 
performs the miracle, the disciples in fact provide 
food for the crowd, just as Jesus asked them to do in 
9:13. They minister through his power and provision, 
a lesson that will become a focus of Jesus’ teaching 
in Luke 9-19. The events of Acts 2-5 will help them 
understand what it means. Just as the disciples are 
“fishers of people” (Luke 5:10), they are also 
“providers of the basic food of life.” Some speak of 
Jesus’ miracles as “acted out parables,” an apt 
description here. 


The term Aaßwv (labön, taking) recalls two other 
meals that Jesus will have with his disciples, for 
taking and breaking bread appear in 22:19 and 24:30. 
The latter passage is only conceptually parallel, since 
it has no other verbal contact. The basic picture is of 
Jesus as provider. The thanksgiving that he offers 
shows his dependence on and gratitude to God. There 
is a little debate whether Jesus blesses the food or 
gives thanks “with respect to” the food because God 
has provided it (Marshall 1978: 362). A metonymy 
may be present, where food is mentioned for what it 
reflects: God’s blessing and resultant joy. A decision 
is difficult, though Luce’s idea (1933: 180) that 
blessing food is a magical concept is surely wrong. A 
standard Jewish blessing, m. Ber. 6.1, suggests that 
Marshall may be correct that thanksgiving to God is 
offered. Objects are blessed in other NT texts, so that 
a clear decision is not possible (Mark 8:7; 1 Cor. 
10:16; Schürmann 1969: 517 n. 143). 

How was food made available? This issue has been 
greatly debated ever since miracles were first 
questioned. Various interpretations of the account are 
set forth (Van Der Loos 1965: 627--31; Arndt 1956: 
256; Luce 1933: 181): 


1. The absence of any reference to “wonder” by 
the crowd shows that Jesus’ example of sharing 
led others to share their food (H. E. G. Paulus as 
cited by Van Der Loos 1965: 627 n. 3). However, 
according to John 6:14, the crowd does indeed 
react by describing the event as prophetic. The 
note about Jesus’ person is the functional 
equivalent to a note about wonder. Its absence in 
the Synoptics reflects their focus on the disciples 
as the main figures in the narrative. In addition, 
not every miracle has a note of wonder (Matt. 
9:18-26; Luke 14:1-6; Mark 10:46-52). 

2. The supply came from wealthy ladies in the 
group (P. Nahor as cited by Van Der Loos 1965: 
628 n. 3). But no mention of ladies exists in any 
of these accounts. 

3. The stories are simple imitation of OT 
accounts about Moses (Strauss 1972: 516-17 
628 n. 4). The account does have OT 
connections, but they hardly are sufficient to 
produce it. 

4. Jesus broke the food into little bits for 
everyone and, as a result, all were not really 
filled (A. Schweitzer as cited by Van Der Loos 


1965: 628 nn. 5-6). This was a messianic feast 
that was transformed into a miracle in its telling. 
5. The account is allegorical and symbolic (Van 
Der Loos 1965: 629). 

6. Jesus hypnotized the crowd into believing that 
they were filled (H. Schäfer and R. Otto as cited 
by Van Der Loos 1965: 629 n. 2). 

7. Jesus is trying to organize another group to 
forsake all and follow him into the wilderness 
(R. Eisler as cited by Van Der Loos 1965: 629- 
30). 


Van Der Loos’s conclusion (1965: 630) is worth 
quoting: “It is without doubt a fascinating business to 
investigate how human ingenuity reaches new 
heights in its efforts to eliminate the supernatural 

from the story of the feeding.” B. Weiss remarks that 
the text clearly intends the event to be seen as a 
miracle (as cited by Plummer 1896: 245). The story 
may reveal more about the interpreter’s view of how 
God works than the interpreter reveals about what 
really happened. 

We are not told exactly how the food grew to feed 

so many, but it is clear that Jesus was miraculously 
responsible for it. Most older expositors posit that the 


food multiplied in Jesus’ hands (Augustine) or that it 
grew in the disciples’ hands (Calvin). The imperfect 
E8L80U (edidou, he continued to give) suggests that 
the former is the narrative’s perspective (Arndt 1956: 
256). Jesus’ creative capacity is addressed in the 
account in much the same way as in the Cana miracle 
(John 2:1-11). The meeting of needs and the filling 
of God’s people through amazing provision recall OT 
promises (Ps. 37:19; 81:16 [81:17 MT]; 132:15; 
145:15-16; Van Der Loos 1965: 634 n. 4; Fitzmyer 
1981: 764). Hauck notes that the food in Exod. 16:18 


provision had leftovers (TDNT 6:59). An event 
greater than the exodus provision occurs. The people 
feast at the feet of one who is about to be confessed 
as Messiah, as he trains his disciples to depend on his 
ability to meet needs. 

The verse’s wording is almost verbally exact with 
Mark 6:41 = Matt. 14:19b. The reference to blessing 
“them” (QUTOUG, autous) is not present in either 
Matthew or Mark. All five verbal actions are part of 
all the Synoptics: took (the bread), looked up, gave 
thanks, broke, and distributed. Noting that all but the 
second action (looking up) reoccur in the Last Supper 
accounts, Fitzmyer (1981: 767-68) sees the terms as 


eucharistic language. However, these actions might 
be common at any distribution of food and need not 
have explicitly eucharistic roots. Marshall (1978: 
361) notes the differences from the Last Supper: the 
meal is not a Passover meal; more than the disciples 
are present; fish as the second element is present, not 
wine; and no interpretation of the food’s significance 
is given. John 6:11 says that Jesus distributes the 
food, but that means only that he is the source of the 
distribution. 


(5) Extent of Provision (9:17) 


9:17 The account’s conclusion reveals the extent of 
the provision: all present ate and had their fill. The 
reference to MAVTEC (pantes, all) trailing at the end 
of the clause is slightly emphatic: “They ate and were 
filled all.” Using large carrying baskets (KO@LVOG, 
kophinos; BAGD 447; BAA 909), the disciples took 
up a collection of the leftovers. Baskets like these 
varied in size, but one account speaks of a basket 
holding twenty rocks (they were used by the army to 
collect rocks). In Jewish circles, the firstfruits of 
harvest were carried in such baskets (MM_357; Hort 
1908-9). Josephus humorously describes the Roman 
soldier’s equipment, among which was a basket. So 


loaded down with equipment was this soldier that 
Josephus said he was “almost as heavily laden as a 
pack mule” (Jewish War 3.5.5 895). Another possible 
meaning of KO@LVoc is a large sack, but the 
reference to a basket is customary (Fitzmyer 1981: 
769). The clear impression is that the needs of all 
were thoroughly met. 

Ellis (1974: 139) suggests that the number twelve 
represents one basket for each apostle (Marshall 
1978: 363 probably correctly calls this connection 
incidental). Old Testament connections to the idea of 
God’s provision are plentiful (Danker 1988: 192; 
Schürmann 1969: 520; Ps. 23; 78:18-29; 105:40; 
107:9). In a reversal of the doubt of Ps. 78:19-20, 
God through Jesus does spread a table of provision in 
an isolated locale. However, the number twelve is not 
exploited, as much as it is a striking sum of the 
excess.'° Stewardship is also pictured in the feeding 
(Tannehill 1986: 217-18; Luke 6:21; and the meals 
of 12:37; 13:28-29; 14:15-24; 22:16, 30). Jesus 
offers messianic provision through the disciples, 
something that the allusions to the Last Supper 
suggest, since there he “passes the torch” (22:19)."° 

Though distinct in wording, Matt. 14:20 = Mark 
6:43 also mentions that twelve baskets of leftovers 


were collected after all were filled. Mark specifies 
that both bread and fish were picked up. Both Mark 
and Matthew mention the number of people at this 
point, rather than earlier, as Luke 9:14 had done. 
John 6:14 alone mentions the crowd’s reaction: they 
believed this to be a prophet’s work and they wished 
to make him king, an interesting mix of offices. 


Summary 


Luke 9:10-17 is a major lesson for the disciples. 
Jesus is the one who can meet needs, and the 
disciples are called to serve as his ministers in 
meeting those needs. How will they do it? What 
the disciples do not do in this account is ask Jesus 
to provide. They need to realize that for them to 
minister they need to rely on Jesus. This is the 
first of many accounts where the disciples’ 
instinctive reactions are wrong. Jesus needs to 
instruct them so that their instincts do not mislead 
them. In the transfiguration, some disciples will 
hear the call to listen to Jesus. The instruction of 
the next several chapters is designed to prepare 
them to minister in Jesus’ absence. Acts 3—4 
shows clearly that they got the lesson. 


Of course, the picture of Jesus creatively 
supplying these needs has christological overtones 
as well, especially given the question that Herod 
raised just prior to this account. In the OT, God 
was the focus of provision and was the one who 
bears this function as he looks to the Father to 
work through him. Whether this is a prophetic role 
or a messianic function is not entirely clear from 
the event itself, but the following messianic 
confession suggests how the disciples saw it. John 
6:15 shows this regal expectation in the crowd’s 
reaction, though Jesus rejects it, because their 
expectation is too political for his current ministry. 
The reader is to gain a sense of comfort from the 
power that Jesus has to care for his own. He or she 
is to realize, with the disciples, that sustenance is 
provided through Jesus and that ministry occurs 
while looking to him. It is a dependent spirit that 
Jesus wishes to foster in his disciples. When asked 
to provide, they cannot because they do not know 
where to go to ask. They are to look at what Jesus 
has done and realize that he is the source of their 
life and ministry and that he will give in 
abundance what is needed. 


F. Christological Confession and 
Instruction About Discipleship (9:18- 
50) 


Peter’s confession of Jesus as the Christ brings a 
major shift in Luke’s account. Up to this point the 
focus has been Jesus’ ministry and identity. But with 
the confession, attention turns to Jesus’ instructing 
the disciples directly and preparing them for his 
departure and suffering. In fact, such instruction 
really began with the feeding of the five thousand. 
Yet, with the confession of Luke 9:20, Jesus begins to 
discuss his suffering directly. Though the apostles 
know who Jesus is, as their confession of him as 
Christ shows, they do not yet know the character of 
his messianic ministry. After the confession, the 
nature of Jesus’ ministry is a major concern, as Jesus’ 
repeated statements of his coming suffering show. 
There are six such notes in this middle section of 
Luke: 9:22, 44; 12:50; 13:31-33; 17:25; 18:31-33 
(Tiede 1988: 181).* In light of Jesus’ rejection, the 
disciples need to be prepared for rejection. 

Luke 9:18-50, the last major unit in SIII of Luke’s 
book, begins with Peter’s confession (9:18-20), 


followed by a prediction of Jesus’ suffering (9:21- 
22). Jesus then describes (9:23-27) the “new way” of 
suffering in which the disciple walks, a surprising 
revelation in the face of preaching about the kingdom 
of God and the displays of power that Jesus has been 
making in Luke 8-9. At the transfiguration, 
confirmation comes that the disciples have much to 
learn. The heavenly voice gives the instruction to 
listen to Jesus (9:28-36). The unit closes with 
failures by the disciples and continued promise of 
suffering by Jesus (9:37—50). The disciples’ instincts 
were constantly headed in the wrong direction and 
needed correction. They needed to learn to follow 
Jesus and to think the way he does. Greatness is not 
found in power or position, but in childlike faith. 


1. Peter’s Confession (9:18-20) 


Luke 9:18-20 has a clear christological function. 
Peter’s confession is the first of two key answers 
to the “who is Jesus?” questions of 8:25 and 9:9. 
The other answer comes from heaven in 9:35.* 
Peter’s confession that Jesus is the Christ contrasts 
with the popular assessment that he is merely a 


prophet. It reflects a deeper appreciation of Jesus 
than do the popular confessions of him as prophet. 
The disciples have learned from the character of 
Jesus’ ministry who he is, and the reader is to 
identify with their superior confession. 


Sources and Historicity 


The confession has parallels in Matt. 16:13-20, a very full account of 
the event, and Mark 8:27-30 (Aland 1985: 8158).2 The Synoptic 
accounts are parallel, even down to identical wording in places. Each 
Gospel functions in similar ways, although Luke puts the event in the 
context of prayer, reflecting his emphasis. Luke alone omits 
reference to Caesarea Philippi, a town near the foot of Mount 
Hermon (Arndt 1956: 257). The wording of the confession differs 
slightly in each Gospel, but the fundamental category of the Christ is 
the same (see the exegesis of 9:20). 

Bultmann’s skepticism (1963: 257-59) about the account’s 
historicity is fueled by Wrede’s 1901 work on the messianic secret 
(see Wrede 1971). Bultmann’s two reasons are that Jesus takes the 
initiative and that his question about the crowd's view is artificial, 
since Jesus knows what they believe. But when Jesus is teaching, 
why are such questions for reflection inappropriate (So correctly 
Schürmann 1969: 530, esp. n. 7)? Jesus is seeing if his disciples 


know him better than the masses know him (Marshall 1978: 363- 
64).2 The remarks of Tiede (1988: 183) are apropos: 


Historical scholarship will debate exactly which titles or roles 
Jesus and his disciples ascribed to him and what they came to 
mean after the resurrection, but all the tradition remembers him 
as an active agent, proclaiming God’s righteous dominion and 
enacting the fulfillment of scriptural agenda. Exact historical 
data may be elusive, but Jesus’ own acts and words were the 
foundation of the story by which Christians declared the gospel 
of God’s righteous and glorious rule. 


The account is authentic, even though one might wish for more 
detail about this fascinating exchange. Differences of wording within 
the Synoptics do not alter the fundamental presentation: Jesus is 
confessed as Messiah. What is elusive is understanding exactly 
what the disciples originally meant and what they came to appreciate 
later. That Jesus in both act and word was the catalyst for their 
understanding is beyond doubt. 

The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 312) disagrees, 
taking all the dialogue in this unit as created, since, in their view, 
Jesus neither elicited “confessions about himself’ nor referred “to 
himself as the Anointed.” Rather, these are early church confessions. 
But this position can be challenged and rejected. How did messianic 
confession emerge as so central in the NT if it had no basis in Jesus’ 


breadth of messianic tradition in the NT writings, demand an early 
starting point for this concept in the ministry of Jesus (Marshall 1978: 
365; Nolland 1989: 449-50, who rightly challenges Pesch’s attempt 
[1973-74] to argue for a prophetic anointing, not a regal one). The 
prophetic view ignores the fundamental contrast of this passage 
(Jesus is the Christ, not one of the old prophets) and the regal 
emphasis spread throughout the NT tradition. In Judaism, the 


The NT tradition is too united on this point to question its veracity. 


Form critically, the account is a pronouncement 
story, though it has a twist: normally Jesus makes 
the key pronouncement, here a disciple does 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 772).* Berger (1984: 233) rightly 
calls the text an “acclamation.” The outline of 
Luke 9:18-20 is as follows: 


a. Prayerful setting (9:18a) 

b. Jesus’ question of the disciples (9:18b) 

c. The disciples’ report of the responses of the 
crowd (9:19) 


d. Peter’s confession that Jesus is the Christ 
(9:20) 


The themes can be stated briefly. Another 
major event occurs in the context of prayer. The 
popular assessment of Jesus sees him as a prophet, 
but the disciples see him as the Messiah— a 
contrast that is important to Luke. One view is 
correct and the other is inadequate. However, even 
the correct view needs additional definition. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


18 And it happened that, while he was praying by himself, the 


disciples were together with him, and he asked them, “Who do the 
crowds say that | am?” 19And they replied, “John the Baptist; but 
others say, Elijah; and others say that one of the old prophets has 
risen.” 2°And he said to them, “But who do you say that | am?” And 
Peter replied, “The Christ of God.” 


a. Prayerful Setting (9:18a) 


9:18a Finally, the disciples and Jesus get the time 
alone that they were searching for before the feeding 
of the five thousand. Jesus is praying, as he often is, 


before a key moment (Luke 3:21; 5:16; 6:12; 9:28— 
29; 11:1; 22:41; 23:34, 46; with all but 22:41 unique 
to Luke; Arndt 1956: 258). The introductory style is 
Lucan (Marshall 1978: 366 notes the use of Kal 
EYEVETO, kai egeneto, and it came to pass), as is the 
focus on prayer. Of course, Jesus is “alone” (KATU 
uOvac, kata monas) in the sense that the crowds are 
no longer with him. 

Luke is similar to the parallel accounts, except that 
he alone mentions the prayerful setting and he alone 
omits reference to the locale, Caesarea Philippi. 


b. Jesus’ Question of the Disciples (9:18b) 


9:18b Jesus asks the disciples a simple question: 
Who do the crowds think that he is? The disciples 
have just been on a long journey across the land, so 
surely they will have picked up the speculation. In 
fact, Luke himself suggested the public view (7:16; 
9:7-8). The “who is Jesus?” question has been raised 
frequently recently (7:49; 8:25; 9:9; Schneider 1977a: 
208). 

Rather than asking, “Who do people (ävðpwno,, 
anthröpoi) say that I am?” (Matt. 16:13 = Mark 
8:27), Luke’s Jesus asks, “Who do the crowds 
(ÖxAot, ochloi) say that I am?” In addition, Matthew 


asks the question in terms of the “Son of Man,” 
rather than in the first person. The question is the 
same; the accounts simply use different ways to 
summarize. In a unique christological emphasis, 
Luke places this event immediately after the feeding 
of the five thousand to more closely connect the 
miracle of provision with the key question of Jesus’ 
identity. Luke’s placement also puts the confession 
close to the mission of the Twelve and Herod’s 
speculation about who Jesus is (see excursus 9). 


c. The Disciples’ Report of the Responses of the 
Crowd (9:19) 


9:19 The disciples reply by noting three general 
responses: Jesus is John the Baptist returned, the 
eschatological prophet Elijah, or one of the other 
prophets of old. The basis for each possibility is tied 
to the prophetic character of Jesus’ ministry. From 
Luke’s point of view, these responses are not so much 
wrong as incomplete. In contrast, Peter’s reply 
centers on Jesus’ messianic position. The regal, 
messianic category that dominated the infancy 
material returns. The three lesser possibilities match 
those that were mentioned to Herod (see the exegesis 
of 9:7-8 and Bovon 1989: 478). 


The crowd regarded Jesus with respect, but they 
still lacked insight into who he really was. For Luke, 
the crowd refers to those who came out to see Jesus, 
but did not really follow him (8:4). Apparently some 
in the multitude considered that Jesus might be the 
Messiah (John 6:15), but Luke concentrates on where 
most of the crowd was. The crowd sensed that Jesus 
was a major eschatological figure. 

The parallels are similar. Matthew 16:14 mentions 
Jeremiah by name (see Jeremias, TDNT 3:220 §B4), 
but all the parallels work with the same three 
prophetic categories. The accounts are verbally exact, 
except for the use of differing verbs to introduce the 
reply? and the wording of the last category.° 


d. Peter’s Confession that Jesus is the Christ 
(9:20) 


9:20 Jesus now seeks the disciples’ opinion.” When 
Peter speaks, he speaks for all the disciples. He is 
prominent, as in 5:1-11. His reply is simple: Jesus is 
the Christ of God. The meaning of XPLOTÖG 
(christos, Christ) can be broad (M. De Jonge 1966; 
Bock 1987: 80, 305 n. 105), but for Luke it clearly 
has Davidic and regal overtones (Luke 1:17 [alluding 
to 2 Sam. 7:24], 27, 32-33, 68-72; 2:4, 11; Ps. 2:2; 


Dan. 9:26). What was predicted about Jesus in the 
infancy materials is becoming a part of the disciples’ 
perception. That a regal, political understanding of 
Jesus as Messiah is part of the disciples’ view can be 
seen in their question to Jesus in Acts 1:6. Their 
perception now matches in part that of the hostile 
demonic forces, as well as the confession of the 
angels (4:41; 2:11; Marshall 1978: 366). Although 
Jesus replies in terms of the Son of Man (9:22), he is 
not rejecting the title that Peter uses. Rather, 
XPLOTOG needs to be defined in terms of the totality 
of Jesus’ mission, something that Jesus begins to do 
immediately. The title will not come into view again 
until the critical events of the last week of Jesus’ life, 
a climactic period in which it will again occupy a 
central place (20:41; 22:67; 23:2, 35, 39; 24:26, 46). 
Jesus as Christ is the point of scriptural promises, as 
24:46 shows. XPLOTOC is also a central title in Jesus’ 
trial (22:67) and crucifixion (23:35). This 
christological point is also made in Acts 3:18 and 
4:26-27 (Fitzmyer 1981: 774—75; Tiede 1988: 184). 
All three Synoptic accounts portray Peter’s answer 
in messianic terms: “You are the Christ” in Mark 
8:29 and “You are the Christ, the Son of the living 
God” in Matt. 16:16.” Matthew follows with a long 


section unique to him, where Jesus accepts Peter’s 
confession and notes that it is the product of divine 
revelation. All the Gospels agree that Jesus is the 
promised eschatological leader who will bring 
deliverance and fulfillment to those who ally 
themselves to him. For the disciples, this also 
ultimately possesses political dimensions (Luke 
1:51-55, 69-75; Acts 1:6-11; 3:17-21). John 6:69 
speaks of “the Holy One of God” in a similar 
confession. Jesus will begin a long process of 
explaining that the political implications of the title 
are not the current burden of his commission. 
Suffering comes first. It is important to see that no 
strong ontological declaration of deity exists in the 
passage (Marshall 1978: 366-67; Ernst 1977: 295). 
The way the disciples react to Jesus in the rest of his 
ministry shows that they do not yet see him as God. 
The disciples’ understanding has not yet been 
stretched to its limit with regard to Jesus. Only his 
resurrection will bring them decisively across that 
threshold. Nevertheless, Peter sees that Jesus is the 
Christ. This represents a fundamental starting point in 
seeing who Jesus is. 


Summary 


Luke 9:18-20 is important for it gives the 
testimony of those who followed Jesus regularly. 
They see that he is more than a prophet. The 
views of the populace at large are not sufficient. 
Jesus is the promised deliverer sent from God. 
Although the understanding of the disciples still 
needs to grow, they clearly perceive Jesus’ 
importance through the title ypiotoc. The reader is 
to identify with their confession. Jesus is the 
Promised One who brings deliverance. He is the 
figure of the eschaton. He is the one through 
whom God is working. He is not the messenger; 
he is the message. 

With this fundamental confession in place, Jesus 
now begins to develop the disciples’ 
understanding about his mission and the 
responsibility that grows out of allegiance to him. 
The way of victory for Messiah is not what they 
expect. He will triumph by suffering first and 
ruling later. Thus, the way of following him is not 
what they expect either. Much of Luke’s Gospel 
from this point on teaches the disciples that they 
will face suffering and rejection because of their 
allegiance to Jesus. Jesus shares how they can 


cope with their controversial confession and how 
God will help them through it. Then he will show 
the way to glory. 


2. Prediction of Jesus’ Suffering 
(9:21-22) 


Peter’s confession represents a turning point in 
Luke’s Gospel. The fundamental Lucan questions 
about Christology that were the focus of the 
Galilean portrayal are less important after the 
confession, which reveals the basic answer. Luke 
has established that Jesus is the Messiah, the 
Promised One, as well as indicated that Jesus is an 
eschatological prophetic figure. His followers 
have confessed his messiahship. New themes now 
arise: the necessity of Jesus’ suffering, his 
vindication, and the resultant discipleship required 
of those who will follow him. Suffering and 
vindication are the theme in Luke 9:21-22, while 
discipleship is the issue in 9:23-27. These 


concerns become the main topic until Jesus’ 
arrival in Jerusalem. Additional themes are Jewish 
rejection, Jesus’ destiny, the disciples’ walk, the 
Pharisees’ unrighteous walk, the total commitment 
of discipleship, and a proper understanding of 
God’s program so that one can suffer now in 
anticipation of glory later. 

The promise of Jesus’ suffering and vindication 
is predicted for the first time in Luke. Several 
more times Jesus announces his forthcoming 
suffering (9:44; 12:50; 13:31-33; 17:25; 18:31- 
33). The disciples struggle to grasp what Jesus is 
saying (9:45; 18:34). Jesus gradually reveals the 
full scope of his work, but even then the disciples 
have a hard time understanding it. This is 
sometimes difficult for modern readers of the 
account to appreciate, since Jesus’ suffering is so 
basic to the church’s message. Two thousand years 
of history make it hard to appreciate how new 
Jesus’ teaching on Messiah sounded. 


Sources and Historicity 


The parallel to Luke 9:21-22 is Matt. 16:20-23 = Mark 8:30-33 
(Aland 1985: 883158-59). The events are given the same relative 
location: Jesus’ teaching about suffering follows immediately after 
the confession. Only Luke notes that Jesus was praying before the 
confession, so that a mood of solemnity is added (Luke 9:18). The 
subsequent call to discipleship, though directed at disciples, is 
consciously made before all people (Mark 8:34 = Luke 9:23). Jesus 
makes clear that to follow him is a serious matter. 

The historicity of the command for silence involves one of the 
great debates of twentieth-century NT studies. Arguing that Mark 


was responsible for the theme of the “messianic secret,” Wrede 


(1971; originally 1901) holds that only this view explains how so 
many of the original traditions of Jesus’ ministry lacked messianic 
notes: Jesus deemphasized the messianic office, while the early 
church confessed it openly after Jesus’ resurrection. The Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 312) reflects a position similar to 
Wrede’s and rejects the sayings of 9:22 as being sourced in Mark, 
not Jesus (9:22 is printed in black type). Numerous essays have 
interacted with Wrede’s study, which in many ways was a precursor 
to the redaction-critical studies that emerged in the 1950s.# After 
detailed critical analysis of Jesus’ predictions of vindication and 
resurrection, Bayer (1986: 242-43, 254—56) argues that Jesus is the 
author of such sayings because he knew that God vindicates the just 
and because he knew that he himself would bear God’s judgment as 
the Son of Man (Howard 1977 and Bayer’s critique of him; 1986: 55— 


66). There are good reasons for regarding the material as historical 
(Marshall 1978: 367; Fitzmyer 1981: 778-79 [who argues for a 
historical core with some later reflection]).2 Details of this debate are 
given in the exegesis; for a detailed survey of all sides of the debate, 
see Nolland’s excellent overview (1993a: 459-64). In particular, he 
notes broad evidence of Jesus’ expectation of suffering (Mark 2:19- 
20; 10:38; 14:58; Luke 12:49-50; 13:32; and the Last Supper 
accounts) and lists two key works that argue for authenticity: Bayer 
1986 and Schürmann 1973. Schürmann argues that Jesus’ words 
and work indicate that he surfaced serious opposition and could well 
have expected his fate (See also excursus 10). 


The material’s form is mixed: a 
command of Jesus combined with a saying 
of a passion prediction. Berger 1984: 226 
speaks of a catalogue where danger is 
described, a category he calls 
“peristasenkatalog.” The outline of Luke 
9:21-22 is as follows: 


a. Call to silence (9:21) 
b. Necessity of Jesus’ suffering (9:22) 


Two themes are present: the call to be silent 
about messianic confession and the declared 
necessity of Jesus’ suffering, death, and 


resurrection. The idea of the necessity of suffering 
is part of the tradition, since Mark 8:31 = Matt. 
16:21 uses dei (dei, it is necessary). 


Exegesis and Exposition 


gut he commanded and charged them to speak to no one 


about this, 2?saying, “It is necessary for the Son of Man 
to suffer much, 
and be rejected by the elders, chief priests, and scribes, 
and be killed, 
and on the third day be raised.” 


a. Call to Silence (9:21) 


9:21 Jesus urges silence about Peter’s christological 
confession. Though only Peter answers, all the 
disciples receive the command (QUTOIC, autois, 
them). The major question that emerges is why Jesus 
would want them to be silent about who he is. The 
context suggests the answer: this Messiah must suffer 
before his greatness is completely manifest (9:22). 
The disciples need instruction on the kind of Messiah 
that Jesus will be and what is in store for those who 
follow him in his journey of rejection, exaltation, and 


glory. God’s plan for Messiah is contrary to the 
disciples’ expectations about Messiah. God’s people 
will not experience a glorious messianic rescue from 
physical enemies in the near future. A confession by 
Jesus’ representatives of his messiahship would be 
seen as containing an expectation of a political 
Messiah, which is not Jesus’ initial goal (Ps. Sol. 17— 
18; John 6:15; Ellis 1974: 140; Plummer 1896: 247; 
Luce 1933: 184; Fitzmyer 1981: 775). Longenecker 
argues that in Jewish tradition one does not claim 
messiahship for oneself; rather one should do the 
works of Messiah and let others proclaim the office.” 
While this reason may explain Jesus’ hesitancy about 
his using the title, it does not explain his call for 
silence on the part of the disciples. Rather, while 
accepting the confession, Jesus hesitates to have it 
proclaimed widely and explicitly since 
misunderstanding is so possible.“ Rather than making 
mere verbal claims, Jesus wants his works and the 
scriptural promises to testify to him (Luke 4:16-30; 
6:1-5; 7:22-23; 24:13-49; note that demons are 
silenced in 4:41 and human witnesses in 8:56). In 
addition, such verbal claims should not be made 
publicly until it is clearly understood by those 
making the declaration what kind of Messiah is 


present. Once they understand, then they are to 
proclaim (24:44-47). Thus, the disciples go public in 
a bold way after the resurrection (Acts 2:36; 3:18; 
4:26; 10:39-43; Fitzmyer 1981: 775). 

The parallels also make the same point about 
silence. Mark 8:30 says the silence is “about him” 
(MEPL AUTOÜ, peri autou), which contextually must 
relate to the confession. Matthew 16:20 stresses the 
content of what is prohibited from being proclaimed, 
that is, the confession “that he is the Christ” (OTL 
AUTOS EOTLV Ö XPLOTÖG, hoti autos estin ho 
christos). Luke alone emphasizes the prohibition by 
using both ErtLTLUNOAaG (epitimésas, charged) and 
tapnyyeıdev (paréngeilen, commanded). Bayer 
(1986: 154—66) defends in detail the pre-Marcan 
character of the tradition in Mark. 


b. Necessity of Jesus’ Suffering (9:22) 


9:22 Jesus explains the reason for silence in terms of 
the Son of Man’s suffering, that is, in terms of his 
own suffering. Creed (1930: 131) suggests that the 
reason for the silence is that messianic proclamation 
will be futile in light of the coming rejection. But it 
seems more likely that Jesus needs to help the 
disciples understand the nature of his messiahship. 


Jesus does not fear rejection, nor does he see itasa 
futile thing to experience. Rejection will not kill the 
mission. In fact, his crucifixion will be the result of 
his own remarks to the Sanhedrin (22:66—71). Jesus 
does not seek to avoid his coming death. 

This is the first suffering-Son-of-Man saying in 
Luke. A similar note will appear in 17:24-25. After 
this, and after the nature of Jesus’ messiahship is 
explained, Luke will speak of the Messiah who 
suffers (Luke 24:26, 46; Acts 3:18; 17:3; 26:23; 
Tannehill 1986: 220; note the use of del, dei, must, in 
Luke 24:26 and Acts 17:3). Jesus instructs the 
disciples about his mission. Suffering was hinted at 
before (Luke 2:35; 5:35), but now it is explicit 
(Liefeld 1984: 923). In fact, the presence of dei 
shows that Jesus is presenting a commission 
statement.” There is an inevitability to these events. 
Explicit summaries about Jesus’ suffering and 
resurrection are frequent in Luke.* God planned to 
have the Son of Man experience the things described 
here. God knew what would happen to the suffering 
Messiah-Son of Man, Jesus. (On the Son of Man, see 
excursus 6, Bock 1991c, and Nolland 1993a: 468—74; 
on the suffering-Son-of-Man sayings, see excursus 
10). 


Four infinitives in 9:22 summarize Jesus’ career. 
First, he is to suffer (TtaBeiv, pathein) many things 
(17:25; 24:26, 46). No details are given, but the 
picture refers to the entire process of rejection and 
persecution, since the handing over to the Jewish 
leaders and the death on the cross follow later 
(Marshall 1978: 369). Second, the religious 
leadership of the Jews will reject him 
(ATTO80KLUA0ONVaı, apodokimasthénai; 17:25; 
20:17). The use of Ps. 118 in Luke 20:17 shows this 
to be a scriptural theme. The elders, chief priests, and 
scribes were the three groups who made up the 
Sanhedrin, the ruling body of Judaism (Fitzmyer 
1981: 780; Josephus, Against Apion 2.21 88185-87; 
Schrenk, TDNT 3:269-70; see the exegesis of 5:17 
and 7:3). Third, Jesus will be killed 
(AMOKTAVOAVAL, apoktanthénai; 12:4-5; 13:34; 
18:33; 20:14-15). Jesus will also illustrate this theme 
with a parable in 20:13-15, as well as allude to a 
pattern of rejection in the history of the nation in 
11:47-49. Finally, Jesus will rise (EyepOnvat, 
egerthénai) on the third day. Interestingly, this final 
verb does not reappear until Luke 24:6, 34 and the 
sequel discussion in the Book of Acts (4:10; 5:30). 
Luke also uses another verb for resurrection 


(AVLOTHUL anistémi; Luke 16:31; 18:33; 24:7, 46). 
Note also how the passive mood is present in the 
final three infinitives: he will be rejected, will be 
killed, will be raised. The last infinitive is a 
“theological passive”: humanity’s destructive action 
on a passive Jesus will be reversed in this last action 
by an active God. 

The summary is parallel to Mark 8:31 = Matt. 
16:21. In Mark the first three verbs are the same, 
while the synonym AvaoTfivau (anasténai, to be 
raised) is the final infinitive. Mark speaks of Jesus’ 
being raised “after” (UETA, meta, with the 
accusative) three days, rather than “on” (the simple 
dative) the third day as Matthew and Luke do. The 
Matthean and Lucan language is more precise, 
though Mark’s expression in fact reflects a 
synonymous idiom in Josephus.* Matthew omits 
mention of the Son of Man and speaks only of “him” 
(QUTOV, auton). He also omits the verbal idea of 
rejection, speaking instead of suffering at the hands 
of the religious leaders. Matthew and Luke use the 
same two final infinitives and agree verbally from the 
third infinitive to the end of the summary. The 
parallels portray the teaching similarly. Luke, 
however, lacks Matthew’s and Mark’s response by 


Peter and Jesus’ subsequent rebuke of him. Luke 
often softens criticism of the disciples. 


Summary 


Luke 9:21-22 represents the first indication that 
Jesus will walk a difficult road. This Messiah is 
not what people expect. The nation he comes to 
redeem will largely reject him. The glory that 
awaits him comes only after intense suffering. In 
fact, he will die. The power of Messiah, so clearly 
exhibited in Luke 7-9, will be withdrawn as he 
humbly submits to rejection. The use of power is 
forsaken for the way of humility. The reader 
knows the story, but the contrast Luke has formed 
is striking, reminding one of the picture of Phil. 
2:5-11. The road of glory runs through the cross. 
Jesus tells his disciples that, though he walks this 
path in a unique way, he will not walk it alone. 
Others too will have to bear rejection for 
following this humble, suffering Messiah, who 
also holds the power of the Son of Man. Jesus is a 
mix of strength and weakness, divine mission and 
humanity. His disciples need to see it all and to 
understand that this must be. In this necessity 
comes the assurance that God is at work in Jesus, 


even in the midst of what seems to be failure. Out 
of our despair, God often reaffirms our dignity. By 
dying, we meet life. 


3. The “New Way” of Suffering 
(9:23-27) 


Luke turns from passion prediction to disciple 
response. The commands to carry the cross, lose 
one’s life to gain it, and not be ashamed of the Son 
of Man show that following Jesus will not be easy. 
Rejection for Messiah means rejection for his 
followers. The situation requires that one not be 
attached to the world, its values, and its 
acceptance. In fact, such a commitment will 
require daily diligence. But there is hope: the 
promise that some will see a glimpse of future 
glory shows the perspective by which one is able 
to endure discipleship’s present trials. Following 
Messiah is not easy, but there is great hope at the 


end of the road. With hope in place, there is basis 
for faith and love (Col. 1:3-5). 

Disciples live in a period where three realities 
operate: they have a share in blessing and Spirit 
empowerment “now,” but some of those benefits 
are “not yet” present as they wait for Jesus’ return 
(Talbert 1982: 104-5). In this interim period, a 
third reality—the forces of the world—still have a 
powerful presence. To survive involves self- 
denial, since the forces that opposed Jesus remain 
opposed to his disciples. Those forces see Jesus 
and his followers in the same light, so disciples 
must be ready to follow in his steps. Whether the 
task is defined as “taking up the cross,” “losing 
one’s life,” or “not being ashamed of the Son of 
Man,” it is clear that disciples must give 
themselves to God and rest in his care and 
acceptance. The world does not embrace those 
who honor God, but salvation comes to the person 
who places his or her identity in the hands of the 
Almighty (Luke 9:24). 


Sources and Historicity 


The parallel to Luke 9:23-27 is Mark 8:34-9:1 = Matt. 16:24-28 
(Aland 1985: 8160).* In all three Synoptics, these words stand after 
Peter’s confession and Jesus’ passion prediction. Many see these as 
originally separate sayings by Jesus.2 The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 313-14) treats the sayings separately: 9:23, 26 
(printed in black type) is not rooted in Jesus, while 9:24—25, 27 (in 
gray type), even though written by the evangelists, may have 
conceptual roots to Jesus. The more received sayings are proverbial 
in character, so the seminar regards them as possible for Jesus. But 
language like “for my sake” leads them to see reformulation by Mark. 
The seminar also views Luke 9:27 as an allusion to Jesus’ exorcism 
through the mention of his power, though the Gospels lack such a 
connection. The analysis by individual sayings reflects the seminar’s 
tendency to evaluate this material as isolated sayings. The rejected 
sayings are seen as too greatly influenced by the realities of the 
cross and Jesus’ rejection to be authentic. 

Nonetheless, the basic teaching and its proverbial style suggest 
that this material could well have been repeated in numerous 
settings (Luke 14:27; 17:33; John 12:24-25). Luke has conceptual 
parallels in three locales, indicating both that the theme was 
important and that the tradition recognized that Jesus said such 
things both as isolated sayings and in teaching units. One need not 
make either/or choices here for such a central concept of 
discipleship. The radical call to discipleship explains the disciples’ 
distinct identity during Jesus’ ministry. The appeal to a cross 


metaphor is not surprising in light of John the Baptist’s rejection and 
the stern opposition already arising against Jesus. The connections 
are historical (Marshall 1978: 372 sees authentic sayings, though it 
is not as clear whether he sees this setting as original; see also 
Nolland 1993a: 476-81, who defends core historicity). 


Form critically, the text is a collection of 
sayings from Jesus (Bultmann 1963: 82-83; 
Bovon 1989: 481; Berger 1984: 173 [who speaks 
of a “whoever must be, must do” form in 9:23]). 
The outline of Luke 9:23-27 is as follows: 


a. The “new way” of discipleship (9:23-26) 
i. Call to take up the cross (9:23) 
ii. Call to lose one’s life for Christ’s sake— 
only to save it (9:24-25) 
iii. Call not to be ashamed of the Son of Man 
(9:26) 
b. The promise that some will see the kingdom 
before death (9:27) 


Discipleship is not easy, but difficult, for it 
involves suffering. The cost of total discipleship is 
the giving up of self for God. There is a call not to 
be ashamed about Jesus. Self-denial and 
allegiance to Jesus lead to glory. In contrast, at the 


judgment there will be a cost for being ashamed 
about Jesus. Some are promised a glimpse of the 
kingdom. This preview indicates that 

eschatological hope for the future is certain. In 
the context of such hope, one can endure suffering 
in the world now. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


23 And he said to all, “If anyone wishes to come after me, let him 


deny himself, take up his cross daily, and follow me. 2*For whoever 
wishes to save his life shall lose it; but whoever loses his life for my 
sake, this one shall save it. @°For what does it profit a man to gain 
the whole world only to lose or forfeit himself? ?®For whoever is 
ashamed of my words, the Son of Man shall be ashamed of this one 
when he comes in his glory and the glory of the Father and of the 
holy angels. ?7I say to you truly, there are some standing here who 
will not taste death until they see the kingdom of God.” 


a. The “New Way” of Discipleship (9:23- 
26) 


i. Call to Take Up the Cross (9:23) 


9:23 The path of following Jesus, in light of where 
he is going, is hard. Jesus prepares the disciples for 


the journey, expressing it simply in terms of wishing 
“to come after him.” This remark sets the context for 
interpreting what follows. 

Discipleship is summarized in three commands: 
APVNOA0OW (arnesasthö, deny oneself), APATwW 
(aratö, take up), and AKOA0UBELTW (akoloutheitd, 
follow). The tense sequence (two aorist imperatives 
followed by a present imperative) shows that 
fundamental decisions made about the self and about 
day-by-day bearing of the cross emerge in a continual 
following of Jesus. In other words, the last act 
emerges from the others. The disciple’s life consists 
of basic self-denial. Luke 9:24 will reinforce the 
point made here: to gain life one must give it up. The 
language is eschatological and relates directly to 
faith. The essence of saving trust in God is self- 
denial, a recognition that he must save because 
disciples cannot save themselves, that life must be 
given over into God’s care and protection. Disciples 
do not respond to their own personal wills, but to 
God’s. There is a fundamental recognition of 
allegiance that says, “God needs to direct me; I will 
not and cannot direct myself.” Disciples who follow 
Jesus will follow him in this attitude. For Paul, when 
a person in faith asks God to save through Jesus, the 


petitioner recognizes that Jesus must save from sin 
and that he imparts life, because the petitioner’s life 
needs redeeming on God’s terms. Salvation does not 
come on one’s terms or on one’s own merits (Rom. 
3-5). Jesus calls this self-denial. Paul’s words are no 
different from Jesus’, just less pictorial. Salvation is a 
gift that God bestows to the one who knows the need 
for it, who knows one cannot provide it for oneself. 

The figure of bearing the cross is much discussed 
(Fletcher 1964; M. Green 1983 lists over a dozen 
views; J. Schneider, TDNT 7:578-79, notes six 
views). The background of the image is clearly a 
Roman picture of a criminal sentenced to die for a 
heinous crime. The criminal not only was crucified, 
but carried his own cross, a picture enacted in Jesus’ 
own death (Fitzmyer 1981: 787 lists contemporary 
passages: Josephus, Antiquities 13.14.2 §380; 
17.10.10 8295; 11QTemple? 64.10-13; Hengel 1977). 
Cross-bearing publicly displayed a person’s 
submission to the state. The criminal rebelled against 
the state, and so bore the penalty of punishment from 
it. Cross-bearing was a visible, public affair that 
visualized a person’s humility before the state. Thus, 
the fundamental idea is of submitting to the authority 
of another—in this case God. 


When the image is tied to following Jesus, an 
additional nuance is suggested: disciples are 
following Jesus, who although innocent will bear the 
shame of rejection and death (Luke 9:22). Thus, 
submitting to God and following Jesus means 
walking the road of rejection. People may reject and 
react to the disciple’s commitment to God. Ellis 
(1974: 141) relates the image to Paul’s filling up 
Christ’s afflictions (Col. 1:24) and his being crucified 
with Christ (Gal. 2:20). This association suggests 
another element in the picture: cross-bearing means 
that one’s independent life is at an end, an element 
that reinforces the picture of self-denial and 
submission (Marshall 1978: 373). 

The final command is the call to follow Jesus 
continually. One can go the route Jesus goes if one 
recognizes the need to place oneself in God’s care 
and submit to him. Such submission includes a 
willingness to enter into the suffering of rejection. 
Jesus makes it clear that the essence of discipleship is 
found in this attitude. To follow Jesus is to recognize 
this commitment to him. It is to obey him and share 
in the world’s rejection of him. There is no need to 
deny the authenticity of the statement. The imagery is 
common, even in a Jewish setting, and the realization 


that disciples share in the fate of their teacher is also 
common (Marshall 1978: 374; SB 1:587; Midr. Gen. 
»6.3 [36c]). 

These sayings of Jesus are rendered similarly in 
Mark 8:34 = Matt. 16:24. Matthew and Mark have 
the more intensive KTTAPVNOA0OW (aparnösasthö, 
deny oneself), a verb that Luke uses later for Jesus’ 
denial of the one who denies him and for Peter’s 
denial (Luke 12:9; 22:34, 61). Each writer uses a 
different verb or verb form for the one who wants to 
come after Jesus: Matthew has EABeiv (elthein, to 
come), Mark has akoAOv®@Etv (akolouthein, to 
follow), and Luke has Epyeodau (erchesthai, to 
come). Luke alone notes the daily (Ka0’ NuEpav, 
kath’ hemeran) need to take up the cross. Matthew 
notes that Jesus made his remark to disciples, while 
Mark speaks of the crowd and the disciples as the 
audience. Luke simply says that Jesus said itto all, 
so he and Mark stand together here. Since disciples 
are the subject, the teaching is intended for them; but 
all should hear and understand what following Jesus 
means. Jesus was not above making the difficult 
nature of the walk clear to outsiders. He wanted all to 
understand what being allied to him means and what 
the journey with him involves. Luke 14:27 repeats 


much of what is said here. Acts 14:22 says a similar 
thing in a different way. To join with Jesus is to face 
the opposition of others. 


ii. Call to Lose One’s Life for Christ’s Sake— 
Only to Save It (9:24-25) 


9:24 The description of discipleship continues with 
the “lose life to gain life” saying. In fact, this verse is 
the explanation of the previous images (note the use 
of yap, gar, for). If one wishes to control one’s life, 
it will be lost because of refusal to submit to God’s 
way. If one wishes to save one’s life through the 
world’s acceptance, it will be lost because of a refusal 
to come to a rejected Jesus, who nevertheless does 
save (John 12:25; Ellis 1974: 141). The context 
foresees persecution. One might be inclined to court 
acceptance with the world by distancing oneself from 
Jesus (see Luke 14:25-33, esp. v. 26), but such 
distancing is disaster. One might seek to save one’s 
life by surrounding it with the comforts and 
protections of life, but this too is dangerous (Luke 
will develop the idea of excessive attachment to 
wealth in 12:13-21; 16:19-31; 18:18-30; Hendriksen 
1978: 499). The point is that life’s comforts and the 
threat of losing them might keep one from coming to 


Jesus. If one gives up life for the sake of Jesus, if one 
gives one’s spiritual and physical welfare over to 
him, then that one will receive life. In fact, life will 
be saved. Orientation to Jesus (i.e., EVEKEV EUOÜ, 
heneken emou, for my sake) is a prerequisite for 
saving life. Though some disciples fulfill this passage 
in martyrdom, the image of the entire section is 
figurative and so is the remark here.” 

Luke will later describe this change in attitude with 
two terms: repentance (UETAVOLA, metanoia) and 
faith (STIOTLG, pistis) (Acts 11:17; 13:38-39; 20:21; 
22:16; 26:18). In turning to God for the forgiveness 
of sins, one recognizes that one is not to live life as in 
the past and that one cannot approach God on human 
terms. Rather, one is to live in light of God’s offer of 
forgiveness and life. Thus, one’s spiritual welfare is 
to rest in God’s hands. Paul speaks of faith in 
describing this reorientation of perspective toward 
the things of God (1 Thess. 1:9-10; Rom. 1:4-5). The 
issue is fundamentally one of attitude and allegiance, 
though there may be failure in its execution at 
individual points. The NT Letters give ample 
evidence that faith’s outworking is a process that 
takes time to come to full fruition and is not totally 


realized until the time of glorification (Phil. 3:20-21; 
1 Pet. 1:3-9; Acts 14:22). 

The parallels in Matthew and Mark almost agree 
with each other, except that Mark 8:35 speaks of “for 
my sake and for the sake of the gospel” and Matt. 
16:25 speaks of finding life, not saving it. The 
meaning of Matthew’s synonymous phrase is the 
same, for he speaks of saving one’s life earlier in the 
verse (cf. Matt. 10:39). Luke specifically mentions 
“this one” (OUTOG, houtos) will be saved, supplying 
the term as the subject for the final verb. Luke 17:33 
repeats the idea expressed here and relates the idea 
explicitly to martyrdom, but this is a distinct context, 
where the general remark is reapplied in a more 
specific way. There is no need to argue that only a 
single utterance is behind both texts. The saying is 
proverbial enough to have been reused. 


9:25 Jesus describes the risk of not responding to his 
call. The question is rhetorical and expects the 
answer, “It profits nothing to gain the whole world 
only to have lost one’s life before God.” The term for 
forfeit, C7 ULOW (zēmioð), refers to suffering loss, 
whether through paying a fine, losing a game, or 
failing in a business deal (Arndt 1956: 260; BAGD 


2:891; Fitzmyer 1981: 788). The risk is greater in 
holding on to one’s life than in giving it over to God 
for Jesus’ sake. The reference to the soul (Wuyn, 
psyche) in the previous verse here becomes a 
reference to the self (EA@UTOV, heauton), which 
makes it clear that buyn refers to the entire person. 
One might think that it is a disadvantage to give up 
one’s life, but in fact the opposite is true: to gain the 
world means to lose life. The NT frequently contrasts 
what the world offers with what benefits a person 


Gal. 2:20; 2 Pet. 1:4; 1 John 2:15-16; Sasse, TDNT 
3:888; SB 1:749). This idea is parallel to what Jesus 
turned down in the second temptation when he 
rejected “all the kingdoms of the world” from Satan’s 
hand (Luke 4:5-8). 

The parallels are each worded in their own way, 
though again they express the same idea. Matthew 
16:26 = Mark 8:37 has an additional comment 
where Jesus raises the question of what a person can 
give in return for the soul. Of course, the soul—that 
is, the life—is the most that one can offer. It is all that 
one can offer. Jesus clearly sees discipleship in terms 
of a shift of allegiance. In a wordplay about this 


teaching of Jesus, Godet (1875: 1.420) says, “What 
gain! To draw in a lottery a gallery of pictures ... , 
and at the same time to become blind!” It is ashame 
to live life, only to miss knowing the giver of life. 
What one possesses in the pursuit of things in this life 
cannot be possessed permanently. Only God can give 
such benefits. 


iii. Call Not to Be Ashamed of the Son of Man 
(9:26) 


9:26 Jesus continues to explain the nature of 
discipleship and allegiance that he desires. TAp (gar, 
for) is explanatory of 9:25. The danger of gaining the 
whole world but losing one’s spiritual life is real. 
Essentially, the issue is responding to Jesus’ teaching 
and person. To be ashamed of his words 
(ETTALOXLVON ... TOLG EUOUG AOYOUG, 
epaischynthe ... tous emous logous) is another way to 
express rejection of his teaching and refusal to 
confess him publicly (Arndt 1956: 260). Cross- 
bearing involves public confession of Jesus and 
acceptance of his teaching’s authority (Fitzmyer 
1981: 788; Marshall 1978: 376; Bultmann, TDNT 
1:190; Mark 8:38; Rom. 1:16; 2 Tim. 1:8, 12, 16; 
2:12; Heb. 11:16). For example, although Peter 


initially failed at this (Luke 22:56-60), he eventually 
turned it around and openly acknowledged Jesus in 
the Book of Acts, showing that his earlier denial was 
a denial of nerve and not of heart. 

The reference to the Son of Man (Ò vidc Tob 
AvOPWTTOU, ho huios tou anthröpou) is a reference 
to Jesus. When tied to Jesus’ coming in glory, it 
indicates his judging authority (Dan. 7:13-14). Thus, 
Jesus shares the heavenly glory (ŝóča, doxa), the 
visible majesty, of the Father, as he represents both 
him and the heavenly hosts. Jesus is to be heeded 
because he is also the eschatological judge. There 
will be vindication and exaltation for Jesus, as there 
will be for those who respond to him. Marshall 
(1978: 376-77) notes that the positive idea is not 
stated explicitly as it is in Luke 12:8, but the 
implication is clear. In 9:23-27, the emphasis is on 
not rejecting Jesus and not suffering rejection by him. 
For Jesus to be ashamed of someone is for him to 
reject that person. Stephen is the positive example of 
how Jesus responds to one who confesses him (Acts 
7:55-59). Fitzmyer (1981: 789) denies the role of 
Jesus as judge, preferring to call his role here one of 
advocate for his own. He contrasts the verse to Matt. 
16:27, which refers to Jesus’ evaluating every deed 


that a person does. Technically, this distinction is 
correct, but the picture still would seem to entail 
judgment, for if Jesus, heaven’s representative, fails 
to plead for someone, then the reality is that the 
person will be rejected. Luke describes a general 
judgment, while Matthew speaks of a particularistic 
judgment down to every action. What one decides 
now about Jesus and his teaching determines how he 
will respond to that person when he returns in 
majesty to judge. This supreme “judging” position 
shows that a subordinationist Christology (i.e., where 
Jesus is less than the Father) is unlikely for Luke, for 
it is God’s prerogative to judge (against Schweizer 
1984: 157-58). The Book of Acts shows Jesus 
returning through God’s appointment as the absolute 
judge: Acts 10:42 reveals Jesus’ position, while 
17:31 speaks from the perspective of the movement 
of his career from sufferer to judge. Jesus serves God, 
but Jesus exercises divine authority. 

Luke is closer to Mark 8:38 than to Matt. 16:27, 
since Matthew has a specific remark on the particular 
judgment that Christ upon his return brings for every 
deed. Mark shares with Luke a general remark about 
the Son of Man and judgment, but only he has an 
additional remark about the evil and adulterous 


character of this generation. Otherwise Mark and 
Luke are virtually identical, except for a few small 
differences. Mark uses QÜTOV (auton, him), while 
Luke uses TOUTOV (touton, this one) in an emphatic 
position; thus, Mark speaks of “his” shame, that is, 
the denier’s shame, while Luke speaks of “this one’s” 
shame. Mark speaks of Jesus’ coming in the Father’s 
glory “with (UETA, meta) the holy angels”; and Luke 
speaks of his coming in the glory of the Father “and 
(Kal, kai) the holy angels.” The Lucan wording 
unites the heavenly hosts more closely with the 
heavenly glory than does Mark’s, but both express 
heaven’s presence and authority at the judgment. 
Mark and Luke agree that being allied to Jesus 
prevents rejection by him at the judgment. Matthew 
10:32-33 has a similar saying, except it uses 
OWUOAOYEW (homologeö, to confess). This Matthean 
Saying is repeated in Luke 12:8-9. The authenticity 
of the saying in 9:26 is usually tied to that of 12:8--9, 
which is seen to be the key statement of the pair 
(Marshall 1978: 377). But it is not entirely clear that 
these sayings are a doublet. It seems better to treat 
them as distinct. Luke’s repetition of this basic theme 
reveals his intent to show the idea as a key teaching 
of Jesus about the spiritual life (see also 17:33). This 


type of encouragement and warning is something that 
Jesus could have given repeatedly. As a declaration 
of Jesus’ future glory and the importance of being 
committed to him, it is a key authentic statement of 
Jesus (see the exegesis of 12:8). 


b. The Promise that Some Will See the 
Kingdom Before Death (9:27) 


9:27 Jesus’ teaching on discipleship closes with a 
difficult saying: some will see trv BaoUElav TOD 
8E0v (ten basileian tou theou, the kingdom of God) 
before they die. The wording and promise are clear 
enough, but the ambiguity of the phrase introduces an 
interpretative problem (as does the wording of the 
Synoptic parallels). The basic question is this: does 
Tv BaolAeiav TOU Geod refer to (1) the full, 
consummated, glorious eschatological kingdom of 
the future, (2) a glimpse of that kingdom’s glorious 
Christ, or (3) the kingdom of the resurrected and 
exalted Christ (i.e., the church)? Four major views 
vie for acceptance:* 


1. Jesus declares his expectation that the full, 
consummated kingdom will come soon despite 
his suffering (H. A. W. Meyer, J. Weiss, H. J. 
Holtzmann, and Kümmel 1957: 25-29). This 


view is popular among those who see Jesus as a 
figure who emphasized the instant apocalyptic 
fulfillment of God’s promise in parallel with 
Jewish hope (see Ellis 1974: 141 and Marshall 
1978: 379). The view also argues that Jesus was 
wrong about the nearness of the kingdom’s 
coming. The view has various subforms 
depending on whether it is regarded as Jesus’ 
saying or a saying created by the church to 
explain the return’s delay (Grässer 1960 and 
Schürmann 1969: 551-52 [who holds Mark 
responsible for it]). Ellis correctly objects to this 
view. Against it stands the contrast between the 
rejected, since they are ashamed of Jesus, and the 
few who will see his kingdom. That only some 
see the kingdom shows that the final return is not 
in view. If the final return were in view, then all 
people present at the return share in it. If this is 
the apocalyptic return of the king and kingdom, 
where is its accompanying judgment? 

2. The kingdom is the “mystery” or “already” 
form of the kingdom, which was inaugurated by 
Jesus at his resurrection (Acts 2:32-36). Many of 
the views that Plummer mentions fit here: Jesus 
refers to the resurrection-ascension (Calvin, 


Beza), Pentecost (Godet 1875: 1.421-22; G. L. 
Hahn), the spread of Christianity (K. F. N6;sgen; 
Arndt 1956: 261), or the internal development of 
the gospel (i.e., the inauguration of fulfillment) 
(Erasmus). Of these subviews, the resurrection- 
ascension (since in Lucan terms this is a key 
event) or the Pentecost view (since it shows the 
significance of Jesus’ exaltation) is best 
(Marshall 1978: 378; Hendriksen 1978: 501-2). 
This kingdom was a kingdom of salvific power, 
as the apostolic activity in Acts shows. In 
addition, Jesus’ reply at his trial, where he 
mentioned to the Jews that “from now on” the 
Son of Man would be seated at the right hand of 
the power of God (Luke 22:69), shows that this 
near form of the kingdom is intended. If this is 
the correct view, then Jesus is again alluding to 
his vindication. The disciples share in the 
glorious period that he will initiate. 
3. The parallel Matt. 16:28 (“Son of Man coming 
in his kingdom”) = Mark 9:1 (“seeing the 
kingdom of God having come with power”) 
shows that the only time that Jesus came this 
gloriously in the disciples’ lifetime was at the 
transfiguration (many church fathers; Liefeld 


1984: 924). If this view is taken, then some 
disciples see the transfiguration (i.e., a preview 
of Jesus’ later glory). This special event is also 
the guarantee of a day when Jesus will fully 
manifest his power on earth. 

4. Jerusalem’s destruction is a foretaste of 
judgment and Jesus’ glory (J. J. Wettstein, 

H. Alford). 


Which view is it? Contextually, Luke is clear that the 
“already” form of the inaugurated kingdom is 
included in Luke 9:27: if Jesus works by God’s 
power, then his miracles show that the kingdom has 
come upon those present (11:20; 10:9); the 
kingdom’s beginning and arrival follows John the 
Baptist (16:16); and the kingdom is “in your midst” 
in the form of Jesus (17:21). Acts 2 does portray 
Jesus’ resurrection and exaltation as the 
enthronement of Messiah and a demonstration of 
Jesus’ position as Lord, and Acts 8:12 associates 
Philip’s preaching the kingdom with Jesus’ name 
(Bovon 1989: 486 takes this view, arguing that it is 
different from Matthew and Mark). 

However, one should not entirely exclude the 
function of the transfiguration as a “preview” 
experience of where the kingdom program is headed, 


that is, as the picture of a figure who will fully 
manifest his authority on the earth in the future, as 
Luke 21:27 suggests (see also Rom. 14:17; 1 Cor. 
4:20; Col. 1:12-14). Luke works in patterns and, for 
him, the transfiguration is a preview of where the 
kingdom program ultimately leads. When Jesus 
refers to seeing the kingdom, he is referring to 
entering the kingdom and emphasizing the front end 
of the entry point, a package whose character will 
conclude with the revelation of a fully glorified Jesus 
like the one seen in the transfiguration. This 
combination of views 2 and 3 is actually a fifth view 
and is likely to be correct (so apparently Ellis 1974: 
141). 

Why exclude the reference to Jerusalem’s 
destruction? Because Luke does not associate the 
kingdom’s power with this event. He does mention it 
in association with end-time events, but they are not 

characterized in Luke 17 or 21 as kingdom events. 
Rather, they show what its final coming is like. Also, 
Jesus is not associated with Jerusalem’s destruction 
directly, so it is not in view. 

Is this Lucan view that of Matthew and Mark? 
Danker (1988: 196), Luce (1933: 186), and Bovon 
(1989: 486) see a different sense. No doubt, the 


language of the Synoptic parallels is more overtly 
apocalyptic, which Luke may well have simplified 
for his Gentile audience. Matthew’s reference to the 
Son of Man and Mark’s reference to the kingdom’s 
having come (note the perfect tense &AnAuduiav, 
elelythuian) in power both emphasize the authority 
associated with the realm more overtly than does 
Luke. But the transfiguration is not the only likely 
reference, since the coming in power is something 
whose presence remains, rather than being something 
whose effect is withdrawn, as the transfiguration 
view by itself requires. Matthew 26:64 agrees with 
Luke about Jesus’ remarks at the trial: “Hereafter you 
shall see the Son of Man seated at the right hand of 
power and coming on the clouds of heaven.” In fact, 
the remarks of 2 Pet. 1:16-21 also suggest the 
fulfillment of this “pattern-package” view, for in 

2 Peter the transfiguration pictures what the apostolic 
preaching of Jesus was all about, looking ultimately 
to the dawning of the full eschatological morning.’ 
Such a view of the kingdom’s inauguration prevents 
the strictly future-kingdom view (#1) from being 
correct. It also renders erroneous the suggestion that 
Jesus erred. If this explanation of the verse is correct, 
then in Luke, Jesus says that some of those present 


will experience the beginning of the kingdom’s 
presence in their lifetime. The Synoptic parallels note 
that this beginning comes with power and looks 
toward an even more glorious resolution. Who was 
not present at the inauguration? Who is included in 
the reference to dying? Judas tasted death through his 
denial and thereby missed the inauguration of glory. 
He is the unit’s negative illustration: he fails to be a 
disciple and so misses glory. Thus, the transfiguration 
will preview the ultimate full glory of the exalted 
Christ. The kingdom program will end with the 
glorious Christ visible to all (Luke 9:26). The 
distribution of its benefits begins with the Spirit’s 
being poured out as earnest after Jesus’ resurrection 
and exaltation (Acts 2; Eph. 1:14; 2 Cor. 1:22; 5:5). 


Summary 


Luke 9:21-27 follows Peter’s significant 
confession. Jesus begins to prepare the disciples 
for the future of his ministry, noting that the short- 
term outlook is grim: he will suffer, be handed 
over, and killed. But he will be raised as well. 
Jesus goes into the latter part of his earthly 
ministry well aware of where he is headed. He 


willingly takes on the cause for which he came. 
Design and necessity stand behind what he 
experienced, so the reader realizes that what 
happened to Jesus was no surprise. 

If one is to follow Jesus, then one had better 
recognize what allying with Jesus means. It means 
denying oneself and recognizing that God must 
deal with one’s spiritual and physical needs. It 
means recognizing that suffering will be included 
in identifying with the one who was rejected. It 
means following in Jesus’ footsteps. To lose one’s 
life is to gain one’s spiritual welfare. To seek to 
keep one’s life and spiritual fate in one’s own 
hands is to risk forfeiting all. It is possible to gain 
the world and have nothing spiritually, but this is a 
tragic trade-off. To reject Jesus and his teaching is 
ultimately to face his rejection. The choice is 
totally and starkly set out for the reader: Jesus is 
the issue; he is the choice; he is the authority and 
Judge with whom one must deal. His path is to be 
taken— or there is no path at all. To come to him is 
to recognize that until one comes to know God, 
one is not what God wants one to be. The call to 
discipleship reveals what Jesus wants from his 


people. Luke wants the reader to weigh and 
consider Jesus’ call. 

Jesus also offers a promise as the start of the 
kingdom draws near: many of those in his 
audience will live to see its beginning, and some 
will see a preview of the total glory. So also for 
the reader of Luke both then and now: the starting 
point has come and the finishing point draws 
nearer. The path of discipleship, though hard, is 
not carried out in isolation, since it represents the 
movement of promise from inauguration to 
consummation. In the long run, allegiance to Jesus 
is worth the cost, since the story to come lasts 
forever. 


4. Transfiguration: Divine 
Confirmation and a Call to Hear 
(9:28-36) 


Following Jesus’ instruction about the disciple’s 
sacrificial allegiance, Luke relates a second 


heavenly communication about Jesus. The 
transfiguration, like the baptism, involves a divine 
word about Jesus. In addition, it contains a 
revelation of Jesus’ heavenly glory. He speaks 
with Moses and Elijah, but only he is transformed. 
Jesus’ lordship and majesty become manifest. The 
revelation previewing his glory is limited to only a 
few: Peter, John, and James. After the event, they 
keep silent about it, but it clearly made a deep 
impression on Christian tradition (2 Pet. 1:16-21; 
Apocalypse of Peter 15-17; Acts of Peter 20; Acts 
of John 90-91; Acts of Philip 60; Bovon 1989: 
491-92; Schneemelcher 1991-92: 2.633-35, 303, 
180-81; James 1953: 444). This revelation about 
Jesus is significant, especially coming next to his 
word of suffering. Jesus will suffer and die, but 
even so, he is the bearer of heavenly glory. 

This is an important time for such an 
endorsement, because Jesus has just announced 
his approaching death and warned the disciples of 
the cost of following him. A word of testimony 
and reassurance from heaven that Jesus is the 
messianic, eschatological Son would be an 
encouragement to them. In addition, the call to 
“hear Jesus” is a reminder that Jesus needs to 


instruct his disciples about many things before his 
“exodus.” The disciples need to understand these 
things before they carry out their task in his 
absence. Thus, Jesus also functions prophetically 
as the “Prophet like Moses,” another key early 
Christian title applied to Jesus (see Acts 3:14-26, 
esp. vv. 22-26). Indeed, the glorious 
transformation of Jesus alone suggests a 
transcendence that is not discussed here, but is 
revealed later. Fitzmyer (1981: 793) notes 
correctly that more than a Messiah is portrayed 
here. 


Sources and Historicity 


Luke 9:28-36 is paralleled in Mark 9:2-10 = Matt. 17:1-9 (Aland 
1985: 8161). The position of the event is the same in the parallels, 
located within six (Mark 9:2 = Matt. 17:1) or eight (Luke 9:28) days of 
the confession at Caesarea Philippi. It is difficult to decide where the 
transfiguration took place, since no specific locale is mentioned 
(proposed locations include Mount Hermon, Mount Tabor, and 
Mount Meron) and since some time has passed since Peter’s 
confession (see the exegesis of 9:28 for details on the locale). 


Luke’s version of the transfiguration is shorter at many points than 
that of Matthew or Mark, but it supplies more detail about what took 
place in the event itself. For example, by his unique mention of the 
“exodus,” Luke emphasizes the suffering that Jesus is headed 
toward. This great OT event is a pattern for the ultimate event in 
God's plan. Christ’s death and what happened thereafter recall a 
salvation of the past. Messiah, passion, and ultimate glory are 
pictured as part of an exodus, a great journey that Jesus is 
undertaking (Liefeld 1984: 925). In the transfiguration, one can see 
heaven’s answer to Herod’s question about who this man is 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 793). The answer goes well beyond the categories 
mentioned in 9:9. 

In terms of the parallels, Mark and Matthew are largely in verbal 
agreement with each other, while Luke generally has used his own 
vocabulary. It may well be that Luke had unique sources, although 
some suggest that he made inferences from the account, a point that 
is difficult to support.4 The problem of sources in this unit is complex, 
but the presence of additional source material on the whole is more 
likely than an appeal to Luke’s reworking the material. 

The account’s authenticity is questioned, mainly because of its 
supernatural features. Fitzmyer (1981: 795-96) notes four views: a 
historical occurrence, a vision, a resurrection appearance projected 
back into Jesus’ life, and a symbolic portrayal of Jesus’ glory. Ellis 
(1974: 142) notes a fifth view: it is Christian midrash grounded in 
Exod. 24:15-16 or 34:35 (Schweizer, TDNT 8:369 n. 249). Fitzmyer 


seems to reject the historical approach, but leaves unspecified the 
option chosen in its place.2 Creed (1930: 133) minimally opts for a 
psychological experience of some kind by the disciples, which might 
mean a vision (also Luce 1933: 187 and Michaelis, TDNT 5:354, 
372). It seems difficult to accept this explanation as totally satisfying, 
for what could engender such an impression? The assumptions that 
led Wellhausen to classify the text as a resurrection event do not 
work (Schweizer, TDNT 8:369 n. 251).4 All that is suggested about 
Jesus is a glorious presence, not a resurrected appearance. Seeing 
the event as historical and supernatural seems the only way to 
explain it (Marshall 1978: 381).2 Nolland (1993a: 496) notes that 
historical inquiry does not have the tools to substantiate the event, 
but nothing found in the event represents an insuperable barrier to 
the possible occurrence of such an event in Jesus’ ministry. The 
tradition, as 2 Peter shows, seems deeply impacted by this event, 
which is a precursor to resurrection. If resurrection is possible, then 


nothing in this event is unlikely. 


The account is called a story about Jesus 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 795, following V. Taylor 1966: 
386-88). Bultmann (1963: 259-61) calls it a 
legend because of the supernatural elements (he 
uses “legend” in its form-critical sense to 
emphasize the account’s supernatural character). 
Efforts to classify it more precisely have led to a 


variety of possibilities: enthronement, prophetic 
vision, apocalyptic vision, divine epiphany, 
midrash, and cult narrative (Bovon 1989: 490-91). 
According to Bovon, classification is difficult 
because of the variety of motifs: apocalyptic 
revelatory images (Jesus’ transformation and the 
voice from heaven), the Exodus background, regal 
imagery, and epiphany (heavenly glory manifested 
on earth; Wiefel 1988: 180). 

The outline of Luke 9:28—36 is as follows: 


a. Setting (9:28) 

b. Jesus’ transfiguration and its witnesses 
(9:29-31) 

c. Peter’s desire to celebrate the Feast of 
Tabernacles (9:32-33) 

d. Heavenly endorsement of the Son-Prophet 
(9:34-35) 

e. The disciples’ silence (9:36) 


Bovon (1989: 490) notes the structure’s 
threefold pairing: the setting and conclusion (9:28, 
36), the divine sign (9:29-31) with the divine 
meaning (9:34-35), and a general human reaction 
(9:32) with a specific human reaction (9:33). 


Many themes are part of this key account: 
prayer, the revelation of Jesus’ glory, his divinely 
ordained journey into suffering, his being greater 
than Moses or Elijah (seen in his transformation 
and the refusal to build booths), the testimony of 
the law (Moses) and the eschatological prophet 
(Elijah), the divine testimony to Jesus’ sonship, 
the call to hear him as the “Prophet like Moses,” 
instruction of the disciples, and silence (the proper 
time for a full testimony is later). 


Exegesis and Exposition 


28 Now about eight days after these sayings, he took with him 


Peter, John, and James and went up on the mountain to pray. @2And 
as he was praying the appearance of his face changed, and his 
garment became dazzling white. ?°And behold, there were two men 
speaking with him, Moses and Elijah, *!who appeared in glory and 
spoke of his exodus, which he was about to fulfill in Jerusalem. 
32Now Peter and those with him were weighed down with sleep, and 
when they wakened they saw his glory and the two men who stood 
with him. %%And as the men were departing from him, Peter said to 
Jesus, “Master, it is good that we are here; let us make three booths, 
one for you and one for Moses and one for Elijah”—not knowing 


what he was saying. **And as he was saying this a cloud came and 
overshadowed them; and they were afraid as they entered the cloud. 
35And a voice came from the cloud, saying, “This is my Son, Othe 
Chosen Onel, listen to him.” %%And when the voice had spoken, 
Jesus was found alone. And they kept silent and told no one in those 
days what they had seen. 


a. Setting (9:28) 


9:28 Luke sets the situation briefly with €y€veTo 
(egeneto, it came to pass), a common transition term 
in Luke.® It is some (Woét, hdsei) eight days after 
Peter’s confession at Caesarea Philippi; Matthew and 
Mark set the time more exactly at the sixth day. Some 
suggest that Luke means “about a week,” with the 
days being reckoned inclusively (Creed 1930: 134; 
Marshall 1978: 382; Fitzmyer 1981: 797).” This 
difference is peculiar if Luke had only Matthew or 
Mark as a source; it suggests another source. Only 
Luke specifically mentions that the transfiguration 
was after the sayings about discipleship, but this is 
the impression of Matthew and Mark as well. The 
Matthean and Marcan reference to six days may 
allude to Exod. 24:15-16 and thus suggest a second- 
Moses motif (Liefeld 1984: 926). But Marshall’s 
objections (1978: 382) to this are probably correct: 


the temporal connection “after six days” in Matthew 
and Mark is not equivalent to “on the seventh day” in 
Exodus. On the other hand, the cloud is probably an 
allusion to the Shekinah glory of Exodus (Marshall 
1978: 387; Danker 1988: 200; Fitzmyer 1981: 802). 
If the allusion to the exodus is present in the 
parallels, Luke makes nothing else of it. Neither is 
the tabernacles image of Lev. 23:36 in the 
background, since Luke 9:33 rejects a tabernacles 
connection. 

Peter, John, and James accompanied Jesus up the 
mountain. Matthew and Mark have Peter, James, and 
John— another peculiarity of name order if Mark or 
Matthew was the only source that Luke had. These 
three are singled out in other events as well.® 

Proposed locations for the mountain include the 
following: 


Mountain Location Adherents 
Hermon near Caesarea Philippi Arndt 1956: 262 
Tabor in southern Galilee, six Cyril of Jerusalem (the 


miles from Nazareth first clear reference) 


Jerome 


Origen, Exegetica in 
Psalmos (on Ps. 88:13) 
(this work is disputed 
and may be better 
called Pseudo-Origen; 
see PG 12:1548) 
Fitzmyer 1981: 798 
Bovon 1989: 494 n. 35 


(apparently) 
Baldi 1955 


Meron northwest of the Sea of Liefeld 1974: 167 n. 27 
Galilee 


It is difficult to decide, since no specific locale is 
mentioned and since some time has passed since 
Peter’s confession. Tabor has the strongest support in 
the tradition. 

The third element of the setting is unique to Luke: 
the mention of prayer. The focus on prayer is 
common in Luke and adds to the event’s spiritual 
mood. In Luke, when prayer is present, something 
significant usually follows (e.g., 3:21). 


b. Jesus’ Transfiguration and Its Witnesses 
(9:29-31) 


9:29 In the midst of prayer, Jesus is transformed 
before the three disciples. Luke’s description of the 
change in Jesus’ face is more specific than the 
general reference in Mark 9:2 = Matt. 17:2 to his 
being transfigured (UETEUOPQPWON, 
metemorphöthe). Matthew also mentions that Jesus’ 
face shone as the sun (€AQUWEV ... WC O NALOG, 
elampsen ... hos ho hélios). Luke lacks a verbal 
description of what takes place, literally describing it 
as “the appearance of his face was other” (TO ei60G 
TOU ITIPOOWITOUL AVTOD ETEPOV, to eidos tou 
prosöpou autou heteron, usually expressed in English 
as “Jesus’ face changed”). It is suggested that Luke 
omitted the verb HETAUOPPOW to prevent confusion 
with an epiphany, which might have polytheistic 
connotations to a Hellenistic audience (Plummer 
1896: 251; Creed 1930: 134; Liefeld 1984: 926). 
The point of these descriptions is that Jesus was 
physically transformed into a radiant figure whose 
brilliance extended to his clothes. Each of the 
Synoptics mentions in its own way the change in 
clothes: Matt. 17:2 speaks of clothes “white like 


light”; Mark 9:3 mentions “clothes glistening, very 
white as no bleacher on earth could bleach them”; 
Luke simply says “dazzling white” (Danker 1988: 
198; Fitzmyer 1981: 799; Fitzer, TDNT 7:666).” 
Jesus’ glory is similar to the description of Moses’ 
glory in Exod. 34:29-35, though the terminology is 
not parallel. Much in the account (Jesus’ glory, 
Moses’ presence, the cloud, the allusion to Deut. 
18:15) suggests an allusion to Jesus as a greater, 
second Moses, but more than Moses is intended, 
since explicit comparison to Moses is rejected later in 
the account (cf. 2 Cor. 3:7—18).'° Danker (1988: 198) 
argues against a second-Moses motif of Jesus as new 
lawgiver, arguing instead for Jesus as a replacement 
of Moses. However, Jesus as a prophet to be heard 
(Luke 9:35) looks to a second-Moses figure. This 
new Moses establishes a new order, not new law, in 
relating to God and reveals the way to him in this 
new period. Luke definitely sees Jesus in this light 
and emphasizes him as the bringer of a new order 
(Luke 5:33-39; Acts 3:18-22; 7:35-37; 15:1-29). 
Contra Danker (1988: 198) and Schweizer (1984: 
160), there is no allusion to the “righteous one” of 
Dan. 12:3 (cf. Rev. 3:5) who comes through 


apocalyptic tribulation, for there is no apocalyptic 
image in Luke. 


9:30 With the transformation also comes the 
appearance of two major OT figures, Moses and 
Elijah, who are talking with (ouveAaAoVv, 
synelaloun) Jesus. Their presence has evoked much 
discussion (Liefeld 1974: 171-74; Jeremias, TDNT 
2:938-39). What do they represent? 


1. Thrall (1969-70) and Schweizer (1984: 160) 
argue that they represent different endings to life: 
Moses was buried by God (Deut. 34:1-8), while 
Elijah was taken up (2 Kings 2:1-12). Thus, here 
death before God and translation are contrasted 
to resurrection. The major problem with this 
understanding is that Moses’ death and Elijah’s 
translation are not mentioned in the passage. 

2. They are selected because they are conceived 
as the great wonder workers of the OT or 
because they were great prophet-statesmen 


(Arndt 1956: 263). It is hard to explain their 
connection on this basis, for many others did 
miracles and played key roles before the nation. 
The choice of Elijah for this “statesman” role is 
especially unclear. 


3. Moses represents the Law and Elijah the 
Prophets (Plummer 1896: 251; Schürmann 1969: 
557-58; Wiefel 1988: 180; Bovon 1989: 496). 
The problem here is not the Mosaic connection, 
but Elijah’s tie to the prophets: why is he 
considered the representative of the prophets 
(Danker 1988: 199)? Samuel or one of the major 
prophets is normally seen in this light (Acts 3:24; 
Matt. 16:14). 

4. The best suggestion is that Moses typifies the 
prophetic office that Jesus will occupy (as the 
later allusion to Deut. 18:15 suggests), while 
Elijah pictures the hope of the eschaton. Jesus 
will function as a Moses-like formative figure for 
the people he draws round himself, much as 
Moses drew together the nation of Israel. With 
Jesus comes a new period, a new configuration 
of God’s people, a fresh way of relating to God. 
Thus, Elijah is present as the hope of the 
eschaton (Mal. 4:5-6 [3:23-24 MTJ). Luke 
makes the Mosaic connection explicit in Acts 
3:18-22 and 7:35-37. When the NT mentions 
Elijah with Jesus, it has in view either the 
coming of the eschaton or the preparing of the 
way, the latter concept also appearing in the John 


the Baptist image of Luke 1:16-17 and Mark 
9:12. Perhaps part of the background to this 
image is the idea that Elijah will rescue the 
righteous sufferer, as the taunting associated with 
Jesus’ death suggests in Mark 15:36, though this 
connection is less clear (Danker 1988: 199).'* 
Thus, Moses looks back to the exodus and 
Elijah looks forward to the fulfillment of promise 
in the eschaton.'* It is also suggested that these 
figures function as OT witnesses to Jesus, which 
is certainly the impression created by their 


view 3). Such a witness function for Elijah 
caused the Jew Trypho to challenge the Christian 


Justin’s claims about Jesus, since for Trypho 
Elijah had not appeared but was still expected." 


9:31 Only Luke notes the glorified condition of the 
OT saints and their topic of conversation: Jesus’ 
“exodus” (ECOSOV, exodon), which was about to 
come to fulfillment in Jerusalem. Fulfillment 
(rtANpoÜVv, pleroun) is the key theme of this verse; 
the events discussed are part of God’s plan, which 
will come to pass. In addition, Luke will highlight the 
Jerusalem journey in 9:51-19:44, by making special 


note of the city at 9:51; 13:22; 17:11; 18:31; and 
19:28. 

The €€060C itself recalls the great OT event of 
salvation and suggests that Jesus is doing something 


and the refusal to equate Jesus and Moses with the 
Feast of Booths in 9:33 show Jesus’ superiority.'* The 
€€060C is variously interpreted (Marshall 1978: 384— 
85): 


1. The term refers only to Jesus’ death in 
Jerusalem, thus reinforcing 9:22 (Liefeld 1984: 
927; Arndt 1956: 263; Danker 1988: 199; 
Michaelis, TDNT 5:107; Schürmann 1969: 558 
[who speaks of a focus on the fate of death]). 
While €€050¢ can refer to death (2 Pet. 1:15; 
Wis. 3:2; 7:6; BAGD 276 §2; BAA 559-60 82), 
(which is a focal point of Luke 9:31) to a series 
of events. The emphasis on fulfillment fits well 
with this view, which does reflect a major 
element in the concept but does not exhaust the 
image. 

2. The term refers to Jesus’ death and ascension 
(so 9:51; Plummer 1896: 251; Marshall 1978: 


384-85; Fitzmyer 1981: 800; Ellis 1974: 143; 
Schneider 1977a: 216; Wiefel 1988: 181; Bovon 
1989: 496-97). This view has much to commend 
it, though it may not go far enough. 

3. The image argues for repetition of the exodus 
event (Manek 1957-58b). This element is 
present, but it does not really explain the point of 
comparison between Jesus’ ministry and the 
exodus. This view can be combined with other 
approaches to the passage. 

A. The whole life of Jesus is an “exodus,” 
starting with John’s coming and extending to 
Jesus’ departure in Jerusalem (Acts 13:24-31). 
However, the verse’s language (the journey is 
“about to be” [NuEAAEvV, Emellen] fulfilled in 
Jerusalem) stands against this option (BDR 
8356.1 n. 2). 

5. The best option, not listed by Marshall, is that 
the image refers to the entire death-parousia 
career of Jesus. This is suggested in Luke 9:22, 
26 (Bock 1987: 116, 324 n. 99), as well as by the 
journey image of a lord “gone for a while to 
return” in certain parables (12:35-37; 19:11-13). 
Jesus’ glorious condition at the time of this 
discussion also suggests this more 


comprehensive allusion. Moses and Elijah 
anticipate what Jesus will fulfill, starting in 
Jerusalem. Clearly the stress is on his death, 
resurrection, and ascension—all of which happen 
in Jerusalem. It is these events as inaugurating a 
larger program that is the point of the journey 
motif. 


c. Peter’s Desire to Celebrate the Feast of 
Tabernacles (9:32-33) 


9:32 Luke adds another unique detail: as Jesus 
prayed, the disciples drifted off to sleep.” (They do 
this again before Jesus’ arrest—21:45.) They awaken 
to the scene—thus apparently missing most of the 
conversation'*—to see Jesus glorified and two men 
standing with him. What is described is clearly 
distinguished from a vision or dream (the mention of 
Sleep might indicate that the event occurred in the 
evening, but that is not certain; if the disciples were 
tired, they could have fallen asleep at any time). An 
event without the disciples now becomes more 
public. 


9:33 One disciple reacts. With the impending 
departure of the OT saints, Peter tries to prolong the 
moment with a suggestion that they celebrate the 


Feast of Tabernacles on the mountain. This key 
festival in Judaism looked back at God’s provision in 
the wilderness and was regarded as anticipating 
God’s ultimate deliverance.” Apparently, Peter 
understood Moses’ and Elijah’s presence to have 
eschatological overtones." 

The Feast of Tabernacles was a major event in the 
Jewish calendar. The festival’s main activity involved 
constructing booths to live in for a week. The rules 
for the size of the booth were very specific (m.Suk. 
1). Only men and boys old enough not to need a 
mother were required to live in the booth, which was 
to be the “main abode” for that week, with one’s 
house being the “chance abode” (m.Suk. 2.9). This 
time of great joy looked back at God’s initial faithful 
provision of food in the wilderness and at his current 
provision of harvest (the American Thanksgiving 
holiday and the German Erntedank are loose 
equivalents). As well, the feast looked forward to 
God’s total provision later. It is this mood of 
expectation that Peter wants to retain. His remark that 
the experience is a good thing to share shows his 
positive frame of mind (Marshall 1978: 386). 

What is not clear is whether Peter had in mind 
reproducing the feast or whether he wanted the 


booths for something else. Though they recall the 
imagery of the Feast of Tabernacles, the booths 
(oKNvac, skénas) were most likely a way for the 
visitors to prolong their stay (Marshall 1978: 386 
cites Luke 16:9 and John 14:2 as conceptual 
equivalents tied to heaven). Peter probably wanted to 
continue the mountaintop experience. It is clear that 
he had some feel for the special nature of the 
moment, and his desire to celebrate the occasion and 
extend it is understandable. Only Luke mentions that 
Peter’s remark came as Moses and Elijah were 
leaving. Luce (1933: 189) argues that a statement by 
Peter here is out of place and suggests that Peter 
raised questions instead (“Is it good for us to be 
here?” “Should we build three booths?”). However, 
such interjections by Peter are not unusual (Luke 5:8; 
22:33). 

But why does Luke say that Peter did not know 
what he was saying? Most see Peter’s error as his 
desire to build three booths, reflecting a sense of 
equality between the three figures. One booth for 
each luminary stands in contrast to the voice from 
heaven that follows. By alluding to Deut. 18, the 
voice makes clear that Jesus is special and that he is 
the superior successor to Moses (Danker 1988: 200). 


In addition, Peter may have been rebuked for 
suggesting that now is the time to celebrate the entry 
of the eschaton. However, Peter’s remarks, though 
missing the mark in terms of Christology and in 
terms of timing, do not necessarily represent a 
conscious attempt to avoid suffering (contra 
Hendriksen 1978: 506). The need to reject this final 
option is clear, since up to this point the disciples 
have not comprehended the force of Jesus’ remarks 
about his impending suffering. They cannot 
consciously reject what they do not as yet 
understand. 

Matthew 17:4 = Mark 9:5 also notes Peter’s 
remarks. Matthew says that Peter left the celebration 
up to Jesus’ discretion by saying, “If you wish,” and 
adds that Peter himself offered to build the booths. 
Mark and Luke portray Peter as personally making a 
request. Matthew omits any rebuke of Peter’s remark, 
while Mark 9:6 notes that fear present with all the 
disciples formed the background for Peter’s remark. 
The Gospels’ portraits are complementary. 


d. | Heavenly Endorsement of the Son-Prophet 
(9:34-35) 


9:34 Heaven reacts: a cloud comes on the scene and 
overshadows the participants. The point of this cloud 
imagery is debated (Liefeld 1974: 169-71): 


1. The image is associated with God’s 
eschatological coming on the clouds (Luke 
21:27; 1 Thess. 4:17; Ps. 97:2; Zeph. 1:15; Ezek. 
30:3; Isa. 4:5; Dan. 7:13-14; 2 Macc. 2:8; 2 Bar. 
53; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13:3; Boobyer 1942: 83- 
85; Ellis 1974: 143). The imagery indicates 
God’s presence in the midst of the period of 
restoration. With a mood that might be parallel to 
Luke, 2 Macc. 2:8 expresses a hope for the return 
of God’s glory to the people in the eschaton 
(Danker 1988: 201). 

2. The image reflects the exodus and points to a 
new period around Jesus like the time of Moses 
(Exod. 13:21-22; 16:10; 19:16; 24:15-18; 
40:34-38; Oepke, TDNT 4:908-9; Josephus, 
Antiquities 3.12.5 3290; 3.14.4 8310; Fitzmyer 
1981: 802). This latter association is the most 
natural way to read the passage. The Mosaic 
connections are explicit, although the return of 
the cloud does have eschatological overtones, 
since God’s visible presence is in view. In fact, 
Exod. 40:35 uses the same verb as is used here: 


ETTLOKLACW (episkiazö, to overshadow) (Luce 
1933: 189). So the parallels to Sinai are strong. 
3. The cloud pictures God’s presence (Bovon 
1989: 500 and n. 60 notes that Tg. Neof. 1.3 on 
Lev. 23:43 speaks of Israel’s dwelling in the 
cloud). It overshadows the disciples, leaving 
them afraid. Some suggest that only Jesus and his 
guests were overshadowed, since the voice is 
described as coming out of the cloud and the 
disciples appear to be outside observers (Godet 
1875: 1.429-30; Plummer 1896: 252-53; Creed 
1930: 135; Oepke, TDNT 4:908; Marshall 1978: 
387). There is no need to make this suggestion, 
for the disciples could have been overshadowed 
by the cloud and a voice could still have come 
from it. In fact, this verse clearly refers to the 
disciples’ coming into the cloud, since it 
mentions that “they were afraid as they entered 
the cloud.” 


The cloud’s presence seems to be God’s answer to 
Peter’s suggestion: no booths are needed since God 
has wrapped the disciples in his glory and presence. 
God’s very presence is associated with Jesus, through 
whom they have access to full communion and 


presence with God. The cloud’s presence leaves the 
disciples fearful, a normal response to God’s action 
(Luke 1:12; Balz, TDNT 9:209-10). With the 
departure of the cloud after the voice, the OT saints 
are no longer present (9:36). But to argue that the 
cloud’s purpose was to take them into God’s presence 
is unwarranted, since Jesus did not depart with the 
OT saints. Given the imagery denoting divine 
presence, the disciples experienced it as well. Thus, 
there was no need for a “rapture” to heaven during 
the event (contra Oepke, TDNT 4:908). Both view 2 
and view 3 have merit. 

The parallel in Mark 9:6-7 = Matt. 17:5-6 is 
similar. Mark describes Peter’s and the disciples’ fear 
first and then notes the cloud’s coming, while 
Matthew lacks any mention of fear, describing only 
the disciples falling to their faces after hearing the 
voice and their being filled with awe. Matthew also 
describes the character of the cloud as “bright” 
(QWTELVN, phöteine), another description of God’s 
glorious presence. Clearly the experience 
overwhelms them. One is humbled to meet God so 
directly. 


9:35 The testimony of heaven parallels that given at 
the baptism (3:22). Both sayings have three structural 


elements: title (“Son” in both accounts), qualifying 
description (“beloved” in the baptism; “the chosen” 
in the transfiguration), and concluding remark (“in 

whom I am well pleased” in the baptism; “listen to 

him” in the transfiguration). 

The reference to sonship is an allusion to Ps. 2:7, 
just as the title Son at the baptism was seen as 
derived from the psalm (see the exegesis of Luke 
3:22). In the earlier text, the remark was seen as 
messianic, especially as it is linked to two other 
Lucan texts (4:1-13, 16-30). The messianic thrust 
of the remark is confirmed by the second part of the 
declaration: 6 EKAeAeEyuEvog (ho eklelegmenos, the 
Chosen One). This wording is found only in Luke, 
probably as an explanatory reference to strengthen 
the regal character of the remark, coming as it does 
after Peter’s messianic confession of Jesus. It is 
God’s “amen” to that confession. Mark 9:7 = Matt. 
17:5 has 6 @yamntoc (ho agapétos, the beloved), as 
do all three Synoptics’ report of the utterance given 
at the baptism. The Lucan change serves to explain 
Luke’s understanding of the wording and seems to 
derive from Isa. 42:1, where the reference is to the 
Servant as God’s chosen instrument. When one puts 
the two titles together, Jesus is identified as the 


Messiah-Servant, the fundamental christological 
category that Luke has presented up to this point.” 
The use of the perfect participle shows that Jesus has 
already occupied the position of the “elect one”; 
enthronement is not the point here. 

Another key feature in the heavenly endorsement is 
the allusion to Deut. 18:15. Unlike the Matthean and 
Marcan parallels, Luke’s word order directly matches 
the LXX version of Deuteronomy (AUTOU ÜKOÜUETE, 
autou akouete, listen to him), thus emphasizing 
slightly the focus of listening to him. The allusion to 
Deuteronomy is important, because it marks out 
Jesus as a “Prophet like Moses” (Acts 3:19-24). It 
also indicates that the disciples need instruction from 
the one who leads the way to God. There are things 
that the disciples do not yet understand about the one 
they have confessed. Conzelmann (1960: 57-59) is 
surely correct to say that the call is to hear Jesus’ 
teaching about his passion and to recognize that Jesus 
will be a Messiah who suffers. Jesus has much more 
to reveal about himself. 

The reference to Deut. 18 is not used in the voice’s 
remark at Jesus’ baptism. The new reference not only 
identifies Jesus, but declares his role as revealer of 
God’s way through a confession from heaven. Much 


of the rest of Luke involves the Prophet-Messiah’s 
instruction to his disciples. In effect, the voice says to 
Peter, “Jesus is not equal to Moses or Elijah; he is 
greater than they” (Fitzmyer 1981: 803). God is 
saying, “Sit at his feet, so you can learn from him the 
way to me.” 

Another key difference has occurred since the 
baptism. For Luke and Mark, the second-person 
remarks made at the baptism were directed at Jesus; 
but here the third person is used, making clear that 
the disciples are the intended audience (Danker 1988: 
201). It is they who need the heavenly testimony; it is 
they who need “to hear him.” 

The remark varies slightly in the accounts. For the 
second title Matt. 17:5 = Mark 9:7 has Gyamntoc 
(beloved), not €kAEAEyUEVOG (chosen). Also, the 
allusion to Deut. 18:15 appears as AKOVETE AUTOU 
in Matthew and Mark. Luke makes the saying’s force 
clear by his differences. In addition, Matthew has 
“the one with whom I am well pleased,” tying the 
remark more closely to the baptism. 


e. The Disciples’ Silence (9:36) 


9:36 Everything returns to normal and the “sneak 
preview” ends. With the culmination of the divine 


endorsement, the OT saints are gone and Jesus is left 
alone. The details of the saints’ departure are not 
given. The disciples respond with silence for a time, 
for which Luke gives no reason. The spirit of the 
remark is unusual, since in many ancient works of 
this type such an event would have been proclaimed 
widely (Plummer 1896: 253 argues that the note is so 
unusual that it speaks to the event’s historicity). Their 
response suggests that the transfiguration is an event 
to reflect on, not an event to be paraded in public 
proclamation. No doubt its implications were much 
clearer to the disciples after Jesus was raised. At that 
point they may have felt more comfortable about 
their understanding of it and so could share its 
significance more readily. Arndt (1956: 264) notes 
that they were slow to see the suffering-glory process 
reflected in the idea of exodus and transfiguration. 
Other reasons for the silence come from the parallels. 
Luke’s conclusion to the event is much briefer than 
Matthew’s and Mark’s. Mark 9:8-10 = Matt. 17:8-9 
mentions that Jesus commanded the disciples’ silence 
until after the resurrection. The nature of his teaching 
from this point on in his ministry suggests why. The 
disciples did not entirely understand, until the 
resurrection, what God’s program for Jesus was. 


There was great risk that the event might be 
misunderstood if it was discussed publicly. This 
conclusion seems likely in light of Jesus’ spending 
much time teaching the disciples about the road of 
suffering on which he would travel. They struggled 
constantly with trying to understand him (Luke 9:45). 
Mark 9:10 makes clear that at this point the disciples 
did not comprehend what the Son of Man’s 
resurrection meant. Luke’s shorter version simply 
indicates the disciples’ silence and suggests it was 
temporary. In Luke, the event ends with a note of 
silence and awe. The motif of silence in the face of 
God’s revelation reflects the OT_ (Dan. 10:15; 
Danker 1988: 201). A note of reflection is also 
present in the perfect £€wpaKav (heörakan, they had 
seen), which suggests that these things lingered with 
them (Marshall 1978: 389). 


Summary 


Luke 9:28-36 presents the transfiguration as a 
major event of confirmation. After Jesus received 
the disciples’ confession and warned them about 
his approaching suffering, three disciples hear the 
heavenly voice testify to Jesus’ uniqueness. Such 
an endorsement is significant—for the disciples 


and for Luke’s readers. But not only is Jesus 
endorsed, there is instruction about him. Not only 
is Jesus pictured as the Messiah-Servant, he is 
portrayed as the “Prophet like Moses.” He is to be 
heeded. The disciples have much to learn from 
Jesus. Much of what they hear, they do not expect. 
So they must listen. The one who follows Jesus 
must be taught by him about suffering, sharing in 
that suffering, and pleasing God. 

What Jesus says about himself and the way to 
God is true. The disciples’ confession about Jesus 
is true, but needs filling in. The suffering he 
promises will occur, for God planned it. It is 
Jesus’ “exodus.” But in the face of impending 
suffering, Jesus’ glory reveals who he really is and 
how he will ultimately manifest himself. Moses, 
the founding figure of the nation, and Elijah, the 
prophet of the eschaton, testify to him and are 
subordinate to him. “Be assured” is the note given 
to the reader (cf. 1:4). Jesus is who he claims to 
be. Those who follow him are to heed his new 
teaching and to trust in his person. Just as the 
disciples were silent and had time to take in the 
implications of the transfiguration, so the reader 
should reflect on Jesus’ uniqueness, glory, and 


authority. When one is with Jesus, one is in the 
cloud of glory. 


Additional Note 


9:35. The UBS-NA reading, Ò EKAEAEY UEVOC (the Chosen 


45 p/> most Alexandrian 


One), is correct (supported by P 
witnesses, many Itala). The variant O CLYATINTOG (the beloved) is 
not in the older manuscripts (Supported by C*, A, D [“in whom | am 
pleased”], W, Byz, Lect) and appears to be an assimilation to Matt. 
17:5 = Mark 9:7 (Arndt 1956: 264; Creed 1930: 135; Marshall 1978: 


388). 


5. The Disciples’ Failure and 
Jesus’ Instruction (9:37-50) 


Luke now completes his major section on Jesus’ 
Galilean ministry (Luke 4:14—9:50) and also 
concludes the unit on christological confession and 
instruction about discipleship (9:18-50). This subunit 
has three parts, each dominated by the failure of the 
disciples: the disciples fail to perform an exorcism 
and are rebuked by Jesus (9:37—43a); they fail to 


understand a passion prediction (9:43b-45); and they 
are instructed about greatness and cooperation (9:46— 
50). The disciples have much to learn. They must 
listen to Jesus (9:35). Otherwise their instincts will 
take them in the wrong direction. 


a. The Disciples’ Failure and Jesus’ 
Reversal (9:37—43a) 


The final public act in this unit of Luke is a 
miracle: Jesus heals a boy possessed by a 
destructive spirit.‘ Jesus’ power and authority 
dominated this unit, but the present account is not 
merely another exercise of power. It serves as a 
contrast between Jesus’ power and the disciples’ 
impotence (Schürmann 1969: 567-68; Marshall 
1978: 389-90). That the rebuked disciples have 
much to learn reinforces the command to listen to 
Jesus, which was given at the end of the 
transfiguration. Every pericope from here until 
9:62 involves instruction, thus subjecting the 
disciples to constant correction. By the Book of 
Acts, the disciples will have learned these lessons, 


so that the miracle also contrasts with their actions 
in Acts. 

In addition, demonic power continues to be 
overcome by God’s Chosen One, even though 
Jesus begins to turn and face rejection, betrayal, 
and death. Also repeated is the pattern of 
mountain scene followed by a demonic encounter 
(as in 6:12-18; Danker 1988: 203). Ministry, not 
isolation, is what Jesus is all about. He may spend 
time before God, but he does not withdraw for 
long. Above all, the miracle expresses God’s 
compassion through Jesus. It is an exorcism of 
forces that seek to destroy people (Fitzmyer 1981: 
807). 


Sources and Historicity 


Luke 9:37-43a is paralleled in Matt. 17:14-21 = Mark 9:14-29 
(Aland 1985: 8163). The Marcan version is the most detailed; Luke is 
the shortest, lacking four key elements (Matthew also lacks the first 
three points):2 (1) the dispute between the scribes and the other 
disciples (Mark 9:14), (2) the discussion with the father about the 
length of the illness (Mark 9:21-22), (3) the faith of the boy’s father 
(Mark 9:23-24), and (4) the disciples’ private questioning about why 


they could not heal (Mark 9:28-29). Luke’s focus is strictly on the 
disciples (Ellis 1974: 144) and on Jesus’ power and God’s work 
through him. 

The placement of the event in all three Gospels is the same, 
although Luke lacks the discussion about Elijah’s coming (Mark 
9:11-13 = Matt. 17:10-13; Aland 1985: 8162). The question is 
natural, given Elijah’s presence on the mountain; but Luke makes 
nothing of it, possibly because he tends to focus more on the present 
aspects of God’s program and because he has already noted John’s 
connection to Elijah (Luke 1:17; 7:27). Fitzmyer (1981: 806) lists this 
unique introduction, lacking as it does the Elijah discussion, as a fifth 
Lucan difference in this account. Bovon (1989: 507-8) may be right 
to see the influence of oral tradition on Matthew and Luke. 

The discussion of the historicity of this event parallels that of 
earlier miracles. One additional feature adds to the credibility of this 
event: the harsh criticism of the disciples. The early church would not 
have created a story like this. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 
1993: 314) rejects that the dialogue is rooted in Jesus, printing 9:41 
in black type and thus treating the verse as it does all dialogue in 
miracle accounts. But the nature of the rebuke speaks to its genuine 
character. Judgments about the historicity of the event reflect a 
worldview about Jesus’ ability to perform miracles in general. Luke 
presents the reality of this event as a given, using a more condensed 


account than Mark. 


In terms of form, the account is a miracle story, 
specifically an exorcism (Fitzmyer 1981: 807; 
Bovon 1989: 506; Bultmann 1963: 211; Theissen 
1983: 321). Pronouncement is found in 9:41—42.* 
Warning is found in 9:41 (Berger 1984: 195, 322 
calls it an “example narrative as disciple story”). 
The outline of Luke 9:37—43a is as follows: 


i. Setting (9:37) 

ii. Request to heal in light of the disciples’ 
failure (9:38—40) 

iii. Jesus’ response: rebuke and healing (9:41— 
42) 

iv. Crowd’s response (9:43a) 


Luke continues the theme that the disciples still 
have much to learn. God’s power through Jesus is 
again displayed alongside God’s mercy. Jesus’ 
power over demonic forces is reasserted, despite 
his approaching rejection. There is another call to 
faith. God is again seen as wonderfully present in 
Jesus. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


S’on the next day, when they had come down from the mountain, 


a great crowd met him. %®And behold, a man cried out from the 
crowd, “Teacher, | beg you to look upon my son, for he is my only 
child. ®”And behold, a spirit seizes him, and suddenly he cries out; 
and it convulses him so that he foams and it leaves him with 
difficulty; it bruises him. *°And | begged your disciples to cast it out, 
but they could not.” *!Jesus replied, “ʻO faithless and perverse 
generation, how long am | to be with you and bear with you? Bring 
your son here.” 42And while he was approaching, the demon threw 
him to the ground and caused him to go into convulsions. But Jesus 
rebuked the unclean spirit, and healed the boy, and gave him back to 
his father. *%@And they were all amazed at the majesty of God. 


1. Setting (9:37) 


9:37 The mountaintop experience ends, and on the 
next day (Luke’s unique detail TH ÈS Nuepa, të 
hexes hemera, probably indicates that the 
transfiguration took place at night) Jesus descends 
with his companions to rejoin the others.” When they 
arrive, a big crowd meets him (OUVAVTQW, 
synantao, is frequent in Luke—Acts [four of six NT 
uses]: here; Luke 22:10; Acts 10:25; 20:22; Heb. 7:1, 
10; Bovon 1989: 509 n. 23). Only Mark 9:14 notes 
the dispute between Jesus’ disciples and the scribes. 
The subject of the dispute is not given, but one could 


surmise that it centered on Jesus or, more probably, 
on the disciples’ failure to heal the boy who is about 
to be introduced (Luke 9:38). Raphael’s last painting, 
The Transfiguration, has this earthly scene of 
ministry placed below the grandeur of the 
transfiguration (Plummer 1896: 253-54). Jesus came 
not to glory in the mountaintop experience, but to 
touch the needs of people and heal their pain. He did 
so by overcoming those forces that stand opposed to 
humanity. Marshall (1978: 389) says, “He appears 
like a visitor from another world who has to put up 
with the unbelief of men.” Of course, Jesus does heal 
the boy and so reverses a tragic situation, while 
telling his disciples to depend on God. 

Luke’s introduction differs from that in Matt. 17:9 
= Mark 9:9a, since they include an instruction of 
silence about the transfiguration and remarks about 
Elijah, which Luke does not have. 


ii. | Request to Heal in Light of the Disciples’ 
Failure (9:38-40) 


9:38 As the crowd meets Jesus, a man cries out to 
him, requesting that Jesus take a look at his son 
(em_BAEWAL, epiblepsai, means “to have regard for”; 
Luke 1:48; James 2:3; 1 Sam. 1:11; 9:16; Bovon 


1989: 509 n. 28; Danker 1988: 203; BAGD 290; 
BAA 588; BDR 8409.5.7). The reason becomes clear 
in the following verses: the boy is possessed by a 
spirit. Adding a note of concern, Luke uniquely 
mentions that the child is an only son (uovoyevnig, 
monogenes), a detail that Luke loves to mention 
(7:12; 8:42). 

Mark 9:16-17 has the man’s remarks about the 
condition of his son given in response to Jesus’ 
question about the dispute with the scribes. Perhaps 
the dispute centered on the disciples’ failure to heal 
the child. Matthew 17:14-15 has the man come, 
kneel before Jesus, and tell him about his son. All 
agree that the son is in serious condition and that the 
disciples could not heal him. Matthew 17:15 says that 
the boy suffered terribly by falling into fire and 
water, a condition that Matthew identifies as epilepsy 
(oeAnvıaleTau, seléniazetai; lit., moonstruck; 
BAGD 746; BAA 1493; Matt. 4:24).° Later Judaism 
debated whether the moon directly caused the disease 
or indirectly caused evil spirits to roam the earth (Tg. 
Ps. 121:6 suggests that during the day one is safe, but 
at night the danger comes; Van Der Loos 1965: 403). 
The Jews and other ancients saw epilepsy as 
particularly devastating and as very difficult to cure 


(SB 1:758; magic rings appear in some ancient 
accounts; Van Der Loos 1965: 404). Given its 
supernatural association, the disease caused terror, an 
important note that adds emotion to the account. 

Mark and Luke each describe the symptoms in his 
own way. Mark mentions the boy’s being seized and 
thrown down by the spirit; his foaming mouth, 
grinding teeth, and rigid body; and his not being able 
to speak (he had a “mute spirit”). Luke mentions the 
spirit’s seizing the boy; his crying out, convulsions, 
and foaming mouth; his being “shattered”; and the 
spirit’s not leaving him alone. Clearly each writer is 
summarizing with his own choice of details. The 
father probably cried out to get Jesus’ attention in the 
midst of the dispute and then told him the problem 
once he had Jesus’ attention. The concerned father 
seeks physical relief for his son. But Luke’s concern 
is for the spiritual condition of the boy, not just his 
medical state. 


9:39 The spirit (called a demon in 9:42) unleashes 
destructive power against the boy. The convulsions 
and foaming at the mouth lead most to see epilepsy 
as present, or at least a type of nervous reaction that 
looks like epilepsy (ApOc, aphros, foam, a NT 


hapax legomenon, is used of epileptic seizures; 
BAGD 127; BAA 256; Josephus, Antiquities 6.12.2 
8245; Fitzmyer 1981: 808). The spirit is with the boy 
over long periods and causes him to bruise himself 


(OUVTPIBOV, syntribon; BAGD 793 §1b; BAA 1582 


Grundmann, TDNT 3:900 8B1). Such destruction by 
a demonic force is commonly noted in the NT, but 
this is the first detailed mention in Luke (cf. 4:35). 
Clearly, the boy is in serious shape. The unique 
Lucan reference to the spirit’s not easily (UOYLG, 
mogis) leaving him pictures the situation’s severity. 
The spirit is a regular tormentor. (See the exegesis of 
9:38 for the comparison with Matt. 17:15 = Mark 
9:18.) 


9:40 Something else compounded the son’s tragic 
situation: previous efforts to cast out the spirit had 
failed. The disciples, presumably the nine who did 
not go up the mountain, had tried to exorcise the 
spirit, but were unable to rid the boy of it. The 
reference to “begging” (SEOUAL, deomai) repeats the 
verb of 9:38, where the man asked for Jesus’ help 
(5:12; 8:28; Greeven, TDNT 2:40). Plummer (1896: 


254) excludes the nine from this failure, on the 
grounds that such a failure here would be exceptional 
in light of 9:1. But the natural reading of the text is 
that this was a bothersome and unusual result. Luke 
implies their failure, especially since several events 
in this section expose the disciples’ shortcomings. 
Luke does not dwell on the reasons for the failure. He 
simply mentions it. 

Luke’s wording about the request to cast out 
(ExBaAwotv, ekbalösin) the spirit matches that of 
Mark 9:18, and Luke’s wording about “being unable” 
(OUK r\8LVNONOaV, ouk édynéthésan) to cast the 
spirit out matches Matt. 17:16 (who adds 
Departeücaı, therapeusai, to heal). The note of 
emotion is also strong in Luke, for Luke 9:40 alone 
speaks of the father “begging” the disciples for aid. 
Mark 9:28-29 = Matt. 17:19-20 ends the account 
with a brief reply about the disciples’ inability to cast 
out the spirit, with Matthew attributing the failure to 
their lack of faith and Mark to a need for prayer. One 
suggests the other. The disciples may have lacked 
sufficient trust in and dependence on God to deal 
with this spirit. They failed to ask God for help. The 
rebuke noted in Luke suggests an absence of faith, 
but Luke gives no explicit reason (Creed 1930: 136; 


Schneider 1977a: 219). It is interesting that the blame 
is not put on those seeking the healing, but on those 
offering it. The point of the other Synoptics is that 
difficult spiritual opposition can be overcome only by 
prayer. Luke, however, makes nothing of this. 
Nonetheless, Jesus prevails where the disciples are 
impotent (cf. 2 Kings 4:31; Schürmann 1969: 569 

n. 123; Fitzmyer 1981: 809; Marshall 1978: 391). 


iii. Jesus’ Response: Rebuke and Healing 
(9:41-42) 


9:41 Jesus’ reply indicates that something is clearly 
wrong. He rebukes the audience by calling them a 
faithless and perverse generation, a wearisome 
situation for him. Does Jesus rebuke all (Marshall 
1978: 391; Danker 1988: 203; Arndt 1956: 266) or 
only the disciples (Schürmann 1969: 570; Ellis 1974: 
144)? The language is broad, but given the section’s 
focus on the disciples and their failure to heal, a 
reference to them is also present. The broader 
reference is clearer in Mark because Jesus answers a 
question from the crowd. Luke’s language is 
characteristically broad (7:31; 11:30-32, 50-51; 
17:25; 21:32), so all are addressed, but especially the 


disciples (Plummer 1896: 255 is clearly wrong to 
exclude the disciples from the rebuke). 

Given the lack of faith (ÄTTLOTOG, apistos), Jesus 
must treat the son. The reference to a perverse 
generation (yeved ... ÖSLEOTPAUUEVN, genea ... 
diestrammene) has OT roots (Num. 14:27; Deut. 


version having the most verbal contact with Deut. 
32:5. ALEOTPAULEVN literally means “crooked” and 
refers to a generation (Biichsel, TDNT 1:663) that 
strays from walking the right path (Phil. 2:15). The 
concept of God’s “bearing with them” recalls Isa. 
46:4 (cf. Num. 11:12). 

Mark 9:19 = Matt. 17:17 notes the same rebuke. 
Matthew, with Luke, speaks of the faithless and 
perverse generation, while Mark speaks only of a 
faithless one. All have the double question, though 
with minor verbal differences. All have Jesus 
commanding that the boy be brought to him, though 
Luke diverges from Matthew and Mark in wording 
the request (Matthew and Mark have W€pete, 
pherete; Luke has mpooayayé, prosagage). 


9:42 Any doubt about the severity of the condition is 
removed by what happens next. The boy approaches 


Jesus, but the demon takes control of him (the 
subject of TPOGEPYOUAL, proserchomai, is the boy, 
not Jesus—contra J. Schneider, TDNT 2:684, citing 
Mark 1:31 and Luke 7:14). The aorist &Eppngev 
(erréxen) is from PrNOow (rhésso, to throw down; 
BAGD 735 82a; BAA 1473 82a; LSJ 1565; Mark 
9:18) or PNyvuuu (rhegnymi, to tear; BAGD 735; 
BAA 1471; LSJ 1568; Luke 5:37; RSV). The 
problem arises from the ambiguity of the verb form, 
since the aorist of both verbs is identical (Fitzmyer 
1981: 810). A reference to being thrown on the 
ground is more natural for the reaction to the 
presence of a hostile spirit, especially given the 
earlier description in 9:39 of the spirit causing bruises 
on the boy during previous attacks. Once on the 
ground, the boy begins to have seizures 
(OVOTIAPAGOW, sysparassö; BAGD 794; BAA 
1584-85; Mark 9:20). 

Jesus deals quickly with the problem: he rebukes 
the unclean spirit, heals the boy, and returns him to 
his father (Jesus earlier rebuked a spirit in 4:35 and 
returned a loved one to his mother in 7:15; on 
unclean spirits, see Hauck, TDNT 3:428 n. 12). It is 
somewhat unusual for Luke to refer to an exorcism 


with the term iáouat (iaomai, to heal), but Acts 
10:38 has a similar expression. Luke usually confines 
LAouau to diseases (Luke 5:17; 6:18, 19; 7:7; 8:47; 
9:2, 11; 14:4; 17:15; 22:51; Acts 9:34; 28:8; Fitzmyer 
1981: 810). The difference here may indicate an 
unusual situation where the demon is exploiting a 
physical ailment and making it worse. 

Mark 9:20-27 contains a much more detailed 
version of this event. The boy goes into a convulsion. 
Jesus asks how long the boy has had the condition. 
“Since childhood” comes the reply. There follows a 
request for Jesus to heal him. Jesus calls on the father 
to believe. The father says that he believes and asks 
for help with his unbelief. As a larger crowd begins 
coming to the scene, Jesus rebukes the deaf and mute 
spirit (a description unique to Mark), commanding 
the spirit to come out permanently. The spirit shrieks, 
causes convulsions, and comes out of the boy, who 
now looks like a corpse. Jesus takes the boy’s hand 
and helps him to stand. Luke clearly has a telescoped 
version. Matthew 17:18 is similar to Luke: Jesus 
rebukes the demon, it departs from the boy, and he is 
healed from that hour. Mark emphasizes the key role 
of faith, the importance of prayer, and the severity of 
the boy’s condition, while Matthew and Luke stress 


Jesus’ healing power. Luke’s omission of prayer is 
interesting, for he normally stresses it. This may be 
yet another indication of a complex situation with 
regard to sources. 


iv. Crowd’s Response (9:43a) 


9:43a The crowd’s reaction is amazement at God’s 
majesty or greatness (UEYAAELOTNTL, megaleioteti). 
Jesus reveals the compassionate exercise of God’s 
power (Acts 10:38).° Because Matthew and Mark 
discuss the disciples’ failure to heal the boy, they lack 
any mention of the crowd’s reaction. Rather they 
have the disciples privately ask Jesus about this 
failure. Luke’s difference allows the account to 
possess a simpler style typical of a miracle account, 
and he also softens the criticism of the disciples (as is 
his custom). The Lucan account focuses on Jesus’ 
power in contrast to the disciples’ failure. Luke 
makes the point that God was praised through the 
work done by Jesus (the public was amazed earlier in 
4:32, and they praised God in 5:25 and 7:16; other 
public reactions are found in 8:25 and 11:14). 


Summary 


In Luke 9:37—43a, Jesus returns to the real world 


of spiritual torment. From the heights of God’s 
mountaintop endorsement, Jesus must confront the 
demonic opposition that possesses an only son. 
The disciples could not cope with the problem, but 
the boy’s father still hopes in Jesus. A serious 
epileptic condition manifests itself before God’s 
chosen agent. Jesus rebukes the spirit, the boy is 
healed, and God is praised. Even as Jesus faces 
the prospect of death, he still ministers 
compassionately, thus showing his power. The 
disciples still have much to learn as they seek to 
minister to others, but Jesus is in control. He still 
overcomes hostile forces. Rejection of him does 
not alter the nature or extent of his power and 
authority. Jesus may have to bear with unbelief, 
but that does not change who he is or what he can 
do. Jesus still ministers with grace. 


b. Prediction of Betrayal (9:43b—45) 


In contrast to Jesus’ power and the crowd’s 
amazement stands his second prediction of 


betrayal. Luke 9:43b-45 shows Jesus also making 
another prediction of suffering (9:21—22), but this 
time the emphasis is on the disciples’ failure to 
understand. It is yet another episode in a series of 
failures in 9:37-62. 


Sources and Historicity 


The parallel to Luke 9:43b-45 is Matt. 17:22-23 = Mark 9:30-32 
(Aland 1985: 8164). The episode shares the same relative position in 
each Gospel. The disciples are hesitant to ask Jesus about his brief 
prediction of the suffering of the Son of Man. They know God’s 
agent, but they do not yet understand the divine plan. Matthew 17:23 
notes that the disciples were distressed: they understood the content 
of Jesus’ prediction, but not how this could happen to the Messiah 
they confessed. Marshall (1978: 393) speaks correctly of the Lucan 
motif of the “suffering secret” here. 

The authenticity of this saying is tied to the authenticity of the 
earlier passion predictions (see the introduction to and exegesis of 
9:21-22). The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 315) handles 
this text as they do 9:21-22, regarding the prediction as inauthentic 
and a creation of Mark (it is printed in black type). The points made 
for authenticity there apply here, including an extra point. The 
disciples’ lack of comprehension speaks for authenticity, since the 


early church is unlikely to have created sayings that deprecated their 
leaders. In addition, the idea of being “handed over” has OT roots 
(see TAPAÖLÖWUL in the LXX of Isa. 53:6, 12; Dan. 7:25; 
Nolland 1993a: 512). The pattern of righteous suffering stands 


behind the remarks, strengthening the evidence for authenticity. 
Though many see Luke simply editing Mark (Schürmann 1969: 574; 
Ernst 1977: 309; Schneider 1977a: 220), Marshall (1978: 393) sees 
the possibility of oral sources.+ 


Form critically, the account parallels 9:21—22 
and is a passion prediction. The outline of Luke 
9:43b-45 is as follows: 


i. The crowd’s marvel (9:43b) 
ii. Prediction (9:44) 
iii. Lack of understanding (9:45) 


Themes include a prediction of the crowd’s 
shift from amazement to betrayal of Jesus, a note 
that bewilders the disciples. Their lack of 
understanding is tied to God’s sovereignty. Jesus 
is aware of his future and faces it directly. The 
disciples still need to listen and learn about God’s 
plan. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


430 And as all were marveling at all that he was doing, he said to 


his disciples, “““Let these words sink into your ears, namely the Son 
of Man is about to be delivered into the hands of men.” *°But they 
did not understand this saying, and it was concealed from them, that 
they should not perceive it; and they were afraid to ask him about 
this saying. 


1. The Crowd’s Marvel (9:43b) 


9:43b Luke moves into the final teaching section of 
the Galilean ministry (9:43b-50) with a short 
Summary note about the crowd’s response to Jesus’ 
works. This is a broad summary not restricted to the 
healing of the possessed boy, but related to all of 
Jesus’ ministry (indicated by the use of NAO 
[pasin, all] with ¿notet [epoiei, he was doing]). “All 
that he was doing” brought their reaction. There is a 
focus on the miraculous here, given the previous 
exorcism, but the reference is broader than miracles 
because of the scope of Jesus’ ministry. In the midst 
of this popular amazement (cf. 1:21; 2:18, 33; 4:22; 
5:26; 7:9; 11:14; 24:12, 41) comes a word about his 
betrayal. The disciples should not be misled by the 
popular attention. Things will change. The contrast 


between marveling and the betrayal could not be 
greater. 

Luke’s introduction is unique, for he omits any 
geographical note like that found in Matt. 17:22 = 
Mark 9:30. Luke creates an initial impression that 
perhaps these remarks were made in front of the 
crowds (9:43a); but such a conclusion is not 
necessary, given the break in the unit, the summary 
note about the crowd, and the specific mention of 
disciples as the exclusive audience of the remarks 
(Arndt 1956: 268). Matthew says that the remark 
took place as the disciples gathered in Galilee, while 
Mark says that they were passing through Galilee 
without public knowledge. It is clear in Mark that 
Jesus is withdrawing with his disciples to prepare 
them for what is coming. What Luke’s lack of 
geography and setting allows for is the direct contrast 
between the crowd’s wonder and Jesus’ remark 
(Marshall 1978: 393). They are amazed at him now, 
but will betray him later. How fickle the crowds can 
be. 


ii. Prediction (9:44) 


9:44 The introduction Jesus gives to the disciples 
indicates the remark’s solemnity: “Let these words 


sink into your ears.” The language has biblical roots 
in Exod. 17:14 and is unique to Luke (Creed 1930: 
136; Marshall 1978: 393 [who says it is a Hebraism 
with no precise equivalent in the LXX ];_C. F. Evans 
1990: 425 |“take completely to heart” ]). The call 
parallels Jesus’ more common phrase: “He who has 
ears, let him hear” (Luke 8:8 = Matt. 13:9 = Mark 
4:9; Luke 14:35; Matt. 11:15; 13:43; Mark 4:23; 
Horst, TDNT 5:553-54; BAGD 595 82; BAA 1205 
82). The statement that follows is quite simple and 
gives an explanation (yap, gar) why Jesus gave the 
solemn warning, making clear what he wants them to 
hear. Thus, yap should be translated “namely” 
(Schürmann 1969: 573 n. 143; Marshall 1978: 393). 
The Son of Man is to be given over into the hands of 
men. But who will give him over and why? Jesus 
does not say (the earlier prediction of 9:21—22 gave 
more detail). A rhetorical contrast exists between 
“Son of Man” (ò ... vidc TOU AVOPWITTOUL, ho... 
huios tou anthröpou) and “men” (AvOpwrwv, 
anthropon) (Fitzmyer 1981: 814). “The man” Jesus 
will be betrayed by men. The current popular 
adulation of Jesus is not going to last. The 
representative man will face rejection from those he 


seeks to serve. Often God’s work is not appreciated 
by those he loves. 

In fact, betrayal draws near. MEAAELt (mellei) 
indicates that the betrayal is “about to come.” 
Matthew 17:22 also uses this term, an agreement that 
suggests that the Lucan and Matthean forms of this 
passage are related to one another.” If one regards 
Luke 9:22 as possible for Jesus, there is no reason to 
doubt the authenticity of this remark (see the exegesis 
of 9:22; Marshall 1978: 394). In spite of current 
popularity, Jesus knew where things were headed, so 
he now begins the process of preparing his disciples. 
The “exodus” at Jerusalem would occur shortly 
(9:31). 

The prediction’s wording in each of the parallels is 
very close. Luce’s contention (1933: 192) that the 
wording varies greatly is overstated. Mark 9:31 = 
Matt. 17:22—23 speaks of the “approach of the 

handing over of the Son of Man into the hands of 
men and of their killing him.” Matthew says that the 
Son of Man will be raised on (the simple dative) the 
third day, Mark that he will rise after (UETA, meta, 
with the accusative) three days (on this stylistic 
difference, see the exegesis of 9:22). Besides this 
difference, Mark and Matthew differ only in the 


verbal nuance of the picture of “handing over”: 
Matthew speaks of the handing over as “about to 
come,” while Mark says the Son of Man “is being 
handed over.” Of course, Mark is emphasizing the 
process growing out of the leadership’s current 
rejection, a rejection that produces betrayal. Matthew, 
and Luke with him, emphasize the event’s approach 
itself. Luke is shorter and mentions only the handing 
over. This variation is due to Luke’s summarizing. 


iii. Lack of Understanding (9:45) 


9:45 The attention shifts to the disciples’ lack of 
understanding about the prediction. Jesus’ remark 
needs explanation since its meaning can be so easily 
misunderstood. The point is not that the saying was 
utterly incomprehensible to them (but so Arndt 1956: 
267). The picture of the Son of Man’s betrayal is a 
perfectly comprehensible idea. Matthew 17:23 says 
that the disciples were distressed. In other words, 
they got the message, but they could not comprehend 
how this could take place in the context of God’s plan 
for his Chosen One (Ellis 1974: 144). In effect, Jesus 
was Challenging their thinking about how God’s 
deliverer would function. How could this great 
salvation figure be betrayed? What could God be 


about? They did not grasp this aspect of Jesus’ saying 
nor did they ask about it. Luke 18:34 shows that they 
are in the dark even further down the road (Bovon 
1989: 519 n. 35). How could Jesus be God’s agent 
and be destined for death at the same time? How did 
a resurrection fit into all of these events? 

Luke adds the point that the disciples did not 
understand (AyVoE&w, agnoeö; BAGD 11 83; BAA 
20 83); the meaning of the statement was concealed 
from them. The implication is that God or some other 
spiritual force was withholding from them a 
comprehension of what God was doing through 
Jesus.* The result ({va, hina; Marshall 1978: 394; 
BDR 8173.3.10, 8391.5.11) was a lack of perception 
(aio8avoual, aisthanomai, is a NT hapax 
legomenon; BAGD 24-25; BAA 46-47), an inability 

For reasons that are not clear, the disciples did not 
pursue the issue. Were they embarrassed that they 
could not see the point? Did they fear what the 
answers might be? What is clear is that they still 
needed instruction about Jesus, and they sensed 
something startling in Jesus’ remarks. Given their 
difficulty here, one can see why Jesus told them to let 


these words sink in. They must pay attention to 
Jesus’ words. 

Luke is much more detailed here than Matt. 17:23 
= Mark 9:32. Matthew simply speaks of the 
disciples’ great distress, which indicates that the 
saying’s content was clear to them. Mark mentions 
their lack of understanding and their fear of asking 
questions (he is close to Luke at this point). However, 
Luke uniquely stresses the divine concealment. The 
disciples will gradually get the picture (Luke 10:21- 
24; 18:34; 24:16-32, 44-47; Danker 1988: 205). 


Summary 


Jesus’ miracles and teaching are drawing a great 
crowd and great reaction, but all that is set to 
change. Much of Luke 11-14 will explain what 
happened. Later in Jerusalem, Jesus will be 
handed over to die. The disciples are told this, but 
do not understand. They have no clue what God is 
doing. It is concealed from them. The time is not 
right for them to know. Sometimes only after the 
passage of time does one see what God is doing. 
The disciples need to be patient. They must listen 
to and trust God. Jesus knows where his God is 
taking him. God is in control. God can be trusted 


to guide his plan, even if it goes down roads no 
one anticipates or understands. As one travels 
down such an unknown path, it is important to 
keep one’s ears tuned to God’s voice. 


c. On Greatness and Cooperation 
(9:46-50) 


The Galilean ministry closes with two related 
pericopes, both dealing with short teachings of 
Jesus and portraying the disciples’ struggle to 
understand Jesus’ mission. In Luke 9:46—48, Jesus 
corrects the disciples for arguing over who is the 
greatest among them. Greatness is not found in 
stature nor does it come through comparison, but 
it resides in knowing Jesus. Greatness comes from 
God, and it can even come on one as little as a 
child. Jesus will teach this lesson to his disciples 
again on his last night (22:24-27). In 9:49-50, the 
disciples are corrected for preventing others from 
ministering in Jesus’? name. What the disciples 


wish to stop, Jesus allows. He tells them that 
someone ministering for you is not against you. In 
each case, the disciples learn that the way of 
following Jesus does not entail the normal 
exercise of power. They must learn how to regard 
each other (9:46—48) and outsiders (9:49-50). The 
disciples must not be characterized by pride in 
their ministry. Schweizer (1984: 164) notes that 
greatness means being the least. Unlike the world, 
Status is not a virtue. 

Greatness and exclusive power do not coexist in 
Jesus’ ministry, nor should they in the disciples’ 
ministry. Jesus’ greatness is found in the midst of 
betrayal. The disciples’ greatness will come 
through their connection to Jesus, not by 
comparison to one another. The ministry is not 
limited to a small circle. These important lessons 
create a transition from the Galilean ministry to 
the Jerusalem journey section of Luke (9:51— 
19:44). 

Luke’s version lacks introductory geographical 
references in both of these scenes, a feature that 
allows him to heighten the contrast of the accounts 
more than do the other Gospels. Jesus’ coming 
sacrifice (9:43b—45) stands in contrast to the 


disciples’ quest to be seen as the greatest (9:46- 
48). Given that 9:46-48 follows a passage about 
the disciples’ misunderstanding, the idea may be 
that rivalry hinders the disciples from 
understanding God’s plan (Fitzmyer 1981: 815; 
Tannehill 1986: 227, 254-55; cf. 22:24-27). The 
greatness of anyone welcomed by Jesus (9:48) 
stands in contrast to the disciples’ refusal to let 
others minister (9:49-50). Reception of the 
“least,” pictured as the child, means reception of 
others. Reception of the least also means openness 

to all. Ecclesiastical snobbery is a vice to Jesus. 
The disciples have much to learn. Jesus’ ministry 
is not what they expect. 


Sources and Historicity 


Matthew 18:1-5 = Mark 9:33-37 is parallel to Luke 9:46-48 (Aland 
1985: 8166). The placement of the pericope in the three Gospels is 
virtually identical, although Matt. 17:24—27 introduces an intervening 
event with his unique discussion of the temple tax. It is clear that 
these accounts deal with the same event, though the reply’s original 
unity is questioned by some (e.g., Fitzmyer 1981: 815-16). 


Only one parallel exists to the second unit: Luke 9:49-50 = Mark 
9:38-40 (Aland 1985: 8167). Mark 9:41 has an additional saying 
(which is also in Matt. 10:42) about reward going to the one who 
hosts a disciple. Luke’s account is simpler (Bovon 1989: 515 n. 5). 

The authenticity of Luke 9:49--50 is disputed (Creed 1930: 138- 
39). Those who reject authenticity assert that exorcism in Jesus’ 
name would not occur in this period. But given the nature of the 
mission of the Twelve, such an event is not out of the question. The 
disciples possessed the right to exorcise demons through Jesus, 
though whether Luke has summarized its description in traditional 
church language could be debated.+ Exorcism by other disciples is 
not to be rejected by the disciples closest to Jesus. 

The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 315-16) rejects both 
sets of sayings, printing all in black type except 9:50b. The seminar 
recognizes that Jesus probably taught on humility, but it regards the 
community as having too great a hand in 9:48. By appealing to Luke 
10:16 = John 13:20, the seminar holds that the early church recast a 
remark about disciples in terms of children. The assumption is that 
the tradition can have only one authentic saying on a topic—an 
unrealistic assumption for a teacher of wisdom, which the seminar 
argues Jesus to be. Certainly the most likely material to be 
preserved of such a figure would be his teaching about relationships. 
Jesus returns to the theme of the child in Luke 18:15-17. Nolland 
(1993a: 517) notes that the catchword technique in the Marcan 
parallel speaks to the tradition’s age and reaches back into an oral 


phase. Nolland (p. 518) also sees early church concerns in these 
sayings, but it is not clear why this is necessary, given the 
importance that ancient culture put on status. 

The Jesus Seminar regards Jesus’ remark about those not 
against you as loosely linked to Jesus (9:50b is in gray type), but it 
rejects the exorcist setting as artificial (thus 9:50a is in black type). 
Nolland (1993a: 523) rightly defends the idea of “in Jesus’ name” as 
historical, given the role of exorcism in his ministry, not to mention 
the commissioning of disciples as kingdom preachers through his 
enablement (9:1-6). This background, as well as the rebuke of the 
disciples, speaks for authenticity. The openness to others that Jesus 
calls for here fits his earlier call for humility. The sayings reflect 


Jesus’ community values. 


Form critically, both accounts are 
pronouncement stories, since Jesus’ 
sayings are the key (Fitzmyer 1981: 816, 
819; Bultmann 1963: 11, 24—25).4 Berger 
(1984: 81) calls both accounts 
apophthegms (i.e., pronouncements). The 
outline of Luke 9:46-50 is as follows: 


i. Dispute about greatness (9:46—48) 
(1) Dispute (9:46) 
(2) Picture of the child: reception of the 
“lowly” (9:47-48) 


ii. Dispute about the outside exorcist (9:49--50) 
(1) Attempt to exclude (9:49) 
(2) Jesus’ reaction (9:50) 


Numerous themes exist in these verses. Jesus 
refuses to compare the disciples to each other. On 
an ethical note, humility is not served by rivalry. 
In fact, greatness for a disciple does not come 
through stature, but through knowing Jesus. Jesus 
excludes pride or anything other than a functional 
hierarchy, as seen in the combination of the 
selection of the Twelve and an openness for others 
to minister. Those who minister for him need not 
have traveled with him. Ministry’s door is open to 
all who come to him. 


Exegesis and Exposition 


46 and an argument arose among them as to which of them might 


be the greatest. *’But when Jesus DperceivedU the thoughts of 
their hearts, he took a child and put it by his side, “and he said to 
them, “Whoever receives this child in my name receives me, and 
whoever receives me receives him who sent me; for he who is least 


among you all is the one who is great.” 


49 john answered, “Master, we saw a man casting out demons in 


your name and we forbade him, because he is not following with 
us.” °OBut Jesus said to him, “Do not forbid him, for whoever is not 


against you is for you.” 
1. Dispute About Greatness (9:46-48) 
(1) Dispute (9:46) 


9:46 In a touch of irony, while Jesus is telling the 
disciples of his approaching suffering and death, they 
are arguing about their relative importance. His 
service is contrasted to their pride and self-concern. 
Without giving details, Luke notes the subject of the 
argument: Which disciple is greatest?? ALaAoyLouöG 
(dialogismos) should be translated “argument,” not 
“thoughts,” since it is combined with Ev AUTOTC (en 
autois, among them). The term may be chosen 
because each disciple thinks that perhaps he is the 
greatest (Plummer 1896: 257; BAGD 186; BAA 372; 


2:14 and 1 Tim. 2:8). Given their association with 
God’s agent, they begin to wonder what their position 
will be when the kingdom comes in its full glory 
(Matt. 18:1; Grundmann, TDNT 4:532-33). The 
disciples still lack perception about God’s plan and 
their walk with him. 


Luke launches into the scene, while Mark 9:33 = 
Matt. 18:1 gives the setting. Mark notes that Jesus 
raised the issue after the disciples’ debate in a 
Capernaum home. Matthew lacks a geographic 
setting, but notes that the disciples asked Jesus for his 
opinion. A probable reason for Matthew’s geographic 
omission is that his previous discussion (Matt. 17:24— 
27) of the temple tax is noted as taking place in 
Capernaum, so that a geographic reference here 
would be redundant. Luke’s lack of a setting allows 
him to contrast directly the foreboding announcement 
of approaching betrayal with the disciples’ self-focus. 
When disciples finally understand the cross, such 
discussions should disappear (Ellis 1974: 145). 


(2) Picture of the Child: Reception of the 
“Lowly” (9:47-48) 


9:47 Jesus deals with the dispute through an 
illustration. He brings a child—a person too young to 
be regarded as great—to his side (Tapa, para; BDR 
8239.1.1). In Judaism, children under twelve could 
not be taught the Torah, and so to spend time with 
them was considered a waste (Oepke, TDNT 5:646- 
47). For example, m. ‚Abot 3.11 reads: “Morning 
sleep, midday wine, chattering with children, and 


tarrying in places where men of the common people 
assemble, destroy a man.” Jesus’ action reverses 
cultural expectations. 

Jesus acts because he knows the disciples’ thoughts 
(tSwv TOV SLAAOYLOLOV, idön ton dialogismon).4 
Since the term $LAAOYLOUOG in this verse is tied to 
the mind, internal thoughts are in view, not verbal 
arguments (as in 9:46). When such a reference to 
Jesus’ knowledge appears, correction usually follows 
(Mark 2:8 = Luke 5:22; 6:8; 7:39-40 [conceptually]). 
This event is no exception. 

Matthew 18:2 = Mark 9:36 also notes Jesus’ use of 
the child. In Matthew, Jesus calls the child into the 
midst of the group; in Mark, he takes the child, places 
it in their midst, and finally takes it into his arms. 
Thus, it seems clear the child is old enough to 
understand Jesus, yet young enough to be held by 
him (on Jesus and children, see Luke 10:21; 17:2; 
Mark 10:13-16 = Luke 18:15-17).° Mark precedes 
this action with Jesus’ statement that those wishing to 
be first must be last and be the servant of all (Mark 
9:35). Luke has his own different saying at the end of 
9:48. These differences represent summaries of 
Jesus’ teaching, though it seems odd that Luke 
should do it his way, if he had Mark. Matthew lacks 


both of these extra sayings, so it is also hard to see 
him as Luke’s source. This difference causes many to 
suggest that originally distinct traditions were 
brought together by Mark (J. Wellhausen [as cited in 
Fitzmyer 1981: 815]; Bultmann 1963: 149-50). But 
the saying at the end of Luke and the one at the start 
of Mark are distinct enough to insist that a conflation 
of sayings has not occurred. Why would Luke alter 
either Matthew or Mark if he had them in hand, 
unless he also had access to additional material? 
Thus, it would seem that each writer has recounted 
the event using unique details to which each had 
access. 


9:48 Jesus’ illustration prohibits all comparison 
between disciples. Nowhere does he declare that 
someone is the greatest. Rather, he speaks simply of 
greatness. Greatness can be possessed and pursued, 
but not through comparison. 

The reply comes in two parts. First, Jesus notes that 
greatness is not inherent in a person, but is 
established by one’s relationship to Jesus. The child 
does not have greatness, but receiving it in the name 
of Jesus is the same as receiving Jesus (€UE is 
emphatic in ue S€yetat, eme dechetai: “me he 


receives”; Plummer 1896: 258). To receive Jesus is to 
receive the God who sent him. A disciple’s 
relationship with God enhances the value of other 
persons. Jesus is calling on the disciples to change 
the way they see people: be kind to the “lowly,” act 
in a way that ignores status. To be open to the lowly 
means, in effect, to be open to all, since the “mighty” 
are rarely ignored. To receive someone in the name 
of Jesus means recognizing the value of that person 
as God’s creature, an attitude that serves to honor 
God’s work (1 Cor. 7:14 may be conceptually 
similar). Beyond that, to receive such a one is to 
receive Jesus, who in turn represents God. A moral 
demand is placed on the disciple to care for others as 
a result of God’s kindness and presence.° It is not an 
optional exercise. When one ministers to people, one 
receives Jesus and in turn his God (Matt. 25:35—45; 
Marshall 1978: 397). 

Jesus also challenges the way people are evaluated. 
For him, the least among them is great. The point is 
that all in the community are important and that 
comparison within the community is to be avoided. If 
greatness is found in the least, greatness is found in 
all. All relative scales are removed. Creed (1930: 
138) misses the point by saying that the verse says 


the least is the greatest (Plummer 1896: 258). Love is 
to be extended to all, for even the least are great.” 
Each of the Synoptics is different at this point. 
Matthew 18:3-5 begins with a call to childlike faith 
and humility. Those coming into the kingdom are to 
humble themselves as children, an action removing 
the desire for comparison as well, for greatness is 
found in humility. Luke 18:17 is similar to Matt. 
18:3, while Matt. 18:5 looks like the first part of 
Luke 9:48. Mark 9:37 has the full first portion of the 
Lucan saying as it relates to the child’s reception and 
to Jesus’ reception. Mark states with Matthew the 
initial comparison in terms of receiving “one such 
child” in Jesus’ name, and in the second comparison 
he speaks of receiving “not me, but the one who sent 
me” (otherwise the saying is close to Luke). The 
differences allow each writer to bring out distinct 
nuances in summarizing the event. Matthew stresses 
a call for humility that grows out of a simple faith, a 
point the other parallels lack. All emphasize the need 
to receive those who seem to be “lowly.” Mark’s 
version focuses on the representative nature of Jesus’ 
remarks (“one such child”). He also highlights 
receiving God when one receives the lowly 
(“receives not me but the one who sent me”). Mark 


9:35 earlier made a call to the disciples that they 
should seek to be last and be servants. Luke closes 
the unit by uniquely indicating that even the least is 
great. There are no neglectable people for Jesus 
(Liefeld 1984: 931). Such teaching contains a major 
lesson for Jesus’ followers. All people count, while 
comparison counts for nothing. 


ii. Dispute About the Outside Exorcist (9:49- 
50) 


(1) Attempt to Exclude (9:49) 


9:49 Following immediately after Jesus’ teaching 
about receiving all, the disciples relate that they have 
excluded someone from ministering. The contrast is 
stark: they had been told to receive all, but now they 
refuse to allow someone else to minister. Some time 
has apparently passed since the previous passage, but 
the disciples are still in need of instruction. One of 
the disciples, John, tells about a man casting out 
demons in Jesus’ name. The disciples exercised what 
they thought was appropriate authority and stopped 
this exorcist because (OTL, hoti) he did not follow 
Jesus with the other disciples. John’s remark brings 
Jesus’ response. 


Many take the reference to exorcism in Jesus’ 
name as a product of the early church, since this is 
the first time it appears in Luke. It reappears in 10:17, 
a summary of the disciples’ mission and a description 
of exorcisms (also Luke 21:12, 17; 24:47; Acts 2:38; 
3:6, 16; 4:7, 10, 17, 18; 5:28, 40; 10:43; 19:13 [where 
some who do not believe in Jesus attempt to use the 
name and fail]). Given the expression’s association 
with exorcisms by disciples in the midst of mission, it 
is unlikely that the account refers to a later incident 
of the early church (but so apparently Fitzmyer 1981: 
820, who speaks of a problem emerging in the pre- 
Marcan church). No doubt the disciples regarded 
whatever authority they had as coming from Jesus, 
for he had already commissioned them (Luke 9:1-6). 
In fact, the exclusive nature of that commission may 
well have been the reason they tried to prevent this 
man from performing exorcisms. Jesus’ personal 
provision may also explain why they speak of 
exorcism in his name. Their reaction is natural, but 
not necessarily correct. The imperfect E€KWAVOUEV 
(ekolyomen, we forbade) describes the disciples’ 
efforts and may suggest that they repeatedly tried to 
get this man to stop (Arndt 1956: 270; for the textual 
problem, see the additional note). 


Mark 9:38 is parallel to Luke, though Luke is 
shorter. Mark also notes that John raised the issue. 
Much of Mark’s wording matches Luke, although 
Mark uses 84$A0KQAE (didaskale, Teacher) to 
address Jesus, while Luke has EITLOTÄTA (epistata, 
Master), a term unique to him (5:5; 8:24 [twice], 45; 
9:33, 49; 17:13). Mark uses a past tense (imperfect) 
to describe why the disciples rebuked the man: “He 
was not following us” (OUK NKOAOVOEL Hut, ouk 
ekolouthei hemin). Luke uses the present, as is 
common in vivid portrayal of discourse: “He is not 
following with us” (OUK AKOAOULBEI UEO’ NUD, 
ouk akolouthei meth’ hemon). The meaning is the 
same. The man’s lack of association with the 
disciples caused them to try to stop his ministry of 
exorcism. 


(2) Jesus’ Reaction (9:50) 


9:50 Jesus’ reply is succinct: the disciples should 
never give such a prohibition. The present imperative 
un KWAUETE (me kölyete, do not forbid) speaks of 
something that is generally the case (as opposed to 
one instance). Such people are not to be stopped, for 
(yap, gar) someone who is not opposed to the 
disciples and who ministers at their side is for them, 


not against them. The point is that someone 
ministering with the disciples is on their side and 
should be encouraged (Ellis 1974: 145). The 
disciples’ ministry is not an exclusive ministry, but 
will draw on many collaborators to complete the task 
(10:2). There should be no rivalry, but appreciation 
and cooperation (Liefeld 1984: 931). Numbers 
11:24-30 is a similar OT account. The proverbial 
character of this saying in ancient culture is well 
known (Fitzmyer 1981: 821; Cicero, On Behalf of 
Quintus Ligarius 33; Suetonius, Julius Caesar 75; 
Plutarch, Life of Solon 20.1 (89); Nestle 1912: 84— 
87). 

Luke has a similar saying in 11:23, only there it is 
stated negatively and in terms of Jesus himself (“the 
one who is not with me is against me”). In Matt. 
12:30 (which is parallel to Luke 11:23), the point is 
that failure to decide for Jesus leaves one in 
opposition to him. Only commitment to Jesus allies 
one to him. Some attempt to argue that this Luke 11 
Saying stands in contradiction with the one here, but 
that fails to note their distinct contexts. In fact, the 
variant form in a fresh context shows that Jesus used 
the concept proverbially and repeatedly. It was a 
major theme, whether stated positively or negatively. 


Mark 9:39 has more detail: it closes with the saying 
found in Luke and is verbally identical to Luke, 
except that it uses the first-person plural, rather than a 
second-person plural (Schürmann 1969: 579). Luke’s 
form is more directly focused on the disciples. 
Preceding this saying in Mark is another remark in 
which Jesus says that no one doing a mighty work in 
his name is able afterward to speak evil of him. Thus, 
Mark adds the point that such work encourages those 

outside the inner circle and leads them to speak well 
of Jesus. Such work reinforces one’s allegiance to 
Jesus. Fitzmyer (1981: 820) notes Paul’s similar 
exhortations (Phil. 1:15; 1 Cor. 3:5-9). Effective 
ministry draws one closer to Jesus and should be 
encouraged. 


Summary 


Three teaching sessions in Luke 9:43b-50 close 
Jesus’ Galilean ministry. They show the disciples 
struggling to comprehend what following Jesus 
means. First, Jesus shares his approaching 
betrayal, but the disciples are unable to perceive 
how this fits into God’s plan. However, they are 
too uncertain to ask about it. The way of 


Messiah’s suffering is a topic of much future 
instruction. 

Next, as they argue about who is the greatest 
among them, Jesus uses a child to show them that 
such comparisons should not be made. Rather, if 
they are related to him, true ministry involves 
receiving such “lowly” types, as well as 
recognizing that the least among them is great. 
The usual ways of discussing and handling power 
do not apply for Jesus’ disciples. As the disciples 
look at themselves they need to realize that all are 
great. 

Finally, there is the issue of what to do about 
others, specifically those outside their inner circle. 
Are they to be excluded from ministry? No, they 
are not to be prevented from ministering in Jesus’ 
name. Those who minister alongside the disciples 
share in their task. Interpersonal rivalry is not the 
trait of a disciple; cooperation is. 

In this concluding section, Luke shows that the 
disciples have much to learn as they “listen to 
him” (9:35). Jesus not only changes the way 
disciples see themselves, but he changes the way 
they see others. Rather than seeking to gain or 
protect turf, they are to invite others onto it. As 


Jesus turns to go to Jerusalem and his own 
betrayal (9:51), such lessons are crucial for those 
who will carry out his commission in the face of 
much intense rejection and conflict. Disciples 
need to be united. 

This unit ends the Galilean ministry section of 
4:14-9:50, where the concern has been mainly 
christological. The central question is, “Who is 
Jesus?” Many miracles show that Jesus is sent 
from God. Though the crowd has wrestled with 
prophetic categories, the disciples know better: he 
is the Christ of God with vast authority. But they 
too lack understanding, so they must listen to 
Jesus to understand the type of Messiah that Jesus 
is and the kind of disciples that he desires. All the 
while, Jesus teaches about dependence on God, 
love, acceptance of others, associating with 
sinners, and his new way to God. Such teaching 
will also come in the Jerusalem journey section of 
9:51-19:44, where Jesus will prepare the disciples 
for his departure. He will be rejected (Luke 11- 
14), since he is the Messiah who must suffer and 
die. In his absence, the disciples must humbly 
minister to sinners as they expectantly await his 
glorious return. That ministry will not be easy. 


The rejection that Jesus faces will also be the 
disciples’ lot. But with Jesus’ return, vindication 
comes. To confess who Jesus is simply begins the 
disciples’ spiritual journey. Jesus prepares them 
for the long and winding road ahead. 


Additional Notes 


9:47. Should the text read ELÖWG (knowing), the perfect participle 
of oisa (to know), or LÖWV (perceiving), the aorist participle of 
Opaw (to see)? Either reading is possible, and the basic meaning 
is the same. Ei6we is found in the earlier manuscripts (X, B, 700, 
some Syriac), while LÖWV has wider distribution (A, C, D, L, W, A, 
=, W, Byz, Itala). The nature of the distribution suggests that 
LÖW is more likely. 


9:49. Did the apostles attempt to stop the exorcist once or 
repeatedly? The aorist EKWAVOAUEV has wide but late support 
(A, C, D, W, 0, Y, family 1, family 13, Byz) and therefore is 
probably not original. The imperfect EKWAVO UEV, which is not 
necessarily the harder reading (because of Lucan style), is 
supported by p’> (apparently), X,B,L, 4 (perhaps in agreement 
with Mark 9:38, where the same textual problem appears). If the 
aorist is original, then there was a single attempt to stop the man. 


However, given Luke’s preference for imperfect-tense verbs, the 
imperfect may simply describe a past event with no repetitive force 
intended. This variant is not discussed in UBS°. 


Excursus 1 
John the Baptist and Elijah (1:17) 


In the Synoptics and John’s Gospel the relationship 
between John as forerunner and Elijah is a complex 
theme. The witness motif is the emphasis in John’s 
description of John the Baptist. Talbert’s distinction 
(1982: 27-28) between the forerunner motif of the 
Synoptics and the witness motif of John is 
overdrawn. The forerunner’s primary task is to 
witness to the one who follows. Talbert is right that in 
John the preexistence of Jesus as the Word produces 
a different and stronger christological emphasis, but 
the Fourth Gospel’s portrayal of John the Baptist’s 
ministry is not greatly distinct from the Synoptics. 
Others stress the contrast between Luke’s view of 
John’s relationship to Elijah and the view of the other 
Gospel writers about that connection (Danker 1988: 
30-31; Talbert 1982: 27-30). This position argues 
that Mark (9:13) and Matthew (11:14) identify John 
with Elijah, while in John’s Gospel, John the Baptist 
denies that he is Elijah (1:21). In fact, some argue 
that the idea of John as forerunner disappears in 
John’s Gospel, and that he is merely a witness. Also, 
Luke drops the identification with Elijah, since he 


omits the reference to John’s clothing in Mark 1:6 
and the use of Mal. 3:1, which are Elijah motifs. 
However, Luke keeps the forerunner motif. 

What is to be made of this position? This approach 
to the tradition is right in much of what it observes, 
but assumes too much from the differences. John’s 
association as a forerunner for Jesus is still clearly 
asserted by Luke: 7:22-35, especially verse 27, 
alludes to Malachi and so to the Elijah typology. 
Luke also compares John’s and Jesus’ baptisms in 
3:16, material that Luke has accepted along with his 
Synoptic partners. If John is a forerunner, he is a 
witness. The two positions are not mutually exclusive 
of one another, but are complementary motifs. It may 
well be that the emphasis in John’s Gospel on the 
preexistent Christ causes John to deemphasize the 
description of the Baptist as forerunner, since that 
could suggest the Baptist existed before Jesus. Yet 
John still portrays John the Baptist as the one who 
testifies to and goes before Jesus (John 1:19-34; 
3:22-30, esp. v. 28). 

As to the dispute over Luke’s acceptance of the 
Elijah title, this issue also is a matter of nuance. The 
allusions to Mal. 3 in the Lucan infancy narrative 
reveal that Luke sees a strong association between 


Elijah and John the Baptist, not to mention the 
Malachi citation in Luke 7:27. Luke’s “like Elijah” 
position may serve to clarify Matthew and Mark in 
that there also continued to exist in Christian circles 
the hope of Elijah’s return at the end, when God will 
do his final eschatological work (Matt. 17:9-13 is 
aware of this future Elijah alongside Elijah-John the 
Baptist). Luke may have feared a misunderstanding 
that an Elijah identification for John the Baptist 
would represent a denial of this future Elijah, who is 
associated in Malachi with the decisive day of the 
Lord. John the Baptist’s denial in John’s Gospel may 
be of this ultimate Elijah as well. What Jesus says in 
Matt. 17 and what Luke says here is that there is a 
pattern of ministry like that of Elijah into which John 
the Baptist fits, without denying that in the end Elijah 
will return. This dual use of the Elijah motif fits the 
“already-not yet” tension present in so much of NT 
eschatology. In the first coming of Jesus, OT hopes 
“already” are realized. However, the rest of the same 
hope has “not yet” come and still awaits fulfillment. 
Thus, the Gospels, though having some differences 
of nuance, are in essential agreement about the role 
of John the Baptist. The hope of the return of Elijah 
at the end is a teaching shared with the OT (Mal. 4:5- 


6 [3:23-24 MT]) and with Judaism (Sir. 48:10; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 6:26; Fitzmyer 1981: 326-27). 


Excursus 2 
The Census of Quirinius (2:1-2) 


A major historical issue in Luke 2:1-7 is the 
association of a census by Quirinius with Jesus’ birth. 
Virtually every commentary discusses the problem in 
detail, and it could well be regarded as the most 
significant historical problem in the entire Gospel. 
For many, it is the clearest example of historical error 
in Luke’s Gospel.* 

The objections raised against the account have 
changed little in the century since the first English 
edition of Schürer’s History of the Jewish People in 
the Time of Jesus Christ.* Schiirer’s isolation of five 
objections is still a representative listing of the issues 
that need to be discussed: 


1. Nothing is known of a general, empire-wide 
census in the time of Augustus. 

2. No Roman census would require Joseph to go 
to Bethlehem.* 

3. There would be no census in Palestine in the 
time of Herod the Great. 

4. Josephus knows of no census before the 
Quirinian census of A.D. 6. In fact, this 


Quirinian census is described as an innovation 
that caused a revolt (Antiquities 17.13.2 §8342— 
44; 17.13.5 8355; 18.1.1 831-10), meaning that 
no census could have come before A.D. 6. 

5. Quirinius could not have been governor of a 
census at the time of Jesus’ birth, since the 
governors’ records of this period are well known 
and Quirinius is not mentioned (Tacitus, Annals 
3.48; Josephus, Antiquities 17.13.5 8355). 


Some basic, fixed chronological facts exist. Luke’s 
census is not the one in A.D. 6, because it is tied to 
the period before Herod the Great’s death by Matt. 
2:1 and Luke 1:5. Luke and Matthew agree in tying 
the birth to the reign of Herod the Great. Josephus 
notes an eclipse that occurred before Herod’s death, 
which allows one to set the date of his passing with 
some specificity (Antiquities 17.6.4 8167; Hoehner 
1977: 13). The only eclipse mentioned by Josephus 
in this period was in March 4 B.C. Josephus also 
notes that Passover followed Herod’s death, which 
puts the latest he could have died at 11 April 4 B.C. 
(Antiquities 17.9.3 8213; Jewish War 2.1.3 310; 
Hoehner 1977: 13). Thus, the birth of Jesus and the 
census must be dated before April 4 B.C.° 


The date of the Quirinian census mentioned in 
Josephus is also fixed, since it is dated in the thirty- 
seventh year after the defeat of Antony at Actium in 
31 B.C. (Fitzmyer 1981: 399; Josephus, Antiquities 
17.13.5 8355; 18.1.1 881-2). Thirty-seven years after 
31 B.C. is A.D. 6. 

Given the differences in the two dates, two things 
must be settled for another census to be in view. First, 
could such a census have occurred under Augustus in 
the time of Herod the Great, when Joseph and Mary 
would have to journey to Bethlehem (Schiirer’s first 
four objections)? Second, can such a census be tied to 
Quirinius (Schiirer’s fifth objection)? 

The possibility of such a census has been variously 
assessed, but is not generally regarded as difficult for 
the following reasons (keyed to Schürer’s objections 
above): 


1. Augustus is known to have instituted three 
censuses in this period.” In addition, other 
censuses of a periodic nature also seem to have 
been in place at this time.” Other cycles at or near 
this period existed in Syria, Gaul, and Spain.” It 
is clear that Rome was active in registering the 
people of its empire, whether they were Roman 
citizens or others. It is not unlikely that Augustus 


could have issued such an edict for Palestine 
(Schürmann 1969: 100). Luke’s description (2:1) 
that such an edict is empire-wide may simply 
reflect the ongoing census process of this period 
(Plummer 1896: 48; Hoehner 1977: 15). 

2a. The problem of Joseph returning to 
Bethlehem may be explainable on the principle 
that sometimes the Romans allowed a census to 
be taken on the basis of local customs, which in a 
Jewish culture would require an ancestral 
registration.” 

2b. Many reasons can be posited for Mary’s 
presence. First, her presence might be required 
by the Roman census as part of the assessment.” 
Or, it may be that her very state made her going 
along more necessary, since Joseph would not 
want to miss the birth. It is also possible that 
Joseph and Mary married after the birth 
announcement to Mary and after the pregnancy 
became known (suggested by Matt. 1:19-21). 
Luke 2:5 with its use of &uVNOTELUEVN may 
well mean “unconsummated” (see the exegesis). 
Thus, Mary might be recently married to Joseph 
at this time and would naturally be traveling with 
him. In fact, ancients may not have been so 


sensitive about a pregnant woman’s “tender 
state” as modern Westerners are. The journey 
itself corroborates that the census came before 
the splitting of Herod’s empire to his three sons, 
since if the A.D. 6 census were in view, we 
would have the unlikely scenario of Joseph and 
Mary traveling from Herod Antipas’s territory 
(Nazareth) to Archelaus’s territory (Bethlehem) 
to register (Hoehner 1977: 16). Such a mixing of 
jurisdictions is unlikely." 
3. Though Herod the Great’s authority in Judea 
during his reign was great and extended to his 
minting coins bearing his image, such authority 
would not prevent an imperial representative 
from registering the emperor’s citizens. Such 
censuses in vassal kingdoms are not unusual in 
Roman history.'* For example, in Samaria taxes 
were reduced by one-quarter at the beginning of 
Archelaus’s rule—a concession that suggests that 
Roman tax rolls existed before Samaria became 
part of a Roman province in an area that had 
been under Herod’s rule.” 
4. The problem of innovation in Josephus’s 
description of the A.D. 6 census is significant, if 
it is true. However, it assumes that the reason for 


the revolt against that census was simply that 
Rome was doing something entirely new. It is not 
clear that this simple explanation is the real one. 
As Hoehner (1977: 18) suggests, a previous 
census patterned after Jewish models most likely 
produced no reaction and may not have been 
worthy of Josephus’s attention. In addition, it 
seems clear that part of the grounds for the revolt 
in A.D. 6 was Archelaus himself, who was 
unpopular in the region. Rome wanted to confirm 
its presence visibly, and his support of a Roman- 
like census would anger those who opposed 
Rome. It was the Roman presence in a Roman- 
like census accepted by a Jewish figurehead that 
produced rebellion. Such a negative reaction to 
the A.D. 6 census should not be surprising if 
Roman authority was emphasized and the Roman 
model of census-taking was followed. Thus, the 
innovation may not have been the census as such, 
but its offensive form that more strongly 
reflected Roman sovereignty.“ In short, a 
historian’s silence need not mean historical 
absence, especially when one of the other 
potential historical witnesses raises other 
possibilities. 


Thus, a census in Herod’s time requiring a journey 
by Joseph and Mary is a possibility based upon what 
we know of Roman practice. That no other source 
mentions such a census is not a significant problem, 
since many ancient sources refer to events that are 
not corroborated elsewhere and since Luke is found 
to be trustworthy in his handling of facts that one can 
check. Since the details of this census fit into general 
Roman tax policy, there is no need to question that it 
could have occurred in the time of Herod. 

However, there remains the more difficult issue of 
Quirinius (Schürer’s fifth objection), to whom we 
now turn. Solutions for this problem may be 
categorized under three types: lexical, historical, and 
interpretive (categories that are not always mutually 
exclusive). Lexical solutions discuss meanings of 
certain words (e.g., TPWTN, AmMoypaweoVla, and 
NyEuUOVEDOVTOG) and resolve the issue by adopting 
a less common meaning for these terms. Historical 
solutions pay careful attention to the situation of 
Quirinius in 6 B.C., putting forward the argument 
either that Quirinius was a governor in this early 
period (and so was governor of this region twice) or 
that he held a unique type of authority that could be 
described as “gubernatorial” in character, if not so in 


office. Interpretive solutions argue that it is wrong to 
see Luke as associating Quirinius with this initial 
census at all. Rather than separating my discussion 
into these categories, I shall discuss attempts at 
solutions in terms of their results without undertaking 
a systematic classification of them. 


5a. The argument that Quirinius was governor 
twice is most forcefully made by Ramsay (1898: 
174-96; 1920: 275-300). He argues that 
Quirinius was governor of Syria from 11/10 B.C. 
to 8/7 B.C., as well as in the later period, and that 
he initiated the census in Palestine at a later date 
(6 B.C.). Ramsay argues that an inscription now 
called the “Lapis Tiburtinus” refers to 
Quirinius.'° But there are problems with this 
approach. The positing of a delay in the 
Palestinian census is minor, but more 
problematic is that the inscription, which is key 
to Ramsay’s position, mentions no specific name, 
since it is a partial inscription. Thus, the 
construction of a position based on an 
anonymous reference makes this position 
difficult to establish. As Sherwin-White (1963: 
165) says, “A headless inscription is at best a 
dangerous ally who may change sides at any 


moment.” In addition, the association of a 
governorship in Syria with the known work of 
Quirinius in the Homonadensian Wars at this 
general time is also a problem, though the 
specific date of this conflict is not known. Still, 
Quirinius’s locale during the war is normally tied 
to Galatia, not Syria. As can be seen, the 
variables of this position make it difficult to hold. 
It may be right, but its persuasiveness depends on 
too many pieces falling precisely into place. 

5b. Sherwin-White argues that Quirinius was a 
legate between Varus and Gaius Caesar in 4 
B.C.-1 B.C., since this is the only governorship 
gap present in the historical data.'* Thus, though 

Sherwin-White denies a census in the period of 

Herod, he does regard the reference to Quirinius 
in this time period as possible. The major 
problem with this view is that this governorship 
is too late for Luke’s census, since it would 
follow Herod’s death (Hoehner 1977: 20). In this 
form of the view, Luke is in error with regard to 
a census, though a lesser error than is normally 
posited, since Quirinius did rule in this period. 
This approach does not absolve Luke of error, 
though it does introduce another possibility. 


oc. Might view 5b be made more plausible? 
Given, as was already defended, that a census 
under Herod is possible, is it possible that Varus 
began the census? Could the results and the 
taxation that came from it have emerged later 
under Quirinius in the period that Sherwin-White 
suggests, so that historically his name was 
attached to the census? It is clear that such a 
census would take time and could well have 
overlapped administrations. This suggestion is a 
constructed solution, but it brings the data 
together. 

5d. A variation of view 5c is offered by Hayles 
(1974: 29), who suggests that Quirinius was not a 
legate or a governor but simply the chosen 
administrator of the census, whose term ran from 
Saturninus to Varus. This census would have 
been initiated in 6 B.C. Hayles differs from view 
oc simply in seeing two governors involved, with 
Quirinius working as an administrator of the 
census, whereas view 5c sees Quirinius as a 
governor in his own right, who became 
responsible for the census. The possibility of 
lVEUOVEVOVTOG having the loose meaning of 
“administrator” is defended by Hayles (1974: 


28-29). The assumption in views 5c and 5d is 
that a major census takes some time to 
accomplish and requires special administrative 
skills and authority to complete. Either of these 
suggestions is possible, though it is difficult to 
choose between them, given the lack of specific 
additional evidence. 

5e. Stauffer (1960: 30-31) attempts to distinguish 
technical terms in Luke’s account by arguing that 
CUTOYPAOW/ATOypagn referred to a tax 
registration, that is, to the preparing of tax 
records, while AtoTlunotGg referred to the actual 
taxation that came from the records in A.D. 6. 
Thus, Stauffer posits a decade-long taxation 
process, the initial record-taking phase of which 
is referred to in Luke 2. The major problem with 
this suggestion is that the lexical argument does 
not work. In both Josephus and Luke, the lexical 
distinctions do not hold up. Luke refers in Acts 
5:37 to the revolt associated with the A.D. 6 
census with the term he uses in Luke 2, while 
Josephus in Antiquities 18.1.1 882-4 uses the 
terms interchangeably. Thus, a lexical solution 
that posits a census of over a decade in length is 
not likely. 


of. Another lexical solution separates Quirinius 
from the census by arguing that 2:2 contains an 
ellipse and so fails to mention explicitly a census 
tied to Quirinius. Also, TTPWTN should not be 
translated “first” but “earlier” (a meaning found 
in John 1:15, 30). In this view, Luke says that the 
census is earlier than the well-known Quirinius 
census of A.D. 6.'” The major problem with this 
view is that the syntax of Luke 2:2 is 
cumbersome at best. This view is possible, but is 
not very likely. 

5g. Another lexical solution produces a similar 
result, in that it separates Quirinius from Luke’s 
census. In this view TIPWTN is not to be 
translated as “first” but “before” (a sense found 
in John 15:18). Thus, Luke simply says that the 
census took place before Quirinius’s 
governorship (Higgins 1969: 200-201; Nolland 
1989: 101-2). The question with the view is 
whether Luke would use TOWTN in this unusual 
sense, but it is possible. 


The solutions to the Quirinius problem are varied. 
No candidate is so manifestly superior that it can be 
regarded as the solution. What one faces is a variety 


of solutions, any of which could be correct. If one is 
forced to state a preference, it would seem that the 
current historical uncertainty regarding the 
succession of the governorship in Syria is the most 
likely cause for the lack of clarity in making a choice. 
The most likely possibilities are my variation of 
Sherwin-White’s solution with the allowance of the 
beginning of a census in the period of Herod (view 
5c) or the solution of Hayles with Quirinius as an 
administrator of the census (view 5d). But the lexical 
suggestion of Higgins (view 5g) is also possible. One 
additional detail is little noted. If TPWTN means 
“first” (as agree most interpreters), then Luke calls 
this the “first” census while Quirinius was governor 
—a remark that could imply knowledge of more 
censuses under Quirinius. So the one thing Luke may 
not mean is what scholars who deny historicity argue 
he means: the later census of A.D. 6. In light of this 
and the various possibilities, it is clear that the 
relegation of Luke 2:2 to the category of historical 
error is premature and erroneous.” 


Excursus 3 
Date of John the Baptist’s Ministry 
(3:1-2) 


The dates for the rulers listed in Luke 3:1-2 are either 
undisputed or unknown: Pontius Pilate (A.D. 26-36), 
Herod Antipas (4 B.C.—A.D. 39), Philip (4 B.C.- 
A.D. 34), Lysanius (unknown), Annas (A.D. 6-15), 
and Caiaphas (A.D. 18-36). The range of dates is 
wide and none of these rulers, except for Tiberius, are 
cited by the year of their reign or priesthood, so that 
these references do not fix the chronology (Fitzmyer 
1981: 455; Marshall 1978: 132; Schürmann 1969: 
150-51; and especially Hoehner 1977: 30-31 and nn. 
3-8). 

The key date is the citation of the fifteenth year of 
Tiberius, a reference specific enough to narrow the 
options. Various issues make figuring the date of his 
accession difficult (Fitzmyer 1981: 455; Hoehner 
1977: 29-37). Fitzmyer notes that five separate 
questions are involved: 


1. Did Luke begin his reckoning from the 
coregency of Tiberius with Augustus? This date 
of accession is either 11 (according to Velleius 


Paterculus 2.121) or 12 (according to Suetonius, 
Tiberius 21). This produces a date of 25/26 for 
John’s ministry. 

2. Did Luke reckon the accession year from the 
death of Augustus (19 Aug. 14) or from the vote 
of the Senate giving Tiberius power (17 Sept. 
14)? This represents a minor question, for in 
either case John’s dates become 28/29, unless 
one brings in other additional considerations (see 
points 3-5 below). 

3. Did Luke distinguish the accession year by not 
counting it as one of the regnal years? If he did, 
this increases the final date by as much as a year, 
depending on the new calendar year chosen. The 
result could be a date as late as 29. 

4. Did Luke count the partial accession year as 
the first regnal year, with the second regnal year 
beginning on the next New Year’s Day? To do so 
decreases the final date by as much as a year, 
depending on which calendar is used. This gives 
a date as early as 28. 

5. In considering issues 3 and 4, another question 
is crucial: Which calendar did Luke use to 
reckon the new year? There are four candidates: 
(a) the Julian or Roman calendar: January 1; (b) 


the Jewish calendar: Nisan 1 (March/April); (c) 
the Syrian calendar: October 1 (or Tishri 1); or 
(d) the Egyptian calendar: August 29.* As one 
can see, the issues tied to dating here are very 
complex. 


Hoehner summarizes the factors involved and 
comments on the resulting positions. (In my 
summary of Hoehner’s discussion, I indicate who 
holds to which chronology, since there is a great deal 
of variety.) 


a. The earliest date figures Tiberius’s reign from 
the decree that made him coregent with 
Augustus. This date is variously put at 11 or 12, 
depending upon whether the dating of Velleius 
Paterculus or Suetonius is accepted (#1 above). 
This reckoning yields a date of 25/26 for John’s 
ministry. J. Ussher in the mid-seventeenth 
century took this approach, so this date has been 
called the traditional one and is popular 
(Hendriksen 1978: 194—98, esp. n. 166; J. 
Ussher, as cited by Creed 1930: 48). This 
approach ultimately produces an early date for 
the crucifixion as well, 30 (less frequently 29), 
when one holds that Jesus had a ministry of a 


little over three years, as John’s Gospel suggests 
with Jesus’ numerous trips to Jerusalem for 
Passover (John 2:13, 23; 6:4; 11:55). The view 
suffers from a major problem. There is no 
evidence in contemporary sources or coins that 
Tiberius’s reign was reckoned in such a fashion 
(Hoehner 1977: 31, esp. n. 11). As Hoehner 
notes, the reckoning of Josephus and other 
ancient historians assumes a starting date later 
than Tiberius’s entry into coregency with 
Augustus.* It is interesting that in arguing for this 
view Hendriksen appeals to support from 
Tertullian (Against Marcion 1.15), who argues 
that Jesus appeared in Tiberius’s twelfth year, a 
date that is manifestly reckoned from the full 
reign of Tiberius (A.D. 14-15) and not from his 
coregency.® The claim that Luke is reckoning 
actual years of reign would have more credibility 
if there was evidence that anyone else viewed the 
“actual” years of Tiberius’s reign in this way. 
Thus, this view is not likely. The remaining 
views all assume that the starting point for 
Luke’s calculation is after any period of 
coregency. 


b. Luke might have used Jewish reckoning, 
which changes regnal years every Nisan 1 
(March/April in our calendar). Thus, whether the 
first year is figured from the death of Augustus 
or from the vote of the Senate (# 2 above), the 
first year of Tiberius’s reign is in fact a partial 
year and the date for his fifteenth year is between 
April 28 and April 29 (Ogg 1962: 729; Ogg 
1940: 196-201). Ogg argues that m. Ro:S Has. 
1.1 calculates dates on this basis, but this tractate 
and the Talmud argue that only the dates of 
Israelite kings are figured this way, while foreign 
kings are dated from Tishri 1 
(September/October in our calendar; b. Ro»5 Has. 
3a—b, 8a). Hoehner also shows (1977: 32-34) 
from OT and intertestamental sources that no 
clear Jewish custom exists. Josephus may have 
used this method at times, but the question is 
whether a Gentile, which Luke probably was, 
would write to another Gentile (Theophilus) and 
reckon this way. This approach seems 
improbable. 

c. Luke is probably from the region of Syria, 
specifically Antioch, and thus might have used 
Syrian reckoning. On this scheme, regnal years 


would have been reckoned from Tishri 1, so that 
Tiberius’s first year ends up being very short, 
either from August (Augustus’s death) to 
October or from September (the Senate’s vote) to 
October. This system produces a fifteenth year 
between fall 27 and fall 28 (Schneider 1977a: 
83). This approach would also tend to produce a 
crucifixion date of 30.* Such a date is regarded as 
fitting the other key chronological point in Luke, 
which mentions that Jesus was about thirty at the 
start of his ministry (3:23). It also can fit in the 
three Passovers during Jesus’ ministry (John 
2:13; 6:4; 11:55). This is a popular option. The 
major problem with the view is that it limits 
Jesus’ ministry to a little over two years, if one 
takes the early crucifixion date of 30. Thus, the 
view is possible and ought to be the one adopted 
if one holds that Jesus died in 30. However, that 
date is not the most likely date for the 
crucifixion.? 

d. One of two possible ways that Romans 
reckoned regnal years was from the Julian or 
Roman calendar, that is, from January 1. This 
approach counts the period of August (or 
October) 14 to 1 January 15 as an accession year 


but not the first year of Tiberius’s reign and 
results in a date of 29 for Tiberius’s fifteenth 
year. The ancient Roman historians Tacitus and 
Suetonius reckoned regnal years in this fashion 
(Finegan 1964: 271-72). Such a reckoning has 
an official quality to it that makes it an appealing 
possibility, since it gives Luke’s work the air of 
formality. It is quite possible that this is how 
Luke calculated this date, since it fits the Roman 
perspective of the data and the literary character 
of his work. 

e. The other way to reckon from the Roman 
perspective is to count fifteen years straight from 
the accession without appeal to any new calendar 
year. Such an approach would push back the 
fifteenth year about three months, between 
August (versus October) 28 and August (versus 
October) 29 (Creed 1930: 48; one option of 
Schiirmann 1969: 150). This is the normal, 
nonformal way the Romans counted regnal years. 


The discussion of chronology is complicated, but 
Luke probably used a Roman approach in figuring 
the fifteenth year of Tiberius’s reign (either view 4 or 
5). If that is correct, then John the Baptist’s ministry 
came to public view in the period between late 


summer to fall 28 and late summer to fall 29. Such a 
date coheres nicely with the general reference in 
Luke 3:23 that Jesus’ ministry started when he was 
about thirty. It also fits the portrayal of John’s Gospel 
that Jesus’ ministry lasted a little over three years. 
The time between the start of John the Baptist’s 
ministry and the start of Jesus’ ministry is unknown, 
but it would seem that both ministries together 
spanned about a five-year period. 


Excursus 4 
Sources and Synoptic Relationships 


The use of sources in Gospel studies is a complex 
issue." One of the goals of this commentary is to 
outline in detail the verbal relationships between the 
Synoptics. By any reckoning, a discussion of Luke is 
the logical place to present key elements in such an 
analysis, since no matter which of the major theories 
is accepted, Luke is either in the middle or at the end 
of the sequence. But the whole question of the order 
and literary relationship of the Synoptic Gospels to 
one another is a complex question beyond our scope.* 
The current dominant approach is based on Marcan 
priority: Mark came first, followed by Matthew and 
Luke. This view argues that Matthew and Luke share 
some teaching material in a source (or sources) called 
Q and that Luke was the last Synoptic Gospel. 
However, a growing number of advocates today 
argue that Matthew was first and Mark was last. 
Known as the two-Gospel or Griesbach hypothesis, 
this view challenges the existence of Q and argues 
that Luke knew Matthew.” Others argue for the so- 
called Augustinian order of Matthew, Mark, and 


Luke—an order reflected in the Bible.“ Still others 
argue for independence.° 

In this commentary, I avoid taking a firm position, 
since the issue is in my judgment still somewhat 
open. I think it likely that Mark was first, mainly 
because it is hard to see Mark as a summary Gospel, 
coming last, and leaving out huge portions of 
important teaching, especially when he includes a 
large teaching unit like the Olivet Discourse (Mark 
13). If Mark is not last, then the argument from order 
tends to suggest that Mark is first. This argument also 
notes that Matthew and Luke generally follow 
Marcan order, but never diverge together against 
Mark. The major problems with Marcan priority are 
the Matthean-Lucan agreements against Mark and the 
issue of certain Lucan omissions of Mark that, if 
Luke used Mark, are hard to explain (see the 
discussions of sources for 6:12-16; 8:4-15; 8:16-18; 
8:19-21; for a sociological critique of Marcan 
priority, see Meijboom 1993). 

In spite of my general agreement with the current 
consensus on the order of the Gospels, I am also 
convinced that the literary relationship between 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke is much more complex 
than Streeter’s 1924 standard four-source theory, 


which limits sources largely to Mark, Q, Matthean 
special material (M), and Lucan special material (L). 
I think his general outline explains much, but I am 
less confident that the material is limited to these four 
large groups. Part of this commentary is given over to 
the phrase-by-phrase analysis of the differences in the 
Gospels that will show how complex these 
relationships are. It seems certain that whatever the 
tradition is that Matthew and Luke share, it is not a 
single document Q, because of the diversity that 
exists within the passages attributed to Q—diversity 
that cannot be explained simply by appeal to the 
preferences of the Gospel writers. Once Q is broken 
up, then it is difficult to know the exact nature of the 
sources, other than to say in a general way that 
Matthew and Luke are sharing the same tradition 
stream. I use the symbol Q often, and when I mention 
it in association with other scholarly studies, it refers 
to a written source or sources shared by Matthew and 
Luke. Thus, Q is a convenient way to say that 
Matthew and Luke share a similar tradition at this 
point, though not necessarily the same document. 

We can be certain that Luke used sources, since he 
tells us as much in 1:1—4, when he refers to other 
attempts to give an account of Jesus’ ministry. The 


extent of verbal agreement between the Gospels in 
passages like 3:7-9 leads many to conclude correctly 
that the other writers also had access to similar 
sources or traditions as well. In commenting on his 
sources, Luke notes that the other accounts he is 
aware of have roots in the testimony of eyewitnesses, 
a point that is sometimes minimized in some critical 
treatments of this area, but that should not be 
underestimated (see the exegesis of 1:2). 

The recognition of sources is, thus, something the 
texts themselves suggest, though their nature is not 
specified. In addition, none of the Gospel writers 
actually give the names of their sources or the 
location of their writings’ audience. These factors 
make it difficult to know exactly what sources they 
used, where they wrote, or to whom, though textual 
comparison can make plausible suggestions. The 
testimony of church tradition has counted for much in 
the discussion of authorship. Traditionally, the 
Gospel of Matthew is seen ultimately as the product 
of a disciple-apostle, though this is now under 
challenge.” Mark is believed to have had access to 
Peter, roots that seem to fit Luke’s description of his 
own predecessors. Luke, an associate of Paul, is the 
third Gospel writer, though this too is challenged by 


some today. Technical NT introductions deal with 
such issues of authorship in detail and catalogue the 
history of the debate about such points.” 

Thus, I examine the details regarding the source of 
individual pericopes unit by unit, while recognizing 
that our ability to be certain of source reconstructions 
is at best limited. Certainty regarding direct literary 
dependence or order is difficult to obtain. This 
commentary simply compares the Gospel accounts to 
one another, notes differences, and remarks on the 
differences of emphasis without trying to state 
confidently who changed what, except where issues 
of theme or style make such matters clear. However, I 
also will note how others have viewed these changes 
and their historical order, an approach that often 
reflects Marcan priority, because that is how most 
writers approach this material. 

When I attribute an expression clearly to a Gospel 
writer, I do so because his word usage, style, or 
theology is so distinctive at the point in question that 
one can conclude with good probability that the 
writer’s expression is present. Otherwise, what is 
present are differences of expression that could be 
attributed to the traditions the Gospel writers used or 
to the writers themselves. In making comments 


where writers seem to be sharing the same tradition, I 
speak of one Gospel writer’s point of view in 
comparison to the other, without always trying to 
posit a definite historical sequence in each case. 

In my judgment, what may often have happened is 
not that the writer knew the other Gospel as such or 
the exact verbal form of the tradition the other 
Gospel had, but that he knew the same tradition 
stream (whether oral or written) reflected in that 
other Gospel. The uncertainty about precise sources 
is indicated when numerous differences in a pericope 
have no clear motive or stylistic preference behind 
them. If one cannot explain why the text is different, 
maybe those texts were never the same from the start. 
These are the premises that guide my analysis, and 
they were derived from the exegesis that follows. 

Thus, this commentary will highlight the 
theological emphases of each Lucan account as 
compared to the other Gospels, but the development 
or historical sequence between the different Gospel 
writers will not be prominent. Those who are more 
confident of Synoptic relationships can simply plug 
in the order they prefer to determine what these 
historical relationships may have been. 


What is important, despite my cautious approach, 
is that the writings themselves can still be compared 
and the emphases and teachings can still receive 
examination with profit. Thus, in speaking of how 
one writer’s wording differs from another’s, I deal 
with the text as it is. Inote what one writer is 
focusing on in comparison to another writer. By such 
comparisons, the complementary position of each 
Gospel to the other can be made clear, as each writer 
presents his own portrait of Jesus. Each writer has 
emphases that he shares with the others, while also 
having his own unique points to contribute. 


Excursus 5 
The Genealogies of Matthew and Luke 
(3:23-38) 


Luke’s genealogy differs from the one in Matthew at 
several levels (Fitzmyer 1981: 495—96; Liefeld 1984: 
861; Aland 1985: 819; on the role of genealogies in 
Jewish culture, see Nolland 1989: 168-69): 


1. Matthew goes from the oldest to the youngest 
generation, while Luke reverses this order. 
Matthew’s order is the normal one for a 
genealogy, though Luke’s has parallels with OT 
lists where ancestry is the issue (1 Chron. 6:33- 
38 [6:18-23 MT]; Nolland 1989: 168). 

2. They have differing endpoints in the 
genealogy: Abraham in Matthew versus Adam in 
Luke. 

3. Matthew will stop occasionally to explain the 
significance of an entry (Matt. 1:2, 5), while 
Luke never does. 

4. Matthew’s structure involves names given in 
three groups of fourteen each, a device that may 
involve an allusion to the numerics of David’s 
name (Carson 1984: 69-70). On the other hand, 


Luke’s structure seems to be eleven groups of 
seven names each, though the reason for this 
structure is not clear.“ Marshall (1978: 160-61) 
discusses the suggestion that this structure 
represents the eleven weeks before the messianic 
twelfth week. However, he also observes that the 
scheme goes the wrong way for this point to be 
made, since the messianic week usually ends the 
sequence (2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 14:11; 2 Bar. 27.1; 
53.6; Apocalypse of Abraham 29.2). Also, the 
addition of the Son of God as a seventy-eighth 
name may overthrow this approach.* 

5. Matthew lists some women (e.g., Rahab and 
Ruth), but Luke never does—an interesting 
difference given Luke’s attention to women. 

6. In the stretch of names from Abraham to 
Jesus (i.e., where Luke and Matthew overlap), 
Matthew has forty-one names, while Luke has 
fifty-seven (Marshall 1978: 158). In the period 
from David to Jesus, there are only two points of 
overlap: Shealtiel and Zerubbabel. 


All these differences have produced a myriad of 
solutions as to how the two lists relate to one another. 


In sum there are six basic approaches to this 
question: 


1. Most opt for a literary and theological 
approach to this material, regarding any attempt 
at harmonization as impossible. In this view, 
both writers relate Jesus to Joseph without any 
recourse to historical material other than existing 
biblical materials from 1 Chronicles and Genesis. 
The point of each account is its theological 
connection. Matthew points to the king through 
David and Abraham, while Luke associates Jesus 
with all of humanity through Adam. Thus, this 
approach rejects the possibility of a solution. But 
other attempts to address the problem do exist. 

2. Another common approach is to argue that 
Matthew gives the genealogy through Joseph, 
while Luke gives the genealogy through Mary 
(Hendriksen 1978: 222-25; Godet 1875: 1.201). 
Dating back to Annius of Viterbo in 1490, the 
view argues that Joseph is not really in view in 
3:23, where Luke says that Joseph was 
“supposed to be” (EVOULCETO) Jesus’ father. In 
addition, the absence of the article TOU before 
Joseph’s name shows that he is not part of the 


genealogy. It is also argued that seeing Joseph in 
the genealogy puts Luke in a double 
contradiction in that he disagrees not only with 
Matthew, but also with himself, since he has 
already made clear that Jesus was born of the 
virgin Mary (1:27). Finally, it is argued that 
rabbinic tradition knows of the connection 
between Heli (also spelled Eli) and Mary.“ There 
are many problems with this approach. First, it is 
not at all clear that the rabbinic reference applies 
to Mary. In fact, most doubt that it does, because 
the Miriam referred to there is not called the 
mother of Jesus and thus could be any Miriam.° 
Second, the absence of the article TOU can be 
explained simply because Joseph starts the list. 
Third, the virgin birth does not prevent legal 
paternity from passing through the father 
(Gordon 1977). Thus, no contradiction with the 
virgin birth exists. Fourth, the most natural way 
to read the Greek is as a genealogy for Joseph 
(Carson 1984: 64), given that Mary is not named 
at all here and that the genitive TOU at the front 
of the list is masculine. To clearly bring in Mary, 
Luke could have named her and/or changed the 
opening genitive to a feminine, similar to Matt. 


1:16 and its use of Nc, which makes clear that the 
Matthean connection is only to Mary. 


The remaining views all agree that Joseph’s line is 
addressed by both Luke and Matthew. They disagree 
on how this is done. 


3. The oldest known view is that of Julius 
Africanus (ca. A.D. 225; cited by Eusebius, 
Ecclesiastical History 1.7), who suggests that 
Matthew provided the natural line, while Luke 
provided the royal line, and that the difference in 
the lists was caused by the principle of levirate 
marriage (Deut. 25:5-10). According to Julius, 
Matthan (Matt. 1:15) had a son, Jacob, by way of 
his wife, Estha. Matthan died and Estha married 
Melchi (Luke 3:24), who had a son, Heli (Luke 
3:23). Heli died without children and his half- 
brother, Jacob, took his wife by levirate 
marriage, so that Jacob’s sons were tied to Heli’s 
line. In this way, Joseph could be lined up to 
each list: physically to Jacob but legally to Heli. 
The problem with this approach is that two 
names intervene in Luke’s list between Heli and 
Melchi: Ma8@at (Matthat) and Aevi (Levi). 
Such a connection is not impossible, given that 


Matthew’s list is shorter than Luke’s, but it is less 
than likely. Levirate marriage, though not 
common in the first century, was not completely 
unknown or else the theological inquiry of the 
Sadducees in Matt. 22:24-28 does not make 
sense (Carson 1984: 64; Nolland 1989: 169 [who 
rejects all levirate-marriage solutions]; 
M. Johnson 1969: 144-45). 
4. Amodern variation of this ancient view 
reverses the focus: Luke gives the physical 
descent and Matthew the royal descent. Tied to 
the work of A. Hervey in 1853 and modified by 
Machen, this approach notes that ancient Judaism 
argued for a multiple line for David (Tg. Zech. 
12:12; Marshall 1978: 158; Machen 1930: 207— 
9; Hill 1972: 75). The simplest form of this 
approach argues that Jacob of Matt. 1:15 was 
childless and so Heli, who had Joseph as his 
physical son, became the heir. For this approach 
to work there must be another levirate marriage 
to Jacob’s widow, since Matt. 1:16 seemingly has 
Jacob as Joseph’s father, while Luke 3:23 says 
Joseph is the son of Heli.° However, if Matthew’s 
Jacob and Luke’s Heli are brothers, then their 
father, listed as Matthat in Luke 3:24 and as 


Matthan in Matt. 1:15, must be the same person. 
But if these two men, Matthat and Matthan, are 
the same (as Machen reckons), then their fathers 
also differ, as the two genealogies note: Eleazar 
in Matt. 1:15 and Levi in Luke 3:24. Another 
levirate marriage is required or one must assume 
that the line through Eleazar became extinct.’ 
The introduction of an additional levirate 
marriage (or an extinct line) is too difficult for 
Carson (1984: 64-65). But he notes that 

R. Brown’s criticism (1977: 503-4) of ways to 
harmonize the accounts ignores Machen’s work. 
As one can see, this view is possible, but it is 
very complicated. 

5. Carson (1984: 65) suggests that Matthat and 
Matthan are not the same person. Machen notes 
that this configuration requires that Jacob and 
Heli be half-brothers, a view Machen thinks is 
less likely. Carson thinks the pieces can fit. He 
says Levi (Luke 3:24) is the closest heir next to 
Jacob (Matt. 1:15-16). Carson’s explanation can 
work, but only with an important correction: 
Levi is not the son of Matthat, Heli is (Luke 
3:23). So Heli dies childless as the legal royal 
heir and is Joseph’s uncle. Joseph is the physical 


son of Jacob by a sister of Heli, who now bears 
the line. This correction reverses the relationship 
between Matthew’s and Luke’s genealogies by 
going the opposite direction from what Carson 
suggests. If this configuration is correct, then 
Matthew gives the physical line and Luke gives 
the legal and “physical” line. Luke’s line is 
“physical” through Heli’s sister, who has legal 
claim to the line asthe nearest relative to Heli. 
The only problem with this approach through the 
sister is, How can Joseph then be called the 
“son” of Heli, since he is not the physical father 
and a levirate marriage is not present? The 
genealogy must be seen simply as “legal” at this 
point, but that is also the only way that Jesus 
enters in when one assumes a virgin birth, which 
both Matt. 1:16 and Luke 1:27-35 acknowledge. 
Another option is that the wife of the childless 
Heli married Jacob, in which case Joseph was 
physically born through Jacob, but has ties to the 
throne also by levirate connections to Heli, his 
“father.” This latter configuration seems the best 
possibility within this approach. 

6. Still another option is noted by Nolland (1989: 
170, drawing on U. Holzmeister), who argues 


that Mary is an heiress of Eli, since she had no 
brothers. Eli adopted Joseph as son upon 
marriage, as in other cases where a father had no 
physical son (Ezra 2:61; Neh. 7:63; see also 
Num. 27:1-11 [which establishes lines of 
inheritance]; 1 Chron. 2:34-35). Luke’s 
genealogy reflects adoption. On this basis, the 
line again becomes “legal” versus physical at this 
endpoint. 


Luke’s line may also be the legal one because of 
the curse of Jeconiah (Jer. 22:30), whose name 
appears in Matthew but not in Luke. What 
complicates this particular suggestion about Jeconiah 
is that Zerubbabel receives the signet ring again, 
according to Hag. 2:23, an act that probably reverses 
the Jeconiah curse. At the least, Luke’s genealogy 
excludes Jeconiah from any recognition. So, the 
Lucan omission could be seen as wiping Jeconiah’s 
memory from the official legal list because of the 
curse. While one’s paternity cannot be denied, one 
can lose legal right to the inherited line.'” What 
emerges from both evangelists’ genealogies is that 
Jesus belongs on the throne no matter which route 
one takes. Both the physical route and the legal route 
lead to Jesus. 


A clear choice is difficult to establish between the 
various views that see Joseph’s line as present in both 
Gospels. Views 3-6 are all possible, yet each requires 
a set of conjectures that cannot be proven. What 
seems most likely, if one is to take the accounts as 
historical, is that Jacob (Matt. 1:15-16) and Heli 
(Luke 3:23) had a close relationship, though whether 
as brothers, half-brothers, through the marriage of 
Heli’s sister to Jacob, levirate marriage, or adoption 
is less clear. It is also clear that other breaks in the 
listing occurred. What the options show is that it is 
premature to insist on error here, even though a 
definite solution does not emerge. Nevertheless, the 
genealogy’s point is obvious. Jesus has a claim to the 
throne through David and is related to all of 
humanity through Adam. 


Excursus 6 
The Son of Man in Aramaic and in 
Luke (5:24) 


There are seven points of current consensus about the 
Son of Man:! 


1. The phrase in a few Gospel passages (Luke 
21:27; 22:69) is related to Dan. 7:13-14 and in 
Heb. 2:6 is associated with Ps. 8. 

2. The term comes from Aramaic and would 
have been used by Jesus in an Aramaic form 
(Fitzmyer 1981: 208-9): WIX "12 or WIX2. 
3. Technically speaking, the usage in Daniel is 
not a title, but a description of a human figure 
who approaches God to receive dominion (“one 
like a son of man”). In other words, it is not a 
reference to the Son of Man; only the imagery is 
present. It should not be ignored, however, that 
the presence of a figure with this description 
makes the passage capable of generating a title, 
as is indicated by its later history in the NT, 

1 Enoch, and 2 Esdr.s [= 4 Ezra]. Also, the image 
of this figure coming on the clouds suggests 
divinity.“ 


4. There is currently no clear evidence that at the 
time of Christ the term existed as a formal, 
specific messianic title in Judaism.” 

5. Thus, the term as a specific messianic title 
probably emerged either from Jesus or the early 
church. The presence of the title in the NT is 
almost always with the definite article, which 
suggests a definite reference and a titular use.“ 

6. In this tradition, the key point of association, 
at least in the Synoptics, is Dan. 7:13-14. 

7. In the NT tradition, with the exception of Acts 
7:56, the term is found exclusively on Jesus’ lips 
(Rev. 1:13 and 14:14 are similar expressions 
describing Jesus). 


Scholars classify sayings about the Son of Man in 
the NT in various ways: 


1. Most classify them according to content: (a) 
the present ministry of the Son of Man (of which 
Luke 5:24 is one example), (b) the suffering Son 
of Man, and (c) the future return of the Son of 
Man. 

2. Others classify them with regard to their 
degree of connection to Daniel: (a) no reference, 
(b) indirect reference or allusion to Dan. 7 (i.e., 


more than the mere title), or (c) direct reference 
(i.e., citation of Dan. 7). 

3. Perhaps even better is a twofold breakdown: 
(a) sayings about the authority of the Son of Man 
and (b) sayings about the rejection of the Son of 
Man (O. Betz 1985: 13). 


The benefit of the third classification is that it deals 
with biblical concepts, not a mixture of time and 
function. On the other hand, as suggested by the first 
classification, the Son of Man sayings do relate 
generally to Jesus’ earthly ministry, death, or 
resurrection/exaltation. 

Regardless of the classification scheme chosen, the 
category by itself is not sufficient to be the basis for 
judging a text’s historical authenticity. For example, 
Luke 5:24 makes no direct or clear indirect reference 
to Daniel. It deals with Jesus’ present ministry and 
with the authority of the Son of Man (so equals 2a 
and 3a). 

The debate over the meaning of the phrase Son of 
Man in its first-century Aramaic setting is complex. 
A key issue in this debate is the question of what the 
Aramaic phrase meant in the first century, given that 
it was not yet a formal title. By itself, the phrase 
simply refers to a human, just as the idiom son of a 


carpenter refers to a carpenter’s descendant. The key 
participants in this aspect of the recent debate are 
Fitzmyer (1979b: 143-61; 1979a) and Vermes (1967; 

1973: 188-91). Both agree that the phrase can have 
one of two basic senses: “someone” or “man.” The 
debate is whether the term is another way to say “I,” 
so that a speaker indirectly refers to just himself, 
much like the editorial “we” in English.” In other 
words, does the phrase mean “people in general, 
including me” or “I and nobody else”? Vermes argues 
that it can refer exclusively to an individual, while 
Fitzmyer believes this additional meaning is not 
attested in material early enough to support the 
presence of this sense in the first century.” 

The debate, in my view, may be a huge rabbit trail. 
This is not to demean the value of discussing the 
phrase’s force in the original Aramaic, but the issue is 
not as central as many make it. The resolution of the 
Aramaic origin would settle whether Jesus referred to 
himself by circumlocution (Vermes) or generically 
(Fitzmyer). But my contention is that NT usage 
makes it clear that either sense of the Aramaic, even 
the ambiguous sense, in the original setting and 
tradition would contain a veiled reference to Jesus. 
Either way, contextually, the force of Jesus’ use 


would point only to him. But to argue this point 
requires that the saying is authentic, which needs 
defense. 

Some question whether Jesus used the phrase Son 
of Man of himself. By appealing to Mark 2:27-28, 
some see the original term as a reference to all 
people; others see a reference to a figure other than 
Jesus (both positions are argued by Bultmann 1963: 
15-16, 84, 151-52). In Luke 5:24, Bultmann appeals 
to the plural in the parallel Matt. 9:8, which speaks of 
authority given to men. He sees the Matthean form as 
the earliest form of this tradition, where the church 
expresses its authority to forgive sin. This 
ecclesiastical authority was rewritten in Mark 2:10 
and Luke 5:24, using the circumlocution to refer to 
Jesus. The problem with all these approaches has 
always been that they cannot explain the consistent 
tie of the term to Jesus in the NT. 

A good example of how the term works is Luke 
5:24, where the issue is Jesus’ authority. Does either 
sense of the phrase Son of Man here rule out an 
exclusive self-reference to Jesus? In its more 
ambiguous sense, the phrase would read, “So you 
might know that a man (or someone) has authority to 
forgive sins on earth.” In its other sense, the phrase 


would mean, “So you might know that this man has 
authority to forgive sins.” Since (1) it is a given in 
Judaism that people do not have this authority (only 
God does: Exod. 34:6; Ps. 103:12; Isa. 1:18; 43:25; 
Jer. 31:34) and (2) Jesus is the one who performs the 
healing in question, the saying is to be applied only 
to him. The Pharisees in the account get that point 
clearly, even before the use of the phrase Son of Man. 
Jesus’ remark underscores the point. The assumption 
that Jesus’ original remark is ambiguous fails to deal 
with issues raised by the connection to the event.” 
There is no problem or ambiguity in the Son-of-Man 
reference. One other point should be made. In 
Aramaic, it is not clear that a messianic title is 
present. It is only “someone,” that is, Jesus, who does 
something unique. 

It is interesting that Matt. 9:8 (= Luke 5:26) places 
the crowd’s response in very general, ambiguous 
terms: the crowd offers praise because God had given 
such authority to men. Does this not indicate that a 
wider original reference for the title is appropriate? 
The answer is both yes and no. Yes, the reply does 
suggest that the audience heard a general reference. 
But, no, even in this context, it is the uniqueness of 
Jesus’ action that has drawn attention. The crowd is 


amazed that “people” have such authority, but it is 
Jesus who amazes them. So the attention is really not 
on people, but on this man. 

Equally important is that the full force of the 
meaning of a term can be gradually unveiled. In other 
words, there can be a difference between what Jesus 
understood a term to mean and how he went about 
revealing that understanding. I believe that this is the 
case with Jesus’ use of “Son of Man,” as the 
evidence of Luke 5:24 and its Matthean parallel 
suggests. Jesus’ action and saying are a conundrum, 
like those he often offers his audiences (e.g., the use 
of Ps. 110 in Luke 20:41—44). It is the second such 
conundrum in the context (the first was the “which is 
easier to say” remark in 5:23). The Son of Man 
Saying is a second riddle. He says, assuming the 
ambiguous use, “Know that someone has this 
authority.” But the paradox is that humans do not 
have this authority, as the Pharisees had already 
noted. So, and this is the question for the crowd, how 
can Jesus have it? The passage, even if the Son of 
Man reference were originally ambiguous, still raises 
the question of who this special man is. What Jesus 
will eventually suggest by his usage of the term later 
in his ministry is that the indirect reference to himself 


as “Son of Man,” even in a sense as ambiguous as “a 
man” or “someone,” is really an allusion to the figure 
of Dan. 7 (Luke 21:27; 22:69). In Luke 5:24, all that 
Jesus may have done is introduce the phrase and the 
concept without elaboration and then display his 
authority to support his point. But to understand the 
phrase’s force all one really needs is the event and the 
saying, not its specific background. 

What does this discussion mean for Luke 5:24? 
Jesus, in using the term initially, is suggesting that he 
is a man through whom God is now working. But this 
is a unique man, who has a certain unique authority. 
In Judaism, however, rabbis never associated any 
man with the authority to forgive sins. Only one 
currently known Jewish text may be an exception 
here: 4QPrNab 1.4 (for more detail, see Bock 1991c: 
117 n. 26). This Qumran text may refer to the power 
to forgive sins that came through an exorcist, but the 
text is fragmentary and the translation is disputed. 
Jesus’ word is either a very rare association or is 
unique. It hardly is a normative remark, as the 
reaction to the statement makes clear. 

The remark’s general force in Luke 5:24 is still 
related to the frequent force of Jesus’ use of the title 
elsewhere later in the Gospel, which often suggests 


Jesus’ authority. Jesus’ thoughts on the Son of Man’s 
authority draw on the picture of the Danielic Son of 
Man receiving dominion from the Ancient of Days. 
What this conclusion also indicates is that, when the 
Gospel tradition takes this general Aramaic phrase 
that refers to “a man” and renders it in Greek as a 
specific title (the Son of Man), it is being faithful to 
the semantic force of the usage in the context of the 
portrayed event, because the activity of this man 
shows him to be unique. The Gospels have not 
imported to the term more ideas than its original 
usage had, for it always described the unique position 
Jesus occupies. Its meaning was always suggested 
not just by the term itself but by the event that 
expounded its meaning. The failure to see a 
connection between event and usage has tripped up 
some into long excursions of background that really 
are not central to the issue of authenticity.” The 
connection between event and usage of the term also 
argues against any attempt to separate the miracle 
and the saying on the basis of form (see next 
paragraph). The two pieces are inseparably joined in 
the account. To remove either piece disembodies the 
logic of the account. 


Two other possibilities about the verse’s 
authenticity need attention. Some argue that this 
verse is a “suture” to bring together two different 
accounts and traditions (Fitzmyer 1981: 579; 
Boobyer 1954; Ceroke 1960). However, the idea of a 
suture verse is to be rejected, because the verse’s 
themes of authority, sin, and forgiveness are so 
intertwined that to view them in this manner does not 
disentangle the account; rather it leaves a gaping hole 
(Hooker 1967: 86). This appears to make the verse a 
victim of the insistence that a mixing of forms is not 
possible in the early tradition. But pronouncement 
and miracle have to go together for this miracle to be 
elevated beyond a “silent” act. Jesus’ exposition is 
central and is what made sense of the action. The 
remark’s omission, despite its syntactical 
awkwardness, leaves the account vague and 
incomplete. Without such pronouncements, it would 
not be clear what Jesus intended by his actions. 

Others suggest that Mark inserted an editorial 
remark that Jesus did not utter.'* This latter view 
argues that Mark is giving the significance of this 
event to his readers in an aside and that Luke follows 
Mark here. On the surface, this approach is quite 
possible (Fitzmyer 1981: 579; Mark 13:14b is a 


syntactical parallel). This suggestion is based on the 
otherwise unprecedented tie between the Son of Man 
and forgiveness of sins, which is viewed by some as 
an association so unlikely in this early ministry 
setting that it must be a later, accurate reflection of 
Mark on the true significance of the event. The 
awkward syntax of the verse also gives credence to 
this suggestion. 

But as good as the reasons are, they are not 
persuasive. If Jesus had a sense of his unique calling 
and authority, like that expressed through Isa. 61 in 
Luke 4:18-19, then such an association, though 
unique, becomes just as possible here for Jesus as 
anywhere in his ministry. Once Jesus defined his 
mission in terms of preaching forgiveness by God’s 
call and in terms of Isaiah’s hope, such associations 
became available for him. His miraculous work only 
confirms the connection, since in Judaism a sinner is 
not supposed to receive healing from God, and 
certainly not through one making false claims.'" 

Thus, it seems unnecessary to appeal to a 
syntactical, editorial approach, which, if present, 
seems to have been poorly marked out for the reader 
(Caragounis 1986: 180-86 has a full and effective 
critique of this approach). It seems unlikely that only 


the reader’s perception is in view and that Mark 
intended to suggest the original audience of the 
healing did not receive this expositional remark. Its 
presence fits the setting of a controversy, which 
dominates the passage (Marshall 1978: 215-16 
defends the authenticity of the saying). 

In summary, the Son of Man in Luke 5:24 can 
refer to Jesus as a representative man called by God 
to exercise authority over sin. The authority, 
however, is one unique to Jesus and as such, upon 
reflection, means that the representative is unique. In 
fact, if the healing evidences the verbal claim, then 
the divine prerogative is exercised uniquely by a 
man. Jesus’ innovations with the Son of Man concept 
as they emerge from Luke 5:24 and its later NT usage 
would be (1) the claim to be able to identify the 
and (2) the association of that figure with the Son of 
Man’s right to forgive sins. This latter claim also 
gives evidence of being authentic, because the Son of 
Man’s association with the forgiveness of sins is 
dissimilar to both Judaism’s claims and the early 
church’s language. In other words, the reference is 
one that goes back to Jesus himself, even if the term 
was used in its most ambiguous sense. So the 


representative man is a “unique” man or “the” man 
through whom God works. As a result, the NT is 
right to see a titular use for a specific figure, for that 
is the force of the saying in conjunction with the 
action. As Hooker (1967: 93) points out, in this 
account the issue is not the title, but the nature of the 
authority of the title bearer.'* I would add that Jesus’ 
actions underlined this authority and defined it. They 
also helped to explain the force of Jesus’ remark. 
Who “the” man is became clearer as Jesus’ ministry 
proceeded and as the OT background of the phrase 
Son of Man emerged. The authoritative Son of Man 
was merged with the Suffering Servant portrait of Isa. 
52:13-53:12, which is yet a third innovation in Jesus’ 
handling of the phrase. What eventually emerged is 
that heavenly and human authority were wed together 
in one unique person, who also suffered. Suffering, 
forgiveness, divinelike authority, and glory are wed 
together in the human figure who is uniquely the Son 
of Man. 

Luke 5:24 is an initial glimpse of that union and a 
major clue to the eventual individual force of the 
title. The issue of uniqueness is effectively raised by 
the claim of authority to forgive sins. The claim itself 
receives confirmation by the paralytic’s ability to get 


up in response to Jesus’ call. The event says, put 
together the remark and the event. If one does, one 
can know that Jesus is a unique figure. In fact, he 
exercises divine prerogatives. In the view of this 
pericope, either Jesus blasphemes as the Jewish 
leadership claims or he is uniquely related to God. 
Luke’s readers are left to ponder the implications of 
the choice. 


Excursus 7 
The Sermon on the Plain in Luke: Its 
Relationship to Matthew and Its 
Theological-Ethical Function (6:20- 
49) 


Issues concerning the Sermon on the Plain are 
numerous and complex, but one question is basic: 
Does Luke’s Sermon on the Plain equal Matthew’s 
Sermon on the Mount? With a few exceptions, until 
the time of the Reformation most saw two distinct 
events." The exceptions were Origen (Commentary 
on Matthew 2) and Chrysostom (Homilies on 
Matthew 15), who used the two sermons 
interchangeably. However, with the Reformation the 
discussion about their relationship opened up again. 
Calvin (1972: 1.168), for example, identified the two 
sermons as one. 

The question involves two separate issues: setting 
and sources. Taking a general approach that is still 
helpful, Plummer (1896: 176—78) discusses these 
issues in great detail and regards a decision as nearly 
impossible to make. The six basic views break down 
into three categories: two sermons (views 1-2), the 


same sermon (views 3-4), or a representative 
anthology, not a specific occasion (views 5-6):* 


1. Two distinct messages were delivered to two 
distinct groups (perhaps Plummer 1896: 176-77 
[who argues that the possibility of repetition 
must be taken seriously]; apparently Walvoord 
1974: 43). 

2. Two messages were delivered to two distinct 
groups on the same day (Augustine, Our Lord’s 
Sermon on the Mount; J. P. Lange cited by 
Plummer 1896: 176). Augustine was the first to 
speak about the “Sermon on the Mount,” though 
the description did not catch on until the 
Reformation. 

3. Matthew and Luke edited two distinct sources 
of the same sermon (F. E. D. Schleiermacher 
cited in Plummer 1896: 176; Luce 1933: 144 
[apparently]; Marshall 1978: 245 [#3 seems to 
argue for multiple versions of QJ). 

4. Matthew and Luke edited the same source, 
with Matthew adding material and Luke omitting 
some (B. Weiss cited in Plummer 1896: 177; 

A. B. Bruce 1897: 504; Carson 1984: 126 [who 
sees Q and other sources as present]). 


5. Matthew topically arranged a sermon out of 
sayings spoken by Jesus on various occasions 
(Creed 1930: 90; Ellis 1974: 111; Alford 1874: 
497 [who opts against such an arrangement for 
Matthew, since he sees Matthew recording the 
whole discourse; Alford argues for such 
arrangement by Luke]; Calvin 1972: 1.168; 
France 1985: 105-6). This view is not as radical 
as it may sound, in that topical arrangements of 
events do occur in the Gospels. Could not a 
writer arrange sayings into an anthology that 
represents what Jesus often said? The difference 
between this view and views 3-4 is that here the 
responsibility for organizing the sermon is 
entirely Matthew’s, while in the previous views 
Matthew is guided by a source of a specific 
sermon. For some, the point of Matthew’s 
arrangement is to show what Jesus said on a 
variety of occasions, so that “creating” a setting 
is really forming an appropriate or typical forum 
for such a sermon. 

6. The sermon is a conglomeration of detached 
sayings brought into an anthology with some 
additions or alterations by the evangelist. Thus, 
in this view, the material is both Jesus’ and that 


of the tradition and/or the Gospel writer. As a 
result, some of the sayings may not go back to 
Jesus. Many NT scholars take this approach, but 
they differ on the source that brought together the 
1981: 627; Wiefel 1988: 128; Bovon 1989: 291— 
93), while others give the responsibility to 
Matthew (Guelich 1982: 33-36 sees Matthew 
drawing on Q and other materials, as well as 
doing his own shaping), and still others speak of 
a pre-Matthean source other than Q (H. Betz 
1985: 1-2, 89-91) or of two versions of Q 
(Strecker 1988: 13) or they argue that Luke used 
Matthew (so holders of the Griesbach or two- 
Gospel hypothesis, like Farmer 1964: 221-23). 
Many give Matthew the responsibility while 
some appeal to his use of Q (Schiirmann 1969: 
385; Jeremias 1963b: 16-17 [without mentioning 
QJ]; Hunter 1965: 11-12; Windisch 1951: 26 

| without mentioning Q]; W. Davies 1964: 3). 


In assessing these categories, it is important to 
realize why so many suggestions have been made 
about the sermon. The major factors are these 
(Carson 1984: 125-26; Godet 1875: 1.294-99): 


1. Matthew has much more material than Luke, 
some 107 verses compared to 30 verses.* 

2. Luke locates the sermon on a plain, while 
Matthew has it on a mountain. 

3. Luke has the sermon after the choosing of the 
Twelve, while Matthew has the sermon before 
their selection. 

4. Thirteen sayings in Matthew’s Sermon on the 
Mount are similar to sayings elsewhere in Luke 
(Guelich 1982: 34): 


Matt. 5:13 ~ Luke 14:34-35 
Matt. 5:15 ~ Luke 11:33 
Matt. 5:18 ~ Luke 16:17 

Matt. 5:25-26 ~ Luke 12:57—59 
Matt. 5:31-32 > Luke 16:18 
Matt. 6:9-13 ~ Luke 11:2-4 

Matt. 6:19-21 ~ Luke 12:33-34 

Matt. 6:22-23 ~ Luke 11:34-36 

Matt. 6:24 ~ Luke 16:13 

Matt. 6:25-34 > Luke 12:22-32 
Matt. 7:7-11 ~ Luke 11:9-13 

Matt. 7:13-14 ~ Luke 13:23-24 

Matt. 7:22-23 ~ Luke 13:25-27 


The differences lead some to suggest two sermons, 
while others use points 2-4 to argue for an anthology. 
In fact, between Luke 6:20-49 and what Luke has 
elsewhere, much of Matthew’s sermon is present in 
Luke. Matthean passages lacking parallels anywhere 
in Luke are the following (46 out of 107 Matthean 
verses [43 percent] are not in Luke): 


9:4-5 9:21-24 6:1-4 6:19 
9:7-10 9:27-30 6:5-6 7:6 
9:14 9:31 6:7-8 FAD 
5:16 5:33-37 6:10b 7:29 
9:17 9:38-39a 6:14-15 

9:19-20 9:43 6:16-18 


In making this list, I read Matt. 5:45 and Luke 6:35 
as conceptually parallel, so also Matt. 7:17-20 and 
Luke 6:43-44. But even after adding these five 
verses to the list of unique Matthean material, thirty- 
seven Matthean verses have parallels elsewhere in 


Luke (these verses together are longer than Luke’s 
sermon). 

Those seeing one sermon have explanations for 
these factors. The shorter Lucan form exists because 
Luke excised the particularly Jewish material from 
the sermon as irrelevant to his Gentile audience. 
Thus, one may not be persuaded by point 1 on the 
differing lengths of the sermon. Matthew placed the 
choosing of the Twelve right before the mission that 
sends them out, a topical arrangement that shows that 
point 3 is not persuasive either (see the introduction 
to Luke 6:12-16). Luke’s locale for choosing the 
Twelve is probably more chronologically intended, 
while Matthew’s arrangement is topical. With regard 
to the mountain (6poc) versus a plain (TTEÖLVOG), the 
term used for plain can be used of a level place on the 
side of a mountain or hill.* Thus, the locales may not 
be in conflict at all. As one can see, each side can 
assemble credible arguments. Deciding which is right 
is difficult. 

Is an anthology possible? It must be noted that a 
consensus exists at the critical level that the sermon 
is really a collection of sayings uttered on several 
occasions. The major reason for this view is that 
several of the sayings in Matthew’s sermon appear 


elsewhere in Luke in almost the same verbal form (at 
the least, 37 of Matthew’s 107 verses, or ca. 35 
percent of his sermon). Thus, it is argued that either a 
pre-Gospel source or the evangelist Matthew brought 
the material together into the Sermon on the Mount. 
But, as Carson argues, the conclusion made from the 
Lucan distribution of the Matthean sayings is not free 
from assumptions and problems.’ (1) The major 
assumption is that Jesus said things but once, a poor 
assumption for any traveling speaker, for an itinerant 
ministry has repetition. (2) To this is appended an 
assumption that what Jesus taught on a given theme 
was recorded only one time. But this idea is certainly 
suspect, if one argues that there are multiple versions 
of Q in the early church. In addition, the variant 
forms of some parables suggest the existence of 
various versions of Jesus’ teaching on a similar 
theme. (3) There also is an assumption that multiple 
topics mean multiple sermons. Apparently oral 
tradition is assumed to keep to one topic at a time. 
But Jewish prayers like the Shemoneh Esreh 
[Eighteen Benedictions] (= Schürer 1973-87: 2.456- 
61) were long and wide-ranging— yet were 
memorized. Since the sermon is a summary in either 
Gospel and since Jesus probably covered a variety of 


topics in any message as he moved from one locale to 
the next, there is no need to insist that multiple 
settings for multiple topics are necessary. Of course, 
challenging these assumptions does not establish the 
case that an anthology is not present, given the 
acknowledgment that events and sayings can be 
grouped together for topical reasons. However, the 
observations do show that to jump to such a 
conclusion because of the existing textual factors is 
not required either. In fact, it would seem slightly 
more natural to take the approach that a sermonic 
occasion is intended, since the impression of a 
definite setting is given in both accounts. What is less 
clear is whether each evangelist had one specific 
tradition of the sermon in mind or simply organized a 
passage that says, in effect, “This is what Jesus’ 
preaching was like.” Either view is possible, but 
neither is provable. 

But what of the challenge that Luke (plateau) and 
Matthew (mountain) do not agree on the setting, so 
that each writer suggested his own setting? If this 
objection has merit, then the possibility of a 
collection of sayings typical of what Jesus said on a 
given occasion or occasions might be enhanced. 
However, an examination of the terms shows that this 


challenge is not airtight. It seems that the anthology 
approach, though possible, is not necessary. If an 
anthology is present, it seems best to see the sermon 
as representative of what Jesus said on many 
occasions.” 

Are we dealing with one event or two? Despite the 
three major differences—Matthew’s longer length, 
Matthew’s mountain versus Luke’s plain, and Luke’s 
placing the sermon after the choosing of the Twelve, 
not before as in Matthew—that lead many to argue 
for two sermons here, four good arguments exist for 
seeing a single sermon, substantially edited by Luke: 


1. Both sermons begin (with the Beatitudes) and 
end similarly (with the parable about building a 
house). 

2. An event that follows soon after the sermon in 
both Gospels is the same, the healing of the 
centurion’s servant (Matt. 8:5-13; Luke 7:1-10).° 
Thus, the sermon has a similar position in both 
Gospels. This point is not without problems 
either. Matthew has the sermon early in his 
portrayal of Galilean ministry, since it is his third 
event, while Luke has it as about the fourteenth 
event in his sequence, clearly a later placement. 


Nonetheless, Godet (1875: 1.297-98) argues 
persuasively that Luke is more likely to have the 
more precise placement because several issues in 
the sermon suggest that Jesus has already 
challenged the Jewish view of certain matters, a 
setting that fits Luke’s placement and not 
Matthew’s. Matthew moved the sermon up to 
suggest what Jesus’ preaching in this period was 
like, a point that might also allow Matthew to be 
presenting an anthology. In addition, the 
interesting agreement of the placement of the 
servant’s healing may be more than coincidence. 
3. The subunits of Matthew’s sermon that Luke 
has follow Matthew’s order with one minor 
exception, Luke 6:31 (Ernst 1977: 213, though 
he fails to note the exception). But this one 
difference may involve topical rearrangement 
(Guelich 1982: 33). 

4. Virtually all of Luke is in Matthew, only Luke 
6:24-26 being without Matthean parallel (or 90 
percent of the Lucan whole). 


Such points lead several interpreters to conclude that 
one sermon is given in two slightly different 
Summarized forms (Carson 1984: 125-26; Marshall 
1978: 245 [though with room for recasting by the 


evangelist]; Hendriksen 1978: 340; Godet 1875: 
1.294-99; and Edersheim 1889: 1.526-57). Though 
the case could hardly be called an established one, 
this approach seems slightly more likely than any 
other option, though the next best option is an 
anthology. 

Thus, given that it is likely that the same sermon is 
present or at least that very similar sermons are 
present, I now turn to discuss the interpretation of the 
sermon. What is its theological role?” The views on 
this question are numerous and can be variously 
grouped (Kissinger 1975 lists over thirty 
approaches). I start with two general groupings and 
then proceed to a more focused list to establish my 
approach. It is important to remember that elements 
of truth may be found in many of these approaches, 
even if they are rejected as not holding the single key 
to unlocking the sermon. 

Toussaint (1980: 86-94) lists six basic categories 
of interpreting the sermon: 


1. The soteriological approach argues that the 
sermon gives a formula for personal salvation 
(Major 1944: 48). Toussaint rejects the view as 
being out of step with scriptural teaching, since 


the sermon’s standards make it impossible for 
anyone to be saved. 

2. The sociological view argues that the sermon 
is addressed to society rather than to individuals 
(Stamm 1943: 68-69; Ragaz 1945 advocates a 
Christian socialism). But the context gives no 
indication that society or any other corporate 
body is in view. The address is to individuals. 

3. The penitential view argues that the sermon 
gives an ideal that makes one aware of personal 
sinfulness and leads to repentance. Thus, the 
sermon is preparatory to salvation. With roots 
reaching back to Luther, this view is also known 
as the Lutheran view. Adherents of this view 
include Kittel (1925) and Gore (1910: 4—5); 
Pentecost (1980) is sympathetic to this view 

(J. Martin 1986: 43). Although its point may 
have pastoral validity, this view has problems. 
For example, the sermon was uttered to disciples 
(Matt. 5:1-2 = Luke 6:20) and has much to say 
about discipleship and ethics. It was not directed 
primarily to general humanity, just to “get them 
saved,” and it is hardly a sermon about 
preevangelism. In addition, a reference to 
Salvation, as such, is not present. Persecution of 


the listeners is assumed (6:22, 26). Nonetheless, 
it is true that the sermon raises the need for 
seeking God in light of what God desires. This 
result might emerge from the sermon, though it 
cannot be its main intent. 

A. The ecclesiastical view, which could also be 
called the believer’s-ethic view, argues that Jesus 
is setting down ethical standards for those who 
identify with him—ethics that are valid for every 
age. Many hold to this view, although in a variety 
of forms (Hunter 1965 is a popular exposition). 
Toussaint objects to this view on the premise that 
the kingdom in view here is an earthly, regal 
kingdom of OT promise; it is too early for 
church-age teaching. Toussaint argues that the 
sermon operates in the context of law (this 
objection is evaluated below). J. Martin, 
however, notes several points in favor of this 
view.” First, when Jesus says that the disciples 
are to teach all that he commanded (Matt. 28:20), 
certainly this sermon is included, since it is one 
of the major discourses in the book. Second, 
Matthew was written to a church audience who 
naturally would have read the sermon as 
applying to them. Third, the OT setting of some 


illustrations like Matt. 5:23-24 is natural, given 
the sermon’s original setting. The principles of 
the passage are still applicable, even given the 
theological perspective that emerges after the 
cross. Proving this point are the parallels to the 
sermon in 1 Peter and James." Obviously tied up 
in the evaluation is the issue of how one sees the 
kingdom in the Gospels. In Luke—Acts, a total 
disjunction between OT promise and NT/church 
fulfillment cannot be maintained, since the 
church, which is born in Acts 2, is proclaimed as 
fulfillment of OT promise.'* This view has much 
merit. 

5. The kingdom view, which is better called the 
tribulation-kingdom view, is associated with 
many dispensationalists of the early twentieth 
century. These older dispensationalists held to 
the indirect applicability of the sermon for today, 
because it contains truth for the future, earthly 
kingdom that Christ will bring in with the 
millennium. Stated in this way, the view has 
problems, since it foresees situations that do not 
fit the millennium: persecution of believers, 
presence of false prophets, and prayer for the 
approaching kingdom (see the critique by 


Toussaint 1980: 90-91). These problems led to a 
change in the view that focused on the tribulation 
period, so as to remove the objections about 
pressure against believers (so D. Campbell 1953: 
57-66). If one is to insist on the kingdom- 
millennium identification, this is a better way to 
hold this view, but it still seems unsatisfactory in 
dealing with points made by J. Martin’s 
argument for the believer’s-ethic view. 

6. The interim-ethic view is Toussaint’s choice, a 
term taken from Schweitzer (1910: 352) but with 
a vastly different meaning. Schweitzer argues 
that Jesus composed this ethic for the intense and 
short period between Jesus’ coming and the end. 
As such it was an “in between time” ethic. 
According to Schweitzer, Jesus was wrong about 
the short period to the eschaton. Toussaint adopts 
the terminology but rejects Schweitzer’s view 
that Jesus was wrong about timing. For 
Toussaint, the sermon’s focus is an “in between” 
ethic until the promised earthly kingdom comes. 
It is a life lived in light of the coming kingdom. 
It is hard to see how this view differs from the 
believer’s-ethic view, since one is still in that 
interim. But Toussaint’s view is distinct, because 


the only kingdom he sees in the NT is the 
millennial kingdom. This view is otherwise close 
to view 4. The only difference is that its point of 
reference is not directly tied to the church, but 
rather to the absence of the earthly kingdom. 


The above list was compiled by Toussaint, an 
evangelical scholar. How would another list, more 
concerned with European interpretation, Compare to 
it? Jeremias’s listing of four views (1963b: 1-12, 19- 
23) gives a good indication (I have added one view, 
#10, to Jeremias’s list to complete the representatives 
views): 


7. The sermon is centered on a “perfectionistic 
conception of the OT and Judaism” (Windisch’s 
influential 1951 work is the key example). Jesus 
presented ideal wisdom teaching in the prophetic 
tradition, a presentation of law in its glory. 
Jeremias recognizes the truth in this approach but 
says that it underestimates the difference in tone 
between rabbinic Judaism and the sermon on 
such points as loving your enemies and the 
challenge to the law in the six antitheses (Matt. 
5:17-48). Jesus’ challenge argued against 
relating the law merely to externals, at least in 


terms of its contemporary use in traditional 
Judaism. Jeremias’s objections may overstate the 
case by relating the sermon too much to rabbinic 
views of Judaism and the law. Windisch 
appealed to the OT prophetic tradition, which 
clearly called for a response from the heart, not 
just attention to externals. If one separates the 
OT ethic from some Jewish applications of it, 
there is some merit in Windisch’s approach. 

8. The sermon is an impossible ideal that, when 
related to Paul, leads one to repentance (so 
Luther and Kittel). Also known as the penitential 
view, this view was discussed above under #3. 

9. The interim-ethic view of Schweitzer was 
already discussed above under #6. 

10. The “principle-not-rule” approach is 
advocated by Herrmann (1907) with his “ethic of 
disposition” (German Gesinnungsethik) (on 
Herrmann’s view, see Bauman 1985: 37-51). 
Jesus was not giving law, but a general approach 
to life whose sense must be worked out in each 
age. Again, there is some merit here, because of 
the OT setting of many of the examples in the 
sermon, but this view can become an escape 
hatch from responding to its ethical demands. 


11. The sermon as a catechism for believers is 
Jeremias’s view. It is gospel, not law, in that the 
Beatitudes make a promise of God’s offer of 
grace, while the rest of the sermon is a response 
to it. Though Jeremias overdraws the connection 
to baptism, he is correct in seeing the sermon tied 
to disciples. It is a call to be a child of God and 
reflect his character (Luke 6:35-36). 


In presenting these two lists from diverse 
backgrounds, I have indicated my preference for the 
believer’s-ethic view, that is, a teaching designed for 
all disciples of Jesus. But what does “believer’s 
ethic” mean? This category shows great variety:'® 


12. The absolutist approach takes the sermon 
literally as a comprehensive and unqualified 
ethic, as did Tolstoy (cited in Bauman 1985: 11- 
35). Tolstoy summarized the message in five sets 
of commands: (a) offend no one and by no act 
excuse evil in others; (b) be in all things chaste; 
(c) never take an oath; (d) do not resist evil, bear 
with offenses, do not judge or go to the law; and 
(e) make no distinction between countrymen and 
foreigners. To follow all the sermon consistently, 
however, is difficult since, for example, lust 


would bring maiming (Matt. 5:27-30). Though 
this view is laudatory in its desire, it is unrealistic 
and fails to appreciate the literary, rhetorical 
character of the sermon. 

13. The general-principles view attempts to 
qualify the strong assertions of the sermon. 
Appeal is made either to the analogy of 
Scripture, to rhetorical hyperbole, to stressing 
attitudes over the sermon’s specific acts, or to 
divine will expressing “who I am to be, not what 
I am to do.” This view runs the risk of providing 
a huge escape hatch to avoid honoring the force 
of the text. Its merit is that it takes seriously the 
rhetorical character of the sermon’s imagery. The 
views of Herrmann (1907) and Calvin belong 
here. This approach also seems to fit H. Betz’s 
view, who argues (1985: 1-16) for a comparison 
to the Greek ErtıToun (epitomé) genre, that is, an 
account that gives a summary teaching of a 
philosopher and whose point is not the details of 
the teachings but the process of thinking through 
the ethical principles portrayed. The goal is to 
provide suggestions for application in new 
settings through reflection on past rulings. One 
wonders how appropriate to a Jewish setting such 


a comparison is, since Jewish models exist for 
the sermon’s background. However, this general 
approach does seem to parallel the sermon’s 
focus, which calls for reflection about 
righteousness and love through examples loaded 
with OT influence. 

14. The higher-standard approach of some Roman 
Catholics says that some of the sermon applies to 
all, while the more stringent requirements apply 
to the clergy or subgroups within it.'° But 
nowhere in the sermon are these distinctions 
made. This view involves theological reflection 
that attempts to wrestle with the sermon’s high 
ethical level and rhetorical character. 

15. The two-realms approach also has roots in 
Luther (Luther 1956; Guelich 1982: 16-18). It is 
a reaction to the previous view, as well as to the 
literal approach of the separatist Anabaptists (or 
“enthusiasts” as they were known). Arguing 
against any levels of distinction in the 
applicability of the sermon, Luther held that the 
sermon’s ethics are only personal and sacred, not 
institutional. Maintaining a difference between 
personal application and secular application to 

government or secular institutions, Luther 


criticized the Anabaptists for withdrawing from 
society in order to keep the ethics of the sermon. 
They abandoned the use of oaths, military 
service, and sometimes the right to personal 
property as a result of their view of the sermon. 
Such interpretation had significant implications 
for a civil state trying to protect itself. These 
implications led to Luther’s distinction, so that 
the state could continue to offer protection for its 
citizens. Luther distinguished between one’s 
office and one’s person: office applied to God’s 
ordained order for this world, while person 
concerned one’s relationship to God. 
Responsibilities to the state must be carried out 
as a part of one’s office, even though one 
personally might grieve over what must be done. 
On the other hand, one’s person was governed by 
the ethics of the sermon. The variations found in 
the Anabaptists and in Luther were the seed plots 
for the doctrine of the separation of church and 
state, though Luther surely would not have 
favored the total removal of religious themes 
from the secular state (which is a modern 
application of this doctrine). Again, these 
distinctions are not in the text, though it can be 


argued that the sermon is clearly a mandate for 
believers and for the church made up of 
believers. Also, a theological deduction about the 
text is made in order to wrestle with the sermon’s 
demands. It should be noted that Luther also held 
to a penitential view of the sermon and spoke of 
the sermon as gospel, because of the comfort and 
invitation contained in the Beatitudes. For 
Luther, the sermon was a mixture of gift and duty 
that contained a call to all humanity and an ethic 
for all Christians. 

16. The interim-ethic approach has been discussed 
above as #6. 

17. What many call the dispensational view is 
really the tribulation-kingdom view mentioned 
earlier (#5). The first name for this view ignores 
that dispensationalists have advocated as many 
as four different approaches. Lumping together 
all dispensationalists into one category, as Carson 
(1978: 155-57) does, is unfortunate.'” This view 
did characterize older dispensationalism in the 
early twentieth century, but it is not 
representative of many dispensationalists today. 
The older view is sensitive to the OT setting and 
the legal flavor of the passage, but, as mentioned 


earlier, bifurcates the kingdom teaching of the 
NT too greatly. 

18. The penitential view of Kittel was discussed 
and evaluated under #3. 


As one can see, the options are manifold. Some 
views (13-15, 17) create distinctions to soften or 
deflect the application of the text in certain areas, 
while one view (13) takes a literary-theological 
approach to try to “get behind” the text. One view 
(12) creates what seem to be unrealistic tensions. 
Finally, most views (13-18) engage in historical- 
theological deduction to explain how the sermon 
relates to the rest of Scripture. The sermon is difficult 
to classify, but all the views attempt to deal with the 
sermon’s ethical thrust and depth. The options 
correctly seek to move beyond external spirituality to 
internal response. But no single approach deals with 
the sermon’s variety of presentation. 

The depth of the sermon has produced a wide 
variety of views. Beyond the recognition that it 
reflects Jesus’ ethical standards for disciples, the 
sermon defies classification. But most of the sermon 
reflects a proper response to God’s invitation to enter 
humbly into the blessing of kingdom relationship as 
offered in the Beatitudes. In short, if one is in the 


Light, then one should be light (Matt. 5:14-16; Col. 
1:9-14). The sermon’s focus causes disciples to look 
to God and to look within, so that they live in a way 
that honors God and loves fellow humans. Only by 
accepting God’s grace and justice can one live in the 
way that Jesus calls disciples to live. The sermon is 
an ethic that leaves justice and retribution to God, 
while one rests in his grace and love. 

The secondary application of the sermon to 
outsiders—to those not currently related to kingdom 
promise—comes in the invitation of the Beatitudes 
followed by a warning against a selfish focus in 
approaching God, life, and ethics. It is a warning 
against loving with strings attached, loving for self- 
gain, or ignoring the call to true righteousness. 
Indeed, the sermon is a call to exhibit the type of 
forgiving, giving, grateful, and compassionate love 
that is like God (Luke 6:36 = Matt. 5:48), which the 
sermon describes as a righteousness that exceeds the 
Pharisees (Matt. 5:20). The sermon is a call to 
believers to love thoroughly. Its interpretation is 
difficult, but at its center is a mandate to be morally 
righteous and to love in a selfless, giving way, an 
ideal that is not to be rejected as unrealistic. Rather it 
is an exhortation to heed and follow as fully as 


possible the Lord’s will. Oaths are not necessary 
because one speaks the truth. Wrongs against another 
are admitted and reconciliation results. Praise from 
people is not what motivates action, but the desire to 
please God and meet needs. In short, the sermon is a 
call to truly be a disciple and follow the Lord. The 
sermon does give the believer’s ethic, similar to Mic. 
6:8 in the OT. This ethic is very close to what later 
NT writers called “the law of love,” because the 
commitment to carry it out requires not only that one 
love people, but that one trust and love God. It is a 
life of love for God that will yield a life of 
righteousness like that described in the sermon. It is 
that kind of life that is the goal and theological 
function of the Sermon on the Mount and its Lucan 
equivalent, the Sermon on the Plain. 


Excursus 8 
The Parables of Jesus 


The term parable often indicates a comparison and 
refers theologically to a story that contains an 
analogy. About 35 percent of Jesus’ teaching is in 
this form. His parables often describe the human 
relationship to God, the nature of the kingdom, Jesus’ 
return, the spiritual life, or one’s relationship to 
others. They also note how one is responsible to God 
for one’s actions. 

It is difficult to find an agreed-upon definition of 
parable, since technical and popular definitions vary. 
From a technical viewpoint, Linnemann (1966: 3-8) 
discusses the character of a parable and distinguishes 
it from similitude, illustration, and allegory: a parable 
is a composed story that describes a particular 
situation analogous to some theological truth (Luke 
18:1-8; also Hauck, TDNT 5:752);* a similitude is a 
regular or common event where the emphasis is on 
its recurring character (11:11-13; 17:7-10); an 
illustration (often indistinguishable from parable) is 
an example of some truth where the theological 
connection is made explicit, rather than being 
suggested through analogy (10:25-37; 12:16-21; 


16:19-31; 18:9-14); an allegory is a complex 
metaphor, working at many levels simultaneously 
(see below). Thus, a similitude describes an event 
that happens regularly in life, while a parable is a 
creative comparison based on something that happens 
once in the rhetorical world in which it falls. All the 
units of a parable are designed to fit together to make 
a fundamental point, though subsidiary points may be 
present.“ In an illustration, the referents in the real 
world are made clear.” Some other literary forms — 
riddles, symbols, and proverbs— also make 
comparisons, but generally are not called parabolic 
(Stein 1978: 34-59). 

Kistemaker’s popular treatment of parables (1980: 
xiv-xv) makes clear that some parables are rhetorical 
and fictive in character, even though what they 
illustrate is true. He distinguishes three categories: 
true parable, story parable, and illustration 
(corresponding, respectively, to Linnemann’s 
similitude, parable, and illustration). As one can see, 
in popular usage several subtypes are subsumed 
under the name parable. Although from a literary 
point of view a technical distinction can be drawn 
between similitude and parable, 5:36 shows that the 


biblical text does not make such fine distinctions, nor 
do I make them in this commentary. 

Allegory is at one end of the parabolic continuum. 
An allegory is a complex metaphor or extended 
parable in which the analogy is active at many levels 
simultaneously. In fact, the meaning of an allegory is 
not found in the story itself, but in what the symbols 
in the story represent. Unlike illustration but like 
parable, an allegory refers indirectly to what it 
represents: it pictures reality, rather than describing it 
directly. This factor makes interpretation of an 
allegory difficult, since it may be hard to distinguish 
the descriptive background (which is simply given to 
complete the picture) from a detail that corresponds 
to theological reality. Some parables do have multiple 
elements of comparison to reality, though most fall 
short of full allegory. This sometimes makes the line 
between allegory and parable difficult to define (e.g., 
the parable of the wicked farmers reflects many 
connections to reality and could be called 
allegorical). The frequent use of allegory in the Bible 
is to be distinguished from allegorical interpretation. 
The latter is a method of reading a text as containing 
multiple symbolic import that the author did not 
intend. 


Parables can be variously classified: by subject 
matter, theme, or imagery. All these classification 
schemes have value and complement one another. 

Subject categorization of the parables includes the 
following (Dodd 1961: 122-56): kingdom parables 
(which describe God’s kingdom), Kyrios parables 
(which compare God to an owner or someone in 
authority), growth parables (which focus on nature, 
food, or fish and make a comparison with the 
kingdom), and crisis parables (which generally allude 
to the tension of awaiting Jesus’ return or to the need 
for immediate decision). The seed parable is a 
parable of growth that compares the handling of 
God’s message to the growth of seed. 

Jeremias (1963a: 115-229) classifies the parables 
according to the following themes (some texts have 
more than one theme): 


1. now is the day of salvation (5:36-38; 8:16; 
11:33) (only in similes and similitudes) 

2. God’s mercy for sinners (7:41-43; 14:16-24; 
15:11-32; 18:9-14) 

3. the great assurance (11:5-8; 13:18-19, 20-21; 
18:1-8) 

4. the imminence of catastrophe (11:34-36; 
12:16-21, 49-50, 54-56; 13:6-9) 


5. it may be too late (13:6-9; 14:15-24) 

6. the challenge of the hour (6:47—49; 11:24—26; 

12:58-59; 16:1-8, 19-31; 17:7-10) 

7. realized discipleship (10:25-37; 12:24-30) 

8. the via dolorosa and exaltation of the Son of 

Man (9:58; 17:24) 

9. the consummation (6:20-26; 14:11; 17:26-30) 
10. parabolic actions (15:1—2; 19:5-6, 45-48) 


In the “too late” category can be placed parables that 
depict how people respond to the word and that warn 
them to be careful about rejection. The seed parable 
is such a parable. 

Still another kind of classification is based on the 
imagery’s movement (Crossan 1973: 37-120): 
advent, reversal, and action.? 

Parables follow laws of structure (Linnemann 
1966: 8-30; Bultmann 1963: 170-201 [who discusses 
parable with similitude]; Kissinger 1979: 108-10). A 
parable is usually concise and often revolves around 
two elements: a person (or people) and an object. It is 
usually told from the perspective of only one figure, 
with secondary figures not usually present. Feelings 
of the figures are only rarely mentioned; but when 
they are, they are important. Motivations for actions 


are largely absent. Keys to understanding a parable 
are direct speech, soliloquy, repetition, contrasts, and 
the account’s ending. Sometimes the main figure’s 
moral character is irrelevant to how his or her action 
is to be viewed. As one can See, there are many 
literary features to pay attention to in working with 
parables. 

A parable is ultimately a literary, rhetorical form of 
argument. Its purposes include instructing believers, 
hiding truth from those who reject the message, and 
shocking the listener through its imagery into 
reconsidering how one sees the world and God. Jesus 
himself used parables for instruction, exhortation, 
and defense (Jeremias 1963a: 42-48). Jesus’ parables 
are a major area of NT research and can be studied 
from various angles.° 

Luke records many parables, most as part of his 
emphasis on Jesus’ teaching in the “journey to 
Jerusalem” section (9:51—19:44). In fact, of the 
sixteen parables in Luke that have no parallel in 

Matthew or Mark, fifteen of them are in this key unit 
(Kistemaker 1980: viii-ix; Kissinger 1979: xxii— 
xxiv). The presence of large numbers of parables in 
Luke reveals Jesus as a teacher and makes Luke’s 


Gospel a key source for gaining insight into that 
teaching. 

The Lucan parables may be topically classified.° In 
the accompanying table, an asterisk marks uniquely 
Lucan accounts for which there is no comparable 
parallel. Note, however, that unmarked texts may 
have a distinct placement in Luke and may represent, 
in some cases, distinct parables. For details, see the 
introduction to each unit. 


Text Parable Topic Theme 

5:33-39 garments and kingdom newness 
wineskins 

6:47—49 two houses spiritual life decision to 


obey Jesus is 


wise 


7:31-35 brats Jewish Jewish 


leadership rejection 


| * 


| * 


| * 


| * 


7:41-44 


8:5-8 


10:25-37 


11:5-8 


12:13-21 


12:35-38 


12:39—40 


two debtors 


seed 


good 


Samaritan 


spiritual life 


kingdom 


spiritual life 


spiritual life 


bold neighbor spiritual life 


rich fool 


watchful 


servant 


burglar 


spiritual life 


judgment 


future 


spiritual life 


future 


spiritual life 


forgiveness, 


love, and faith 


responses to 


the word 


love for 


neighbor 


prayer and 


boldness 


money and 


God 


be awake and 


responsible 


be awake and 


responsible 


| * 


| ¥ 


| * 


| * 


12:41-46 


13:6-9 


13:18-19 


13:20-21 


14:7-14 


14:15-24 


14:28-33 


stewards future 


spiritual life 


fig tree Jewish 
leadership 


judgment 


mustard seed kingdom 


yeast kingdom 


seats of honor spiritual life 


great supper kingdom 
judgment 
Jewish 


leadership 


tower and spiritual life 


be faithful and 


compassionate 


a short time to 


decide 


growth 


growth 


humility 


do not refuse 
the invitation, 
many others 


will come 


commitment 


| * 


| * 


| * 


| * 


14:34-35 


15:4-7 


15:8—10 


15:11-32 


16:1-9 


warring king 


salt spiritual life 


lost sheep evangelism 


lost coin evangelism 


prodigal evangelism 
son/forgiving 

father 

shrewd spiritual life 


manager 


be useful 


seek the 
sinner, joy at 


repentance 


seek the 
sinner, joy at 


repentance 


seek the 
sinner, joy at 
repentance, do 
not be harsh 
on the 


forgiven 


be generous 


with money 


| * 


| ¥ 


| * 


| * 


| * 


16:19-31 


17:7-10 


18:1-8 


18:9-14 


19:11-27 


20:9-19 


rich man and judgment 


Lazarus 


faithful 


servant 


nagging 


widow 


spiritual life 


spiritual life 


future 


spiritual life 


Pharisee and judgment 


tax collector 


pounds 


vineyard 


Jewish 
leadership 


spiritual life 


spiritual life 


Jewish 


leadership 


values and 


money 


serve dutifully 


prayer and 
trust of God’s 


faithfulness 


pride and 
humility 


stewardship to 


God 


promise to 


another for 


kingdom now 


21:29-33 fig tree future time is near, 


spiritual life so watch 


The list, especially the uniquely Lucan material, 
shows Luke’s pastoral concern. He cares about 
seeking the sinner. He worries about the values held 
by believers, especially their attachment to money. 
He wants them to continue to look for the Lord’s 
return and be responsible to God in the meantime. 
Disciples are to be committed, loving, and prayerful. 
The thrust of the parables is a call to walk with God 
and trust him, now and in light of the coming 
judgment. The impression is that Luke writes to a 
community under pressure for its faith. They are to 
hang on and trust God. 


Excursus 9 
Luke’s “Great Omission” (9:18) from 
Mark 6:45-8:26 


With the Petrine confession, Luke again shares 
parallels with Mark after skipping several possible 
Marcan parallel passages, if, as many argue, Mark 
has priority. Luke lacks any material from Mark 
6:45-8:26, with the jump from Mark 6:44 to 8:27 
occurring between Luke 9:17 and 9:18. Three 
approaches to Marcan priority defend this omission. 
(1) This section was missing from Luke’s copy of 
Mark (Streeter 1924: 174-76 discusses and rejects 
this view). (2) Mark existed in two editions of which 
the edition that Luke used was the earlier and shorter. 
This view is a variation on the first view, with the 
difference being an appeal to two forms of Mark 
(Grundmann 1963: 189). (3) Luke intentionally 
omitted this Marcan material (so hold most, including 
Schürmann 1969: 525-27; Marshall 1978: 364-65; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 770-71; Wiefel 1988: 176; Danker 
1988: 192-93; Luce 1933: 182). 

Most who hold to Marcan priority argue that 
theological reasons forced this arrangement, that 


Luke shortened his use of Mark to include other 
material, or that, since equivalent passages to most of 
the omitted material occur elsewhere in Luke, he 
intentionally omitted the material here. Schürmann 
(1969: 525-27) argues (1) that Luke did so to save 
space for special Lucan material; (2) that “doublets” 
explain some omissions; (3) that the new structure 
allows a christological focus; and (4) that a 
geographical focus that mostly ignores Gentile areas 
is maintained through the omission.* 

Fitzmyer argues that Luke keeps to his 
geographical perspective by focusing on Galilee and 
omitting the journey into Tyre and Sidon. He 
specifically rejects other explanations. (1) Noting the 
size of Luke’s two volumes, Fitzmyer rejects 
Schtirmann’s view that Luke omitted material to save 
space. (2) He rejects the view that Luke skipped from 
Bethsaida in Mark 6:45 to Bethsaida in Mark 8:22, a 
view that would involve the greatest homoeoteleuton 
of all time. It fails because Luke does not mention a 
locale in Luke 9:18-20. (3) He rejects the view that 
removed doublets explain the omission, since some 
“unique” passages are skipped as well.* The 
geographical explanation is probably the best one 
for the Marcan prioritists, but would be more 


convincing if the passage on the Gerasene demoniac 
had also been absent from Luke, since it takes place 
outside Galilee. 

The reason for rejecting the other views is that 
appeal to a mutilated manuscript of Mark looks like 
special pleading and appeal to two versions of Mark 
has no evidence for it. Such explanations are 
unconvincing, and Bovon’s uncertainty about motive 
seems wise.* 

It is to be admitted that such a skip is otherwise 
unprecedented in Luke, which should perhaps raise 
some questions about Luke’s use of Mark, questions 
that Marcan prioritists attempt to answer, though the 
success of the defense in this instance can be 
challenged. One can rightly regard this omission as 
the most problematic detail against Marcan priority. 
However, no view of Synoptic relationships is 
problem free. Because the explanation of the 
omission is more complex than the normal four- 
source hypothesis tied to Marcan priority, each 
pericope must be examined on its own terms, and one 
must be hesitant to be too certain of fixed 
relationships in limited sources. Such caution is 
especially appropriate where special Lucan material 
and Q material are concerned. In the analysis of 


succeeding pericopes, I hope to show that one must 
deal with the possibility of oral tradition or streams 
of tradition in places. Perhaps works like Reicke’s 
Roots of the Synoptic Gospels (1986) need further 
serious consideration. He speaks of “alibi parallels” 
to describe accounts that look parallel but really are 
not the same. He also appeals to some interaction 
between the evangelists on different occasions, but 
never all three together at the same time. Such a view 
might make credible the explanation that Luke knew 
Mark in a shortened form, if one is left unpersuaded 
by other alternatives tied to Matthean priority. The 
Marcan gap between Luke 9:10-17 and 9:18-20 is a 
major element in looking at the relationship of 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke. This is called the “great 
omission” for good reason, since it represents the 
absence of a significant piece of Mark and because it 
is so hard to know why Luke never referred to at 
least some of this material. 


Excursus 10 
Authenticity of the Suffering-Son-of- 
Man Sayings and of the Passion 
Predictions (9:22) 


Whether Jesus spoke about the suffering of the Son 
of Man is hotly debated. This debate is complex and 
reflects various positions. Colpe (TDNT 8:443-47), 
for example, argues that the suffering sayings are not 
authentic and are projected back after the resurrection 
to describe Jesus. In addition, a variety of views exist 
regarding the Son-of-Man sayings: (a) Jesus uttered 
no Son-of-Man sayings (N. Perrin, H. Conzelmann, 
P. Vielhauer); (b) only apocalyptic Son-of-Man 
sayings go back to Jesus (C. Colpe, R. Bultmann, H. 
E. Tödt, G. Bornkamm, F. Hahn); (c) only Jesus’ 
earthly Son-of-Man sayings are authentic 
(E. Schweizer, who argues that some passion sayings 
might be authentic); and (d) all groups of sayings go 
back to Jesus and are authentic (I. H. Marshall, M. D. 
Hooker, Cullmann 1963: 155-64)." 

No one holds to the authenticity of just the 
suffering-Son-of-Man sayings. The major reason 
these sayings are rejected is that Daniel’s Son of Man 


does not suffer. However, many defend the linkage 
between suffering and the Son of Man in various 
ways: 


1. The portrait of a suffering Son of Man 
represents a fusion of the Suffering Servant 
portrait with this title of Jesus (Ellis 1974: 140; 
F. F. Bruce 1982: 70).* Fitzmyer (1981: 780) 
rejects the connection with the Suffering Servant, 
arguing that there is no Jewish precedent for it, 
an argument that suggests all theological 
synthesis must have precedent. One cannot rule 
out a fresh synthesis by Jesus. The problem in 
linking Isaiah’s Suffering Servant with the Son of 
Man is that Daniel is the explicit point of OT 
contact for the title Son of Man. 
2. The image may be tied to Ps. 118:22 [117:22 
LXX], thus linking the suffering Son of Man to 
the suffering king, as suggested by the picture of 
rejection in Luke 20:17. This suggestion has 
merit. However, the connection to the Suffering 
Servant (view 1) is not explicitly ruled out, since 
the psalm’s concept for rejection has variants in 
Mark 9:12 and Acts 4:11 (&E£oudevew, to 
reject), which suggests the LXX form of a 


Servant text, Isa. 53:3, or an independent 
rendering of it (Marshall 1978: 370; Bock 1987: 
199-200). 

3. The image may link Ps. 118 with the stone 
image in Dan. 2, which in turn suggests the Son- 
of-Man figure of Dan. 7 (Snodgrass 1983: 101, 
104-10). This Psalter-Daniel link, though 
possible, is less clear, since this linkage is not 
explicitly made in the NT. 

4. The Son of Man is a figurative reference to 
Israel, and he does suffer in Dan. 7 (Hooker 
1967). Daniel 7, then, is the only background to 
the saying. But a suffering Son of Man is 
doubtful for Dan. 7, as is an exclusive reference 
to Israel (Bock 1987: 132-37, 336 n. 183). 


All recognize that a major theological synthesis is 
present when the Son of Man is associated with 
suffering, but what are the elements contributing to 
the association? Do any of these suggestions have 
merit? 

It appears that three possible elements are at the 
base of the synthesis: the suffering of the regal figure 
of Ps. 118, the Suffering Servant of Isa. 53, and the 
general OT-Jewish theme that the suffering righteous 
will be vindicated. The regal tie is definitely 


suggested by NT usage; the Suffering Servant 


association that is broader in scope. He notes the 
Psalter’s emphasis on and early Judaism’s attention 
to the exaltation of the righteous, including, in later 
texts, the hope of resurrection.* Thus, the possibility 
for a suffering Son of Man exists in the context of 
Jewish thought about the vindication of the righteous, 
since the Danielic Son of Man brings such 
vindication. Though the Son of Man does not suffer 
in Daniel, he does represent and vindicate those who 
do. Thus, through a variety of motifs whose roots 
reach back to the OT, Jesus presents the image of the 
suffering Son of Man. Rejected king, Suffering 
Servant, and the vindication of the righteous all serve 
as background to the development of this title. Once 
Jesus is associated with the Son-of-Man image and 
with the righteous, the door is opened for this 
linkage. 

However, some doubt that Jesus spoke of the Son 
of Man in Luke 9:22 and thus debate the association 
of the title with suffering; others doubt whether these 
predictive passion sayings were given by Jesus at all 


(Luce 1933: 184). They argue that if Jesus wanted his 
disciples to know that he was going to die soon, he 
would have prepared them more explicitly. The 
objection is this: how could the disciples be so 
disbelieving upon Jesus’ death if he had told them of 
it ahead of time? Some also argue that, for Jesus to 
really suffer on people’s behalf, it was necessary that 
he face death in his full humanity, not knowing the 
outcome. But to suffer humiliation without some 
knowledge or hope of ultimate vindication would 
seem foolish. It is lame to argue what Jesus had to go 
through in order to make an appropriate moral 
sacrifice. Scripture consistently testifies that the 
righteous can tolerate suffering because they are 
confident of God’s ultimate vindication (so the 
psalms in n. 3). As for the disciples’ reaction, the text 
says that they did not understand the utterances, 
probably because their messianic portrait did not 
have a “dead raised to life” category. Before the 
resurrection, it would take an exceptional faith to 
accept this possibility. Only an empty tomb would 
reverse the hesitation (for more about the disciples’ 
understanding, see the discussion of the “third day” 
below). 


Fitzmyer (1981: 777-8) opts for a mediating 
position: a postchurch reformulation in light of the 
passion. But why accept this hypothesis? Jesus can 
utter the prediction that he would meet with death 
because he realizes that rejection would lead to his 
death, just as John the Baptist suffered. He can do so 
because he sees himself as God’s righteous 
authoritative agent whom God would vindicate. 
These elements are clearly in Jesus’ thinking and are 
sufficient to make his statement possible. A suffering 
Son of Man is part of his teaching (Marshall 1978: 
368-69). Thus, the authenticity of this general 
statement about death and resurrection can be 
defended. 

The specific mention of “the third day” is, on the 
surface, problematic. Even if the disciples understood 
the remark as an idiom for “immediate” vindication, 
for Jesus the statement is specific. Association of the 
third day with Jonah shows that Jesus intended a 
specific reference (Matt. 12:40; 26:64 [immediate 
vindication] = Luke 22:69). However, it is clear the 
disciples did not initially understand the three-day 
remark as an exact chronological reference. In fact, 
perhaps it is this detail that they failed to grasp at all 
until the resurrection had occurred.“ Luke’s portrait is 


credible in that it honestly shows its “heroes” failing 
to understand Jesus, which hardly does them honor 
if such an account had been created after the fact. 
The disciples were asked to assimilate much new 
truth in a short time before Jesus met his end. They 
struggled to do so and the text is forthright in saying 
that they stumbled over such truths. This struggle 
supports the text’s authenticity, for why create such 
mysteries in an era when many had heard Jesus 
teach? There is no reason to deny that Jesus made 
this prediction. 
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destruction 1662, 1673 
deuteronomistic books 1592, 1606 
devil 303, 733; see also Satan 
disasters 1659, 1667-68 
disbelief 1898, 1934 
disciples 22-23, 460-62, 566, 570-71, 728, 755, 
850, 875, 890-92, 954-55, 1128, 1132, 1285-86, 
1441, 1444, 1457, 1473, 1525, 1696 
associations 1320-21 
assurance 1143-45 
authority 812-13, 897-99, 992-93, 1005-8 
blessing 1013-14 
call 452-53, 537, 559-60, 861 
care 898 
commission 1569, 1939-41, 1947 
commitment 1284 
cost 1280, 1287-89, 1292-93 
cross bearing see taking up cross 
defense 1671 
denying self 852, 861 
exorcists 1077—78 
failure 877—78, 882-83, 885-86, 889-91, 965-66, 
970-71, 1494-95, 1499-1501, 1804 
Father and 603-4, 1038 


following 1260, 1280, 1282, 1285-87, 1481-82, 
1488, 1491 

forgiveness 1055 

gathering 446-47 

homeless 978-79 

honoring God 1696 

leaving (selling/giving) all (half) 1280, 1283, 
1285, 1287-88, 1473, 1481-83, 1488, 1490-91, 
1521 

lodging 816-17 

losing one’s life 854-56, 861 

love and 559-60, 587, 603-4, 896, 1027, 1035, 
1037-38, 1304-5 

missions 809-19, 972, 982, 975, 986-1016, 1304— 
5, 1925-26, 1928 

misunderstanding 889-91, 954-55, 1531, 1753 

new way 850-61 

not be led astray 1664 

organization 537, 994 

persecution 1143-45, 1668-75 

position 1008-9 

prayer 1045-65 

provisions 1143-45 

reaction at Jesus’ arrest 1765 

reception 997-1001, 1005 


rejection 40-41, 577-82, 975, 1001-2, 1004-5, 
1014, 1132, 1444 

relationships 1017 

responsibility 1531, 1534, 1537 

resurrection and 954-55, 1882, 1884, 1889, 1895- 
1901, 1910, 1915-20, 1932, 1937-38 

roots 446-47, 547 

service 780 

seventy or seventy-two? 1014-16 

submission 853-54 

taking up cross (cross bearing) 852-54, 1280, 
1286, 1289 

temptation 1753, 1757, 1762-63, 1769-71 

trust 1128-29, 1132, 1138, 1156-68 

warned about suffering 852-57, 876 

watching 1569 

wise 618 

witness 1670 

worship 1945-47 

discipleship 23-24, 35-43, 45—47 

demands 974-85, 1133-45 

double-minded 984 

price 1672 

priority 1164-65, 1167-68, 1280, 1283 

rejection 977-78, 1285 


restoration 984 
dismember 1182-84 
distress 1679, 1682-83 
Dives 1360 
divine man 367 
division 1188, 1189, 1191-92, 1194-96, 1200, 1214, 
1219, 1232-33 
divorce 1344, 1348, 1356-59 
Docetism 112, 1927-28 
dogs 1366-67 
door 1058, 1230-31, 1234-36 
doubt 1930, 1933 
dove 334, 338-39 
dowry 1303 
drachma 1303-4, 1533 
dropsy 1253-54, 1256-57 
drunkenness 1181, 1693 
duty 1381, 1392-94 
dysentery 436 


earthquakes 1667, 1683, 1838, 1863, 1889 

eating and drinking 514-15 

“Eighteen Benedictions” 180, 182, 579, 979, 1047, 
1050-54, 1084 

elders 1447, 1583-84, 1767, 1772, 1782, 1794, 
1826-27, 1838 


elect 1445, 1451-56 

Eleven, the 1739-41, 1767, 1896, 1922 

Eli 107, 135, 137, 144-45 

Elijah 88, 417-19, 652-54, 660, 672, 674, 823, 868- 
71, 901-2, 971, 980, 982 

Elisha 417-19, 465, 646, 652-53, 982 

elitism 1738 

Elizabeth 68-69, 76-78, 96-100, 125-26, 132-39, 
143, 160-61, 165, 167, 1872-73 

embassy 1289 

Emmaus 1568, 1700, 1879, 1900, 1903-23 

empty tomb 1880, 1882, 1884, 1886, 1888-90, 
1894-96, 1898, 1900, 1903 

end-time 1501, 1650-51, 1657, 1664, 1666, 1675— 
76, 1679, 1682-94, 1696 

endurance 1650-51, 1659, 1674, 1696 

enemies 182-83, 185, 1237 

eras 1344-45, 1348, 1350-54, 1727-29 

old and new 675-76, 686 
promise and fulfillment 672, 675 

Esau 135, 1235, 1368 

eschatological discourse 1444 

eschatological fervor 1656 

eschatological hope 1510, 1558 

eschatological renewal 1576 


eschatological reversal 157-58, 577, 1232, 1239-40, 
1265, 1360, 1364, 1369-73, 1464 
eschatological signs 1412-14, 1419 
eschatology 42, 1144-45, 1396, 1414, 1441, 1536, 
1657-58, 1679-82 
overrealized 1525 
personal 42 
realized 1180, 1427 
eschaton 668-69, 868, 1273, 1322, 1350, 1409, 
1512, 1549, 1557, 1740 
Essenes 288, 478, 999, 1609, 1616 
eternal life 1018, 1023, 1272, 1474, 1476, 1478, 
1481, 1484, 1491-92, 1726 
ethnarch 1526, 1532 
Eucharist 832 
evangelism 461, 1027, 1305 
exaltation 1265, 1800-1801 
examining others 614-15 
example story 1021, 1039, 1363, 1459 
exile 1243, 1250 
exodus 182, 292, 381-82, 866, 868, 872, 1376, 
1716-17, 1726, 1728 
exorcism 427, 434, 565, 766, 769, 776, 897--99, 
1006, 1073, 1077-78, 1091-93 
by others 897-99 


defeat of Satan 1083-85 
God’s activity 1079-85 
in the Gospels 1068-69 
reactions to 1074-75 
extortion 312-13 
eye 1100-1103 


face cloth 1538 
fainting 1684 
faith (trust) 35-36, 41, 456-57, 459-60, 629-30, 
642-43, 704-5, 707-8, 733-34, 763-65, 798-800, 
805-6, 1091-92, 1145-46, 1380-81, 1389-92, 
1396, 1405-6, 1455-56, 1471, 1482-83, 1510-13, 
1520-21, 1523-24, 1899-1900 
examples 630, 637, 642-43, 707-8, 1405-6 
falling away from 735-36, 739 
Gentile 642-43 
gift 1390 
little 763, 794 
faithfulness 185-86, 1166-67, 1177-82, 1322-23, 
1335-37, 1445-46, 1530-31, 1535-37, 1543-44, 
1693-95, 1742-43, 1762-63 
falling and rising 246-47, 683 
false claims 1659, 1664-65, 1696 
false prophets 419, 1665, 1674, 1683 


false teachers 586, 609-10, 612, 616, 1110, 1186, 
1380, 1385 

family 1195-96, 1280, 1283, 1285, 1189, 1489-90, 
1672 

famine 1311, 1667 

farewell discourse (testament) 1717, 1719, 1730-51, 
1930 

fasting 371, 508-9, 512, 515-16, 521, 1463 

fasting controversy 502-4, 508-9, 511-12, 514-18 

fathers, the 159-60, 585, 1120, 1368 

favus 472 

fear 43, 81-82, 110-11, 169-70, 215, 462, 653, 763, 
778, 797, 873, 1165, 1683, 1930, 1932 

feasts 263-65, 1365, 1702-3, 1709 

fellowship 1266-67, 1271, 1278, 1518, 1521, 1719, 
1721, 1730, 1740; see also banquet and meals and 
table fellowhsip 

fever 436-37 

figs/fig tree 1208-10, 1212, 1243, 1250, 1547, 1553, 
1574, 1582, 1584, 1687 

fire 307-8, 321-25, 970-71, 1191-92, 1194, 1370- 
71, 1433-34 

firstborn, presentation of 234-35, 237, 240 

fishers of men 446-47, 452-53, 460-62, 832 

fishing 456-58 


flagella 1828 
flee 1434-35, 1441, 1677-78 
flogging 1670 
flood 1194 
following 461-62, 781-82, 852-54, 977-78, 1285- 
87, 1481-82, 1488, 1491 
food 310, 495, 520, 1053-54, 1057 
fool/foolishness 1113-14, 1153-54, 1288-89, 1916 
footwashing 1736, 1739, 1954 
foreigner 1397-98, 1403-5 
forgiveness 693, 703, 1055, 1380-82, 1387-89 
Jesus’ 705-8 
John the Baptist and 289 
justice and 1317-20 
of debt 699 
of others 607, 1055 
of sins 189-90, 409, 482, 927-29, 1055, 1725, 
1728, 1925-26, 1928, 1930, 1938-41, 1946 
Son of Man and 927-30 
form criticism 1905, 1956 
forty days 369-70, 1929 
fourfold payment 1520 
Four Source theory 8-13, 914-17 
fraud 313 
“from now on” 151, 1195, 1251, 1351 


fruit 304, 309-14, 616, 618, 717, 726, 733-34, 739, 

1597-98, 1604, 1674 
obstacles to 721-22, 735-38 

fruitless 307-8 

fulfillment 20-23, 28, 49, 56-57, 96-97, 114-15, 
279-80, 411-13, 938, 1013-14, 1351, 1648-49, 
1671, 1675-76, 1747-49, 1893-95, 1918, 1935- 
41 

funerals 649, 651, 981 

fustes 1828 

fustigatio 1828 


Gabriel 92, 106, 109-10, 121, 125-26 
Gadara 388, 768, 782-84 
Galilean ministry 22-23, 386-87, 446-47, 629, 715, 
837, 899-900 
Marcan portrayal 386-87 
miracles in 386 
outline 44-45, 387 
purpose 386, 389, 899-900 
Galilee 106, 277, 388, 472, 759, 761, 775, 790, 866, 
1003, 1244, 1400-1401, 1568, 1818, 1928 
Galilee, Sea of see Gennesaret, Lake of 
Gamaliel 757 
Gehenna 1136-37, 1234, 1238, 1370 
genealogy 348-49, 918-23 


generation 1095-99 
crooked and perverse 883 
evil 1088, 1095, 1101, 1115 
this generation 679-82, 1098, 1122, 1688-92 
wicked 1092, 1105 
generosity 587, 607, 1265-67, 1322, 1333-37, 1360, 
1364, 1375, 1521, 1646 
Gennesaret, Lake of (= Sea of Galilee) 388, 454, 
472, 759, 1003 
Gentiles 243-45, 634, 766, 1226-27, 1239-40, 
1276-77, 1675, 1925-26; see also nations 
fullness of 1251 
God’s salvation and 2-3, 28 
inclusion in blessing 399 
Israel and 18, 28 
law and 40 
relationship to church 3, 18 
times of 1251, 1548, 1680-82 
Gerasa 388, 768, 771, 782-84 
Gergesa 388, 782-84 
Gerizim, Mount 969-0, 1205 
Gethsemane 1744, 1752, 1754, 1756-57, 1849 
gezerah shewah 290-91, 293, 404-5 
girding loins 1174-75 
giving 593-94, 1114, 1337, 1633, 1646-48 


Slory 214, 220, 224, 244-45, 291, 295-96 
gnashing teeth 1183, 1238, 1542 
God 
acceptance by 1306, 1308, 1458, 1460-61, 1465- 
66, 1472, 1603 
activity 3, 195-96, 653-54, 1066-67, 1198, 1429, 
1891 
aid 1852 
allegiance to 378, 1482 
approachable 1057, 1060, 1063-64, 1860-61 
arm 153 
authority 1218-20, 1607, 1939 
blessing 1592, 1637, 1662, 1926, 1932, 1946 
care 1137-38, 1144, 1154, 1156-57, 1160, 1162- 
65, 1168, 1249, 1301, 1481, 1841, 1862, 1945 
children 1332-33 
compassion 191, 1212, 1214, 1307, 1368 
counsel 677, 684, 686 
delay 1451-55 
deliverance 668, 1229 
dependence upon 1757, 1762 
devotion to 1326, 1336 
divine testimony 332, 33447 
elect 220, 1239 
failure to respond to 1093, 1376 


faithfulness 152, 292, 368, 1677 

Father 1051-52, 1062, 1164, 1306, 1320, 1470- 
72, 1740, 1862, 1942 

fear 1129, 1132, 1135-36, 1138, 1144-45, 1447— 
48, 1855 

finger 1079, 1083, 1085 

forgiveness 588, 607, 677, 683, 686, 703-5, 1055, 
1295, 1307-8, 1320, 1743 

generosity 1271, 1276, 1306, 1320 

glory 872-73, 1052 

goodness 1009-10, 1406, 1475 

grace 460, 570-71, 603, 1061-62, 1278, 1318, 
1320-21, 1404-6, 1524, 1542 

gratitude 1404, 1406 

Great Shepherd 996 

harshness 1538-39, 1544 

holiness 1052-53, 1056, 1478, 1799 

honor 1577, 1579, 1613 

honoring 1116, 1696 

intimacy with 1051-52 

Jesus’ crucifixion and 2 

Jesus’ miracles and 1066-67, 1072, 1076-85 

judgment 306-9, 314-15, 318-19, 1134-36, 
1563-64, 1846-47, 1855 


justice 1318, 1320, 1444-45, 1447, 1451-52, 
1456, 1474 

Lord 87, 188-89, 1051 

Lord of the Harvest 995 

love 700, 1035, 1053, 1116, 1307, 1314, 1419, 
1478 

master 242, 1051 

mercy 152-53, 183-84, 603-5, 1313, 1398-99, 
1403, 1464-65, 1940 

merit 1459, 1461 

Mighty One 151 

name 1052-53, 1799 

neglect 1375 

new age 407-8, 521 

of Abraham 1629 

of the living 1625 

omniscience 1134-35 

patience 1202, 1209-11, 1452-55, 1592, 1594, 
1600, 1606 

peace 1561 

plan 1-3, 12, 26, 27-29, 38, 40-41, 661-62, 889- 
90, 1220-21, 1409-10, 1656-57, 1663-64, 
1734-35, 1749-50, 1880-82, 1893-94, 1898- 
99, 1903-4, 1925-26, 1935-36, 1938—41, 
1946-47 


power 153-56, 170, 479-81, 884-85, 1221-22, 
1229, 1255, 1474, 1487, 1491, 1557, 1563, 
1617, 1622, 1625, 1686, 1797, 1881, 1900 

presence 873, 1235, 1371, 1434, 1637, 1917, 1943 

promises 602-3, 1936-37, 1942-44, 1946-47; see 
also promise and fulfillment 

protection 673, 1055-56 

providence 1168, 1613 

Provider 871, 999, 1053-54, 1145, 1745, 1750 

pursuit of sinner 1294-1321 

relating to others and 1260, 1263 

response to prayer 1755, 1760-61, 1763-64 

resurrection and 1376, 1891, 1893 

reward from 1334, 1337 

righteousness 570-71, 1053, 1450, 1478 

rule 1212, 1222, 1356, 1472, 1559, 1564 

salvation 233, 241-43, 471, 474, 1009, 1723, 
1725, 1729 

Savior 149 

service to 1324, 1326, 1336-37, 1392-94; see also 
discipleship 

Shekinah 1801 

social classes and 153-54, 156-57, 572 

sons of 1624 


sovereignty 993-95, 1009-14, 1060, 1114, 1625, 
1759, 1763, 1773, 1822, 1938 
strength 1694, 1696 
submission to 1240 
testing of 378-82 
trust of 1146, 1157, 1159-68, 1396, 1862 
truth 745-47 
vindication 156-58, 677, 1451-55, 1655 
visit 122, 178-81, 654, 667 
voice 340-43, 346-47, 862 
walking with 1472 
way 1236 
will 1248, 1581, 1756, 1758-60, 1774, 1941 
wisdom of 1120-22, 1589 
word 93, 165-66, 170-71, 226, 242, 285, 383, 
731-32, 751-52, 1094-96, 1377 
work 1557-58, 1569-70 
worship 1573, 1581 
wrath 299, 303-4, 1003, 1385, 1452, 1682, 1734, 
1759 
God-fearers/God-fearing 146, 151-53, 156, 158, 
161, 220, 238-39, 638, 1128-29, 1134-37, 1144- 
46, 1153, 1155 
godless 1299, 1302 
Golden Rule 595-98 


Golgotha 1756, 1836-37, 1848-49 

good Samaritan 1017-36, 1363, 1367 

gospel (good news) 215, 216, 325, 401, 408, 1268, 
1295, 1307, 1353, 1490, 1940, 1943 

Gospel of Ebionites 338, 340 

Gospel of Hebrews 338 

Gospel of Nazareans 338, 528 

Gospel of Thomas see Index of Scripture and Other 
Ancient Writings 

Goulder (Two-Gospel) Hypothesis 8 

grain controversy 510-20, 522-23, 607-8 

graves 1117-18, 1120, 1125 

Great Commandment 1024-26, 1631 

great omission of Luke 821, 950-51 

greatness 891, 893-97, 1708, 1730, 1732, 1734-39, 
1750 

greed 1113-14, 1147-48, 1150-55, 1482, 1484 

greetings 109-10, 997-98, 1117, 1642 

Gregory of Nyssa 130 

Griesbach (Two-Gospel) Hypothesis 7-8, 914-17 

grumbling 496, 1298, 1321, 1519 


Haburah 1957 

Hades 1004-5, 1361, 1363, 1367, 1369-70 
Haftarah 411 

Hallel Psalms 1721-22 


hand washing 1111-12, 1824, 1832 
Hannah 78, 236, 1462 
harvest 324-25, 719-20, 995, 1084 
Hasmoneans 1811 
hate 578, 1284-86, 1336, 1389, 1672 
healings 425, 565, 633, 713, 778, 818, 999-1000, 
1212, 1409 
amazement at 1073 
in Acts 566 
in Judaism 465 
in synagogues 531 
purpose 1067 
sociology of 785 
healthy, the 497—98 
hear 635, 727, 746-47, 862, 888, 890, 899, 1292, 
1298 
hearing and doing 620, 748, 1094—95 
heart 156, 250, 319, 617, 728-29, 738, 1113-14, 
1167-68, 1344-45, 1375-76, 1378, 1647-48, 
1670, 1693 
heaven 211-12, 220, 333, 337-38, 1302-4, 1354, 
1361, 1369-70, 1692 
heavenly host 219-20, 334-47, 873-75 
Heli 353 
hell 1136, 1146 


heritage 1371, 1375 
Hermon, Mount 388, 866 
Herod Agrippa I 283, 1819 
Herod Agrippa II 1816 
Herod Antipas 26, 282-83, 327-30, 713-15, 820- 
25, 1243-47, 1818-20, 1827-28, 1833 
Herod Philip 329 
Herod the Great 75, 256, 282, 664, 903-6, 908-9, 
1256, 1532, 1660, 1811, 1819 
Herodians 505, 507, 1609-10 
Herodias 328-29 
high priests 283-84, 1777, 1779, 1792, 1794-95 
highway for God 293-95 
historicity see also Sources and Historicity section in 
each unit 
apocalyptic material 1420-24, 1650-58, 1662-63 
authenticity 1965 
Barabbas’s release 1833, 1953-54 
Beelzebul dispute 1067-71 
census of Quirinius 903-9 
Jesus Seminar’s view 1962, 1964-65 
Son-of-Man sayings 926-30, 952-55 
supernatural 72-73, 80-81, 103-5, 164, 211, 232 
virgin birth 120-21 
historiography 51-54, 66-67 


holiness 152, 186-87, 1357 
holy place 80, 94-95, 240, 524 
Holy Spirit 32-33, 40-41, 121-23, 135-36, 172, 
177, 2339-40, 337-40, 1569-70, 1927-28, 1942- 
47 
anointing of Jesus 344-45 
bestowal 1925-26 
blaspheming against 1129, 1132, 1138-45 
clothed with 1943 
disciples and 27, 1144-45 
end-time and 322-23 
guide 1063 
Jesus and 21, 115, 123, 320-25, 335, 337-47, 369, 
391-92, 407-10, 433, 675 
John the Baptist and 85-86, 194, 276 
kingdom and 115, 1001, 1079, 1081-82 
Messiah’s baptism and 1532 
prayer and 1062-63 
honey 1949 
hope 33, 157-58, 1320-21, 1446, 1453, 1456, 1481, 
1913-14, 1923, 1940, 1947 
horn of salvation 180 
Hosanna 1559-60 
hospitality 1057-58, 1265-67, 1918 
hour 667, 1161, 1773 


house 622-23, 1057, 1083, 1100, 1782 
abandoned 1676 
desolate 1250-51, 1547, 1581 
destroyed 623-24 
divided 1076 
empty 1092-93 
foundation 622 
Jacob’s 116 
Palestinian 480, 621 
two types 621-24 
“how much more” argument 1062, 1444, 1450 
hug 1313-14 
humility 146-47, 154, 156-57, 408, 499-500, 568, 
629-30, 639-40, 1260-67, 1313-14, 1320-21, 
1393-95, 1457-60, 1464-66, 1487—88, 1501, 
1524, 1565 
hungry 146-47, 154, 157, 575-76 
hymns 142-46, 148, 158, 175, 177-78, 232, 241 
hypocrisy 614, 1109-10, 1118-19, 1128-29, 1132- 
33, 1183-84, 1197-98, 1217, 1587—88, 1610, 
1773-74, 1855 
Hyrcanus 81 


idolatry 1150, 1345, 1482 
Idumea 282, 1532 
ignorance 1185-86, 1868 


illness 667, 772 

immediately 169, 1451-55 

immorality 329-30, 1357-58, 1629 

imprecatory Psalms 588-89 

incense 95 

infancy narrative 44, 49, 68-72, 273-74 

infant baptism 1470 

inheritance 1023, 1309-10, 1476, 1600-1601 

inn 208, 1033 

INRI 1853 

integrity 738, 1356-09, 1388 

intermediate state 1369-70, 1858 

invitations 1265-67, 1271-73, 1276-78, 1284 

irresponsibility 1181 

Isaac 78, 102, 194, 342, 1238-39, 1625 

Isaiah 244-45, 279-80, 290-96, 1547-48, 1558, 
1560, 1704 

I sayings 992, 1190 

Iscariot 1704 

Ishmael 102, 111 

Israel (the nation) 24, 28, 146-47, 194, 215-16, 
243-45, 1202-3, 1208-10, 1230-32, 1234, 1237- 
40, 1243-45, 1249-52, 1591-92, 1596-97, 1669- 
70, 1678-82, 1684-86, 1740-41, 1747-48, 1844— 
45, 1912-14, 1925-26 


church and 41, 541 

consolation 238-39, 253 

divided 246-50, 689, 1078, 1597, 1602, 1605, 

1643 

firstborn 341 

future hope 1251, 1427-28, 1681-82 

Gentiles and 18, 417-19 

God’s people 158-59 

God’s plan and 38 

hostility to believers 2-3 

hostility to Jesus 1-2, 37-39, 246-50, 394, 399, 

1595, 1603 

lament over 1243-52 

leaders 1219, 1253, 1741, 1752 

OT prophets and 394 

redemption 253 

servant 158-59 

Son of Man and 953 
“is about to” 888 
“it is necessary” 269-70, 1248, 1430, 1893, 1916 
Iturea 277 


Jacob 135, 358, 1238, 1239, 1244, 1625 
Jairus 652, 791-93, 800-808 

James brother of Jesus 71, 1260 

James son of Alphaeus 545 


James son of Zebedee (= the Just) 379, 544, 800, 
1672, 1679, 1736 
Jeconiah 354-55, 922 
Jeremiah 1250, 1547, 1561, 1572, 1578, 1637 
Jericho 1022, 1029, 1501-3, 1505-6, 1513, 1515- 
16, 1527, 1531 
Jerome 145, 753 
Jerusalem 50, 1029, 1400, 1495, 1531, 1560-65, 
1657-58, 1676-78, 1906, 1941 
desolation 1656, 1675, 1677-82 
end-time 1650, 1656-57, 1659, 1663, 1667-68, 
1675, 1679-80 
fall 16-17, 308, 515, 859-60, 1096, 1122, 1567, 
1573, 1605, 1650-97, 1719, 1836-37, 1845-46 
Jesus’ entry 1546-65 
judgment 1561-64 
lament over 1243-52, 1547-48, 1560-65 
representative of nations 1249 
siege 1561-64 
spelling 255-56 
Jerusalem journey 23-25, 45-47, 957-64, 968, 1514 
chiasmus 961-62 
ending 957, 959, 1546 
formation 960-62 
miracles 959-60 


narrative characteristics 959-60 

parables 960 

sources 959 

structure 961-64 

Jesus 112, 206, 230 

abstinence 1716, 1720, 1724 

allegiance 1284-85, 1287, 1290, 1456, 1743 

apocalyptic 1420-24, 1651-58 

arrest 1497, 1567, 1752, 1760, 1765-74, 1779 

ascension (exaltation) 27, 33, 869, 967--68, 972, 
1532, 1569, 1879-81, 1929-31, 1944-47, 
1949-50 

asceticism 508, 514 

ashamed of 856-57 

associations 492, 508-9, 547, 564, 683, 689-709, 
1295, 1298-99, 1304-5, 1308, 1321, 1518 

authority 429-30, 464-65, 510-12, 526-27, 532- 
33, 640-43, 651-52, 754-55, 764-66, 774-75, 
796-97, 1011-14, 1067, 1079-85, 1254-55, 
1344-48, 1354-59, 1581-89, 1631-32, 1638- 
39, 1647-48, 1686-87, 1696-97, 1795-97, 
1916-17, 1949-50 

baptism 320-25, 331-47, 407-8, 862, 874-75, 
1599 

betrayal 1701-9, 1714, 1730, 1767 


blood 1727-29 

brothers or cousins? 752-53 

burial 1871-78 

charges against 1807-8, 1810-11 

chosen (Chosen One) 344-45, 873-75, 1838 

Christ (= Anointed One) 216-18, 225, 293, 342- 
44, 439, 442, 837-38, 841-43, 851, 1893, 
1916-17, 1923 

circumcision 224-25 

come to/after 620, 1284, 1287 

Coming One 299, 338, 345, 409-10, 657, 665-66, 
685, 1073, 1251-52 

commands silence 438-39, 475-76, 785-86, 790, 
804-5, 844-45, 875 

commission by 812-19, 1879-80, 1930, 1939-41, 
1947 

compassion 650, 6594-55, 884-85, 1259, 1402, 
1406, 1501, 1505, 1511, 1767, 1771, 1774, 
1836, 1858 

confession 1132, 1138-45, 1672, 1857 

controlling events 1554-55, 1582-83, 1708-9, 
1712-13, 1774-75, 1836, 1841, 1866, 1882 

conviction 1775, 1778, 1796-1803 

cries from the cross 1838, 1853, 1862 

criminal 1806, 1819, 1866 


cross 2, 1926, 1933, 1943 

date 227, 284, 904, 911, 913 

David and 20, 113-15, 123-24, 175-76, 180-81, 
199, 205, 218, 344, 512-13, 524-27, 532, 668 

Dayspring 175, 191-94 

death 25-26, 517-18, 869-70, 1193-94, 1724-25, 
1863-64, 1900, 1914, 1926, 1928 

death for sinners 1829, 1834 

demons and 431-34, 438-39, 772-77 

denial 1139-40, 1704, 1706-7, 1745 

departure 1927, 1945 

dependence 1753, 1756 

discerning thoughts 250, 484, 529, 895 

divider of people 324, 394 

divine endorsement 332, 33447 

emotions 1754 

eschatological agent/prophet 405, 410, 657, 661, 
844, 1075, 1139, 1219 

eschatology 1474, 1692 

ethics 33, 41, 408-9, 512-13, 559-60, 587-92, 
625-26, 936—44, 1035, 1324, 1356-57, 1364, 
1378, 1565, 1644 

exaltation 1748, 1800-1801, 1880-81, 1891, 1894, 
1913, 1916-17, 1926, 1945-47 

example 1753, 1756, 1763 


exodus 862-63, 869-70, 876, 968 

exorcisms 422, 425-27, 430—34, 438-39, 442, 
1067-71 

firstborn 206-7, 234-35 

first love 1283, 1285 

foreknowledge 1711-12 

forgiveness 406, 464-65, 470, 481-86, 488, 502, 
689, 705-8, 1523, 1849-51 

given over 1496-97, 1893-94 

glory 862, 1686, 1916-17, 1929, 1938, 1940 

glory to Israel 179, 244-45 

greater than Jonah and Solomon 1095-99 

great prophet 653-55 

great Shepherd 1084 

groom 517-18 

growth 254, 274 

healings 410, 422-24, 435-39, 464-66, 474-75, 
477, 479-86, 527-33, 559, 564—66, 785, 1066- 
67, 1077-85, 1216 

Holy One 123, 130-31, 425, 433, 458, 842 

Holy Spirit and 21, 115, 123, 320-25, 335, 337- 
47, 369, 391-92, 405, 407-10, 566 

humility 1555, 1758 

imminence 1688-92 


in his (your) name 619, 1006, 1664, 1669, 1672, 
1939-40 

“inner” 1753-54 

innocence 1569, 1812-13, 1817, 1822-24, 1826- 
27, 1830-31, 1833-34, 1836, 1838, 1840, 1856, 
1864, 1866-67 

Innocent One 25-27, 34, 1752, 1778, 1804, 1806— 
8, 1815, 1817, 1822, 1826, 1833, 1841, 1865, 
1879 

intercession 1730, 1732, 1742-43, 1750, 1850 

Israel and 24-25, 116-17, 246-50 

Jerusalem and 23-24, 25-27, 47-48, 1246-52 

John the Baptist and 68-69, 132-39, 187-92, 194— 
96, 279-80, 284-85, 307-9, 317-26, 656-88 

Joseph and 104-5, 114 

journey to Egypt 128 

Judaism and 23, 25, 512, 521 

judge 42, 856-57, 1192, 1493, 1604-5, 1797, 
1799-1800, 1804, 1840, 1867 

judgment 1136-37, 1231-32, 1246-52, 1344-46, 
1426, 1431, 1456, 1550-51, 1565, 1677 

justice and 406, 567, 1541 

king (of Jews/Israel) 31, 112-17, 407-8, 1419, 
1546-49, 1558, 1603, 1807, 1811, 1820-21, 
1824, 1838, 1840, 1852-54, 1864, 1867 


kingdom 115, 413, 440-41, 559, 572, 656, 813, 
1079-84, 1408, 1409-41 

knowledge 1730, 1743, 1745, 1750, 1777-78 

lamb 1727-28 

lament 1558, 1847-48 

law 512-13, 1024, 1354-56 

liberation 406, 426 

light 179, 192-93, 244-45, 744—46 

Lord 25-26, 29-31, 124-25, 216-18, 618-19, 
650-51, 1389-90, 1630-31, 1633-42, 1647—48, 
1940, 1946 

Lord over Sabbath 510-11, 525-27 

lost people and 1513, 1515, 1520, 1523-24 

lost sayings of 536 

love 512-13, 537, 548, 559--60, 567, 586-605, 
624, 899, 1850 

Luke’s view 3 

martyr 1190, 1698, 1753, 1756, 1763, 1765, 1790, 
1803, 1836, 1840, 1850 

Master 456, 761, 1401 

mediator 1011, 1942, 1945 

mercy 1397, 1399, 1405-6 

Messiah 23, 25-26, 29-31, 178-83, 191-96, 322- 
23, 335, 342-45, 619-20, 657, 665-66, 668-69, 
841-44, 846-47, 849-50, 874-75, 899-900, 


1250-52, 1563-64, 1570-71, 1633-42, 1647— 
48, 1795-96, 1936-37 

Messiah-Servant 255, 344, 876 

Mightier One (= Stronger One) 276, 278, 289, 
317-18, 320, 325, 384, 409-10, 435, 1083-85 

ministry 389-90, 446, 448, 500, 1221, 1274, 1276, 
1557, 1632-33 

ministry style 658, 661, 682-84 

miracles 22, 34, 392, 422-23, 425-27, 448, 485, 
667-68, 754, 785, 899-900, 1815, 1819 

missing body 1889-95 

mission 2, 22, 28-29, 262, 363, 404-11, 498-500, 
656, 1191-92, 1246, 1248, 1251, 1353, 1523 

mocked 1497, 1752, 1775-76, 1789, 1803, 1816— 
17, 1820-21, 1837, 1851-54 

name 129-30, 225 

Nazareth 1506-7, 1512, 1912 

new Moses 562, 564, 980 

news about 391-92, 477 

new way 837, 850-61, 899 

old and new periods 519-22, 531-32 

one who comes 1558, 1586, 1603 

ontological sonship 123-25, 343-44, 781 

openness to children 1467, 1470, 1472 


opposition 22-23, 509, 5328-31, 577, 1071, 1193, 
1352-53 

origins 111-12, 115, 124-25 

parents 235, 260, 263-69, 272-74 

physician 447, 497-500, 1302, 1307, 1523, 1940 

plot against 1580-81, 1592, 1600-1601 

popularity 393, 646, 1133, 1574, 1703 

popular view 646, 653-54 

power 344-45, 487-88, 565-66, 654-55, 757-58, 
796-97, 1083-85, 1216, 1398-99 

prayers 336, 478, 540, 1009-12, 1045-64, 1050- 
56, 1752, 1753-54, 1837, 1841, 1849, 1861 

predictions 1783, 1786-88, 1790, 1893-95, 1913, 
1928 

predictions of suffering 837, 844—49, 860-61, 
886-90, 952-55, 1430-31 

priest 1944-45 

promise 1895, 1899 

prophet 29-31, 335, 348—49, 416-17, 473-74, 
653-54, 703-4, 1250-51, 1571-73, 1936-37 

prophet like Moses 521, 809, 862, 864, 874, 876, 
1252, 1565, 1912, 1923 

provider 825, 827, 832-33, 836 

rabbi 698, 1286, 1401 


rebukes 433, 436-37, 679-85, 763, 883, 1111, 
1126, 1915-16 

reception 967-68, 972, 1471 

Redeemer 179, 253 

regal entry 1546-47, 1551, 1558-59 

rejected stone 1592, 1603-4, 1606 

rejection by 1236-37, 1543 

rejection of 415-20, 521-22, 847-48, 886-87, 
899-900, 971-72, 1345-48, 1430-32, 1530-31, 
1543, 1547, 1752, 1753, 1775, 1778, 1790, 
1804, 1834 

relationship to Father 259, 262, 269-71, 344, 372- 
84, 1011-12 

religious agitator 1810, 1818 

reports about 391-92, 477, 654 

response to 2, 777-81, 1090, 1094-96, 1099- 
1103, 1345-48, 1356, 1375-77, 1523 

resurrection 26-27, 33, 1494-95, 1498, 1532, 
1569, 1879-1950 

return (parousia) 42, 1173-74, 1180-81, 1439-41, 
1444-47, 1453-55, 1650, 1664, 1666, 1669, 
1679, 1681, 1684-87, 1693, 1696-97 

revolutionary 1614, 1771-72, 1774, 1811-13 

riding clouds 1799-1800 

righteous sufferer 34, 1850-51, 1862, 1864, 1866 


right hand of God 1775, 1796-1801, 1804, 1926, 
1929, 1941, 1945-47, 1966 

rule 114-17, 1011-14, 1425, 1428, 1879, 1917 

Sabbath and 523-33, 1216-19, 1257—59 

Savior 31, 216-18, 1305, 1524, 1569, 1836, 1840- 
41, 1858, 1881 

Second Adam 123, 125, 366 

Second Moses 23, 867, 872 

self-condemnation 1802-4 

self-declaration 259, 263, 269-71, 274-75, 404— 
13, 656 

Servant 29-31, 341-42, 344-45, 405-7, 656, 662, 
667, 1849, 1926 

sign 219, 222, 246-47 

sign of kingdom 1414, 1417-19 

silence 1795-96, 1815, 1819, 1822 

social teaching 400-401, 408-9, 559, 576, 1372- 
73 

socially ostracized/sinners and 464, 487-89, 500, 
1276, 1295-1321 

Son 21, 31, 114, 341-43, 345, 363, 367-68, 372- 
74, 378, 380-84, 842, 873-75, 993, 1011-14, 
1595-96, 1599-1601 

Son of Adam 21, 331, 348-49, 366 


Son of David 20, 24, 31, 105, 114-17, 124-25, 
1073, 1075, 1493, 1505, 1507-10, 1512, 1558- 
59, 1571, 1630, 1638-42 

Son of God 113-16, 123-25, 130-31, 255, 271, 
331, 348-50, 359, 439, 1795-96, 1798, 1801, 
1803, 1864 

Son of Man 27, 29, 31, 42, 179, 484-86, 506, 
526-27, 568, 579-80, 840—42, 845, 847, 856- 
57, 859-60, 888-89, 926-30, 1096-98, 1138- 
40, 1417-20, 1426-31, 1436-39, 1444-46, 
1454-56, 1495-96, 1684-87, 1695-97, 1734— 
35, 1768-69, 1799-1801, 1893, 1945 

Son of Most High 113-14, 123-24 

spitting upon 1497, 1789 

stone of stumbling 246-47 

Stronger One see Jesus, Mightier One 

submission 336-37, 346, 1753, 1756, 1758-60, 
1763 

substitutionary death 1725, 1748 

suffering 246-50, 952-55, 1430-31, 1495-1500, 
1732-33, 1916-17, 1923, 1925, 1928, 1930, 
1938-39, 1941, 1946 

supranatural 1799-1800 

taunting 1836-37, 1841 

tax collectors and 1515 


teaching 31, 269-71, 429-30, 559-60, 564-66, 
731-32, 744-45, 1100, 1149-50, 1344-48, 
1349, 1357, 1376, 1401, 1575, 1580-81, 1584, 
1610, 1627, 1650, 1659, 1663, 1675, 1692, 
1695, 1773, 1891, 1903, 1930, 1942 

temptations 363-85, 1764 

testimony 254, 780-81 

touches 438, 474, 651-52, 803 

trials 25-26, 1567-69, 1700, 1752, 1775-76, 
1791-94, 1955 

trust 1840, 1867 

vanishing 1920, 1923 

vice-regent 1797 

vindication 844, 1606, 1763, 1801, 1852, 1867, 
1945, 1966 

warning see prophetic warning 

weeping 1493, 1546, 1560-61, 1564 

wisdom 254, 259, 267-68, 369, 661, 1098, 1582, 
1626 

woe and 582-86, 626-27, 1003-5, 1105-26, 1846 

word 433-35, 453-54, 641-42, 1282 

Jesus Seminar 1961-66; see also Sources and 
Historicity section for units containing sayings of 
Jesus 

Jewish Christians 3, 39 


Jewish Christian tradition 143-44, 164, 173-74, 200, 
231 
Jewish leaders (elders) 496-97, 636—40, 678-79, 
681-82, 811-12, 1267-68, 1271-722, 1306-7, 
1530, 1534-35, 1547—48, 1560-65, 1567, 1572— 
74, 1577, 1580-89, 1591-92, 1605-9, 1626-27, 
1641-42, 1701-7, 1777, 1781-82, 1820, 1822, 
1829, 1833-34, 1851, 1912-13 
Joanan 354 
Joanna 713-14, 1817, 1876, 1885, 1897 
Job 238, 365, 367, 1491, 1742 
John son of Zebedee 456-58, 460, 544, 800, 866, 
970, 1710, 1736, 1739, 1754, 1758 
John the Baptist 20-21, 23, 28, 44, 49, 68-69, 83- 
91, 278-80, 336-37, 345-46, 656-58, 672-79, 
820, 868, 870, 986, 988, 994, 1000, 1004, 1050, 
1074, 1097, 1123-24, 1351, 1354, 1582-83, 
1585-89, 1605 
ancient sources 285, 328 
baptism 190, 198, 276, 287-89, 296, 304, 656-57, 
676, 1586-87 
bridge 279-80, 656, 672 
Christian message 87-88, 190 
date 75, 284, 910-13 
disciples 514—15, 517, 657, 663-64, 666 


Elijah and 20, 88, 188, 672-75, 901-2 

ethics 309-14 

forerunner 90-91, 187-89, 317, 661, 675, 901 

greatest born of woman 660, 672, 675-76 

greatest prophet 656, 672 

Holy Spirit and 85-86 

humility 320-21 

imprisonment 317, 327-30 

in John’s Gospel 901-2 

Jesus and 657-58, 663-70 

lifestyle 84-85 

message 189-91, 280-81, 284-89, 299-316 

Messiah? 187, 319-20 

ministry style 658, 682-84 

mission 190, 297—98, 675 

name 165, 168, 666 

Nazirite? 85 

prophet 87-88, 187, 318, 328 

prophet of the Most High 175, 187-89 

Qumranian? 198, 296-97 

reformer 87-91, 656 

repentance and 287-89, 299-301, 307, 309-15, 
317 

Scripture and 290-96, 672-75 

witness 329-30, 901 


Jonah 757, 1086-88, 1090, 1095-97, 1099, 1894 

Jordan 286-87, 369, 670 

Jose 1686 

Joseph 72, 108, 114, 118-19, 127-28, 204-6, 211, 
235, 348, 350, 352, 903, 905-6, 919-23 

Joseph of Arimathea 253, 583, 1644, 1776, 1871-73 

Joseph son of Jacob 351, 1315, 1742 

Josephus 52, 283, 545-46, 664, 903-4, 906-8, 911- 
12, 1131, 1175, 1205, 1246, 1256, 1286 

joy 42-43, 83, 138, 165-66, 215-16, 580-81, 1008- 
10, 1302-5, 1315-16, 1320-21, 1536-37, 1946- 
47 

jubilee 399, 405-6, 410 

Judah 370 

Judah son of Jacob 357 

Judas Iscariot 546-47, 1185-86, 1695, 1698, 1700- 
1701, 1703-6, 1730-31, 1733-35, 1739, 1750, 
1752, 1765, 1767-68, 1769, 1774, 1828, 1873 

Judas son of James (= Thaddaeus?) 546 

Judea 277, 388, 441, 564, 654, 1435, 1532, 1568, 
1677, 1813 

judges 1447-48 

judgment 93, 306-9, 314-15, 318-19, 605-7, 669- 
70, 728-31, 811-12, 970-72, 1134-37, 1194-95, 
1206-7, 1369-71, 1382-83, 1424-25, 1431-34, 


1436-41, 1529-30, 1538-40, 1542-44, 1561-65, 
1656-57, 1676-81, 1686-87, 1693-94, 1344-48, 
1850, 1858-60, 1866-67 

Judith 136, 252 

justice 1116, 1118, 1318, 1320, 1444, 1448, 1453, 
1458 

justification 1458, 1465 


king 1636-38, 1669 

kingdom 31-32, 440-41, 675-76, 813-14, 1053, 
1071-72, 1079-82, 1164-65, 1226-29, 1238-40, 
1271-72, 1344-48, 1350-54, 1444-47, 1470-72, 
1475-76, 1489-91, 1535-36, 1720-21, 1723-24, 
1728-29, 1740-41, 1939 
already-not yet 1418, 1481, 1491 
apocalyptic 858 
authority 1732 
church and 1082, 1222, 1418-19 
citizens 1419 
consummation 1412-13, 1417-18, 1425, 1427-28 
delay 1525 
earthly 32 
entering 1392-54, 1484, 1486 
future form 32 
growth 1224, 1227-28 
hiddenness 1413 


Holy Spiritand 1415 

“in your grasp” 1416 

“in your presence” 1416-17 
inauguration 1001-2 

inside you 1415 

invisible 1081-82 

Israel and 441 

Jesus and 1409-19 

John and 675-76 

miracles and 1079-85 
mystery 858-509, 1221-22, 1227 
nearness 1000-1002, 1079-81 
of God/heaven 441 

present form 31-32, 1081 
present/future 1409-10, 1412, 1414, 1417-19 
repentance and 1416 
righteousness and 1412-13 
rule 1000-1001, 1081-82 
Sabbath and 1413 

“see before death” 857-60 
society and 1419 

stages 160, 1001, 1080-81 
surprising form 1221-22, 1227 
visible 1082 

world’s kingdoms 375-76 


Kinnereth (= Chinnereth) 454 
kiss 696-97, 701-2, 1314, 1828 
knapsack 997 


L (source) 8-9, 11-12, 914-17 
lame 480, 1266, 1275 
lamp 742, 744-45, 1100, 1174 
landlord 1594-95, 1597 
last discourse 1717, 1719, 1730-51 
Last Supper 825, 834, 845, 1700, 1708-30, 1736, 
1756, 1951-60 
laughing 584-85, 680-81, 803 
law 39-40, 512-13, 554-55, 1023-24, 1344-48, 
1358, 1360, 1481-83, 1936 
continued validity 1344 
creation and 1354 
faith and 1025 
Gentiles and 40 
Jesus and 39-40, 512-13, 1024-26, 1355 
Jews and 40 
John the Baptist and 1351-54 
love and eternal life 1024-26 
moral 1355 
Mosaic 1355 
of love 1024-26 
Paul and 40 


Pharisaic challenges 523 
points to Christ 1355 
promise and 1344 
prophets and 1351-54, 1813 
“lawful, is it?” 523, 525, 529 
lawyer 267, 1022 
Lazarus, the raised 652, 690 
Lazarus and the rich man 157, 1360-79, 1514 
leader 1177-78, 1184 
leadership 1737-40, 1750-51 
least, the 891-92, 896 
leaven 1133, 1228 
leaving all 462, 494 
legalism 1110, 1118 
legend 334, 398, 692, 767, 794, 839, 864 
legion 771, 773-74 
lending 600-602 
lepers/leprosy 419, 476-77, 472-74, 487-88, 1092, 
1366, 1397, 1399, 1401-2, 1409 
lepton 1199-1200, 1645 
Levi the disciple 446, 464, 489-501, 515, 1514 
levirate marriage 354-55, 920-22, 1616, 1619-21 
Levites 524, 1031 
liberation theology 400-401 


life 737, 1150, 1154, 1158-60, 1168, 1435-36, 1441, 
1625 
light 244, 409, 742-47, 1086, 1099-1103, 1510-11, 
1541 
inner 1101-2 
sons of 1332-33 
take in 1100-1103 
lightning 1429-30, 1439-41 
Little Apocalypse 1652-58 
Lord 218, 1639-41, 1647-48 
only in church? 1639-40 
used as vocative 459, 473, 618 
Lord’s mountain 294 
Lord’s Prayer 1045-65, 1160 
Lord’s Supper 497, 1720-21, 1725-26, 1729, 1741 
lost, the 41, 1295, 1297-1321 
Lot 1420, 1431, 1433-35, 1437, 1441, 1444 
lots, casting of 79, 1850 
love 41, 586-605, 699-701, 703-5, 1284-85, 1297, 
1334, 1336, 1378, 1467, 1565, 1631, 1644 
absence 598-99 
enemies 588-91, 1774 
faith and 1025-27 
God and 1035 
in early church 589 


in Judaism 588, 1025-27, 1035-36 
in law 588, 1024-26 
in Qumran community 5388-89 
mark of disciple 603 
non-limitations 1027-28 
radical 598-605, 624-25 
sinners’ love 599 
supernatural 590 

lowly 896-97 

loyalty 1167-68, 1420 

Luke, Gospel of 
allusions to by church fathers 5 
anti-Semitism and 1680 
audience 554 
authorship 4-7 
burden 2-3 
central section 2, 23-25, 45-47 
Christology 29-34 
chronology 62-63, 281-82, 284 
date 16-18, 1675-76 
eras of salvation 1351-54 
eschatology 42-43, 1681-82 
ethics 12, 41; see also Jesus, ethics 
eyewitness account 4, 57-58 
geography 29, 441, 1400 


great omission 821, 950-51 

historical arrangement 13-14, 53, 55-56, 62-63, 
66-67 

length 1 

manuscripts 19-20 

Mark and 9-10 

Matthew and 10-11 

oral sources 55-56 

origin and purpose 4-20 

outline 20, 43-48 

overview 1-4 

Paul and 4-5, 16-17 

place of writing 18 

preface 20-21, 49, 51, 66-67 

purpose 4-20, 64-66 

reader’s response/application 514; see also shaded 
areas at beginning and end of each unit 

readers and destination 14-18 

relationship to Acts 1-3, 12-13, 1926, 1941 

second or third generation? 58 

silent examples in 1645 

sources 7-14, 53, 55, 914-17 

structure and argument 20-27 

subordinationism 857 

theodicy 194, 1562 


tour section 711 
women 710-14, 1845 
world history 281-84 
lupus 472 
lynch law 419-20 
Lysanius 283, 910 


Machaerus 277, 654, 664 
Magi 256-57 
magic 427, 566, 796 
Magnificat 142-146, 148-50, 165, 253 
maimed 480, 1275-76 
Malchus 1770-71 
mammon 1333, 1336-37, 1483-84 
manna 1054, 1075 
Mark 16-17, 914-17, 1652-53 
longer ending 1888, 1928 
parallels to Luke 9-10 
priority 8, 915, 950-51 
marriage 1275, 1348, 1356-58, 1617, 1622-23 
Martha 690, 1017, 1022, 1037-1044, 1400 
martyrdom 1135, 1167, 1193, 1196, 1368, 1659, 
1672-73, 1839-40 
Mary Magdalene 695, 713, 1866, 1876, 1883, 1885- 
88, 1897 
Mary mother of James 1885, 1897 


Mary mother of Jesus 20-21, 68-69, 71-72, 102-3, 
107-8, 125-27, 154-55, 205-6, 221-23, 247-50, 
752-53, 905, 919-23 

betrothed 205-6, 210 

daughter of Zion 128, 249 

David and 107-8, 112, 114, 180-81 
Elizabeth and 126, 132-39, 160-61 
God’s handmaiden 150 

humble social status 150-51 
ignorance 272-73 

Magnificat and 144—46 

“mother of my Lord” 137 

pain 247-50 

perpetual virginity 119, 130 

status 109-11, 128-29, 136-37, 151 

Mary sister of Lazarus 690, 1017, 1037-44, 1095 

mäsäl 416 

materialism 158, 1128, 1148, 1155, 1156, 1165, 
1273, 1289-90 

Matthat 353 

Matthew 544 

Gospel of, as source 914-17 

Levi? 493-94, 544 

parallels to Luke 10-11, 71-72, 205, 253-54, 256- 
57 


meals 694-95, 1111, 1253, 1256, 1265, 1268, 1272, 
1393, 1716-18, 1927, 1930, 1935; see also 
banquet and fellowhsip and table fellowhsip 

Melchizedek 1636 

mercy 587, 603-5, 1032, 1034, 1401, 1467, 1473, 
1501, 1508-9, 1512, 1522 

Meron, Mount 388, 866 

Messiah 1630, 1634, 1638-42, 1647-48, 1748, 
1916, 1937-38 

messianic 

age 160, 465, 668-69 
pretenders 1664 
salvation 184-87, 191-94 
secret 844-45, 1499 

woe 1679 

millennium 441, 938-39, 1082, 1740 

millstone 1385-86, 1438 

mina 1533 

minim 579 

miracles 34, 72-73, 485, 754, 769, 805-6, 887, 
1221, 1396; see also healings and individual 
passages 

classification 442-43 
double 785 
gift 451-52, 455-56, 826 


in Jerusalem journey 959-60, 1501 
listing 878, 959-60 
mirror 1212, 1244 
nature 451, 457, 755, 758, 826 
parables and 455-56, 832 
rescue 758 
resuscitations 646, 648, 788-89, 803-4 
rule 470, 511, 1216, 1254 
storms and 757-058 
Mishnah 479, 1116 
mission 1650; see also church and discipleship 
of the seventy-two 986-1016 
of the Twelve 809-19, 986 
Samaritan 968-73 
statements 28-29, 490 
traveling instructions 997 
mocking 1288, 1851-54 
money 43, 592, 600-602, 1154-55, 1322-24, 1326, 
1333-40, 1345, 1347-48, 1349, 1359, 1520-21, 
1524, 1572 
Moses 30, 370, 809, 864-65, 867-72, 1335, 1360, 
1362, 1364, 1375-76, 1378, 1624, 1912, 1917, 
1928, 1936-37 
Most High 113-14, 187, 766 
mountain imagery 374—75, 878 


mourning 649-50, 680-81, 801-2, 1844 
Mozah 1908 

mustard seed 1225, 1390 

myrrh 696, 1877 

mystery of God 727-31 


Naaman 418-19, 1397 

Nabatea 905 

nails 1831, 1849, 1933 

Nain 388, 648-49, 792 

naming a child 166-67 

nard 696 

Nathan 348-49, 352, 356 

Nathaniel 544, 1911 

nations 1164, 1650, 1671, 1683, 1686-87, 1939-41, 
1947; see also Gentiles 

naturalists 1607, 1617, 1626 

nature 762-64, 1572-75, 1579 

Nazareth 50, 106, 127-28, 134, 264, 273, 388, 866, 
1568 

needy 1271, 1277-78, 1643-45 

neighbor 309-10, 406, 590, 595-98, 1018-36 

nets 454, 457 

Neves 1379 

new community 35—43 


new covenant 25, 34, 37, 39-41, 189, 1082, 1567, 
1718, 1727-29, 1943 

new era 982-84, 1000 

Nicodemus 583, 1875-76 

Nicopolis 1908 

Nineveh 1095-97, 1099 

Noah 339, 359, 1420, 1431-32, 1437, 1441, 1444 

now-not yet see already-not yet and kingdom, 
already-not yet 

Nunc Dimittis 240-45 


oaths 1118 

obedience 618, 623-25, 1095, 1345, 1393, 1395, 
1475, 1491 

obstacles to knowledge 1124-25 

Octavian (= Caesar Augustus) 202-3, 225, 282 

Old Testament and birth announcements 83, 102, 
111 

olive oil/tree 696, 1226, 1330-31 

Olives, Mount 1552-53, 1557, 1568, 1663, 1678, 
1756-57, 1929, 1944 

“one stone on another” 1563, 1662 

opportunity 1268-69, 1271, 1278, 1295, 1353 

opposition 1730, 1732, 1739, 1747-48, 1750 

oppressed 156-57, 401, 409-10 

oral tradition 104, 509-10, 1616, 1619, 1963-64 


“other” Mary 1885 
outer darkness 1183, 1537, 1542 
oxen 1258, 1274 


Palestine 1196-97 
parables 416, 519, 557, 610, 661, 692, 717-18, 721, 
727, 945-49, 960; see also the relevant exegetical 
units and list on pp. 948-49 
allegory 946, 1591 
categorization 946-47 
definition 945-46 
listing 948-49 
multiple points 731-32 
pastoral concern 949 
rhetorical features 947 
sinners and 1296 
stewardship and 1128 
use of Isaiah 728-31, 740 
paradise 1370, 1752, 1841, 1857-58, 1861, 1866 
paralytic 480, 482, 488 
parousia 1096-97, 1654 
passion 1698, 1942 
narrative 1698-1700 
predictions 1430-31, 1494-1500, 1512 
sources 1698-1700 


Passover 263-64, 1205, 1549, 1706, 1719-21, 1725- 
28, 1818, 1843 
amnesty on 1824, 1833-35, 1954 
calendars 1951, 1957—60 
Hallel Psalms 1952 
lambs 1952 
meal 1700, 1702-3, 1708-9, 1711-14, 1717-18, 
1721-29, 1951-56 
night 1413, 1437 
uncleanness 1954-55 
patibulum 1831 
patience 42, 739, 1427 
patriarchs 1230, 1232, 1238, 1617, 1625-26, 1628- 
29 
pattern fulfillment 292, 406, 1657, 1668, 1936 
Paul 4-5, 16-17, 591-92, 1142-43, 1681-82, 1879- 
81, 1894, 1897, 1926, 1933 
peace 193-94, 220, 707-8, 798-99, 998, 1194-95, 
1558, 1561, 1932 
peer pressure 1504, 1509 
Pentecost 263, 322, 1942 
people, the 319, 564, 1073, 1511, 1580-81, 1602, 
1826-27, 1851 
people of God 1226 


Perea 277, 282, 287, 313, 388, 654, 1244, 1246, 
1400 
perfume 696, 702 
persecution 66, 57/7-82, 5391-93, 735, 854, 1167, 
1194, 1285-86, 1436, 1447, 1454, 1656, 1659, 
1668-75, 1694, 1696 
perseverance 738—39, 1456, 1654, 1657, 1757 
persistence 42, 1444, 1449-50 
pestilence 1667 
Peter (= Simon) 380, 435-36, 448, 452-64, 543-44, 
795-96, 809-10, 871-74, 1139-40, 1142-43, 
1177-78, 1488-89, 1743, 1750, 1781-88, 1882— 
88, 1898-1902, 1921-23, 1943 
call 458-59 
confession 825, 837-44 
denials 1708, 1730, 1742-45, 1750, 1752, 1775- 
76, 1780-90, 1803 
mother-in-law 435-37, 528 
name 458 
restoration 1788 
role 454-55 
Pharisees 37-38, 302-3, 478-79, 495-96, 514-15, 
521-23, 612-13, 676-79, 697-700, 1246-47, 
1253-58, 1322-23, 1344-50, 1358-59, 1409-12, 


1414-17, 1457-58, 1460-64, 1559-60, 1609-10, 
1616-17, 1634-35, 1958-59 
associations 495-96, 695 
charging Jesus 528-30, 705-7, 1125-26 
controversy 1066 
hypocrisy 1128-31, 1133-35 
Jesus’ rebuke 530, 615, 1257-59 
plotting 531 
sin and 702-3 
tax collector and 1363 
woes against 1105-26 
Philip son of Herod 282-83, 910 
Philip the disciple 544, 831, 979 
physicians 794, 806-7 
piety 1630, 1633, 1644, 1648 
pigs see swine 
Pilate 26, 282-83, 1202-5, 1609-10, 1778-79, 
1801-2, 1806-16, 1821-35, 1873-75, 1894, 1913, 
1951, 1954 
pilgrims 1572, 1702, 1711, 1713, 1865, 1952 
plowing 724, 980-84 
poor 35, 143-44, 156-57, 399-401, 570-77, 580- 
82, 667-68, 1260-61, 1360-61, 1371-76, 1448, 
1521, 1646-47 
popular eschatological expectation 318-19 


possessions 1148, 1150-55, 1156-57, 1159, 1166— 
68, 1289-90, 1434-35, 1441 
power 313-14, 891, 1240, 1732, 1737-38, 1881, 
1925, 1942-44 
praise 42-43, 148—49, 224, 252-53, 486-87, 1216, 
1402-3, 1504-5, 1511-12 
prayer 41-42, 80, 336-37, 439—40, 508-9, 539-41, 
865-66, 994-95, 1444-47, 1450-51, 1454-56, 
1464-65, 1581, 1643-44, 1694-95, 1762-63 
boldness in 1059—60 
community and 1050-51 
enemies and 590-91 
fasting and 515-16 
liturgical 1050-51 
Lord’s/Disciples’ Prayer 1045-56 
making requests 1060-64 
standing for 1758 
preaching 404-11, 780-81, 1278, 1670-71, 1939- 
41, 1946-47 
prefects 282-83, 311 
pregnancy 107, 160-61 
premillennialism 1681 
prepared people 90-91, 674 
pride 893-97, 1110, 1116-17, 1188, 1260-62, 1345, 
1348, 1350, 1358, 1633, 1643-44, 1648 


priests 76, 79, 100, 351, 466, 475-77, 525, 1030 
prodigy account 232, 261 
prologues 52-53 
promise 20-21, 26, 28, 114-15, 146-47, 181-85, 
233, 241, 360, 399, 672, 993, 1345-53, 1376, 
1591, 1597, 1880 
promise of the Father 289, 1045, 1942-44, 1946-47 
prophecy 177, 1550, 1562, 1656, 1936 
prophetic pronouncement 317, 557, 624—26 
prophetic warning 300-301, 623-24, 1233-34, 
1252-53, 1291-92, 1385-86, 1543-44, 1550, 
1552, 1597, 1633, 1641, 1651, 1658, 1664, 1678 
prophets 697, 823, 968, 981, 986, 1013, 1157, 1192, 
1230, 1232, 1238-39, 1249, 1252, 1350-51, 1578, 
1592, 1598, 1632, 1643, 1666, 1913, 1916, 1936- 
37 
apostles and 1121-22 
false 1653 
murdering 1119-24, 1126, 1597, 1599, 1606 
Old Testament 181, 582, 585, 1113, 1118 
short and long term 1656-57, 1675, 1691 
suffering 1248 
prophetesses 251 
prosperity theology 1135 
proud 146-47, 154, 156, 568, 1265, 1458-61, 1463 


prudent 1332-33, 1337 
Psalms 1936-37 
imprecatory 5388-89 
in Judaism 1638-39 
messianic 1636-40, 1796-1800 
New Testament 146 
punishment 1184-85, 1451 
purgatory 1373 
purification 234-36, 237 
purses 1166, 1745-47 


Q (source) 8-11, 332-33, 339, 550, 914-17 
quadrans 1199-1200, 1646 
Queen of Sheba (of the South) 1096, 1098-99 
questions 1411-12 
quest story 633-34, 692, 705, 1397, 1474, 1513 
Quirinius 203, 903-9 
Qumran 50, 246, 277, 297, 567, 706, 995, 1047, 
1050, 1055, 1100, 1192, 1217-18, 1239, 1266, 
1641 
baptism 288 
Holy Spirit and 322 
Isaiah 40 and 188 
John the Baptist and 198 
messianic hope 113-14 
national salvation 178 


Son of God and 124 


rabbi 1146, 1149, 1285-86 

Raphael 880 

rapture 1456 

reader’s response/application 514; see also shaded 
areas at beginning and end of each unit 

readiness 1173-74, 1176-77, 1654, 1659, 1659, 
1747-49 

reassurance 1627, 1656, 1925, 1927-28, 1966 

rebuke 1387-88, 1394, 1469 

reconciliation 88-90, 1192, 1195, 1314, 1317, 1743, 
1750, 1822 

redemption 179, 1687-88, 1696, 1913-14 

rejection see Jesus, rejection of and disciples, 
rejection and disciples, persecution 

remarriage 1348, 1357-09 

remembrance 1435, 1725-26, 1729, 1891-92, 1895 

remnant 91, 159-60, 1747-48, 1873 

repentance 39-36, 87—89, 287-89, 309-15, 490-91, 
498-500, 854-55, 1003, 1095-96, 1202-3, 1206— 
7, 1295-97, 1306-7, 1312-15, 1320-21, 1374-78, 
1388-89, 1520-21, 1573-74, 1850-51, 1939-41 

response to message 721-22, 739-40, 1090-91, 
1093-95, 1102-3, 1234-35, 1237-38, 1240, 1269 

responsibility 1180, 1185-86 


restitution 1513, 1515, 1518-21 
restoration 1388, 1395, 1576, 1655, 1732, 1750 
resurrection 117, 967-68, 1095-96, 1360-62, 1373- 
74, 1376-77, 1616, 1622-26, 1700, 1720, 1801, 
1867 
appearances 1879, 1899-1900, 1915, 1922, 1927 
28, 1935 
argument for Exod. 3 1628-29 
bodily 1857, 1925, 1927-28, 1933-35, 1946 
forms 1905 
in Judaism 1361, 1619 
John’s Gospel and 1885-88 
of just 1623 
reports 1896-99, 1921-22 
Scripture and 1939 
Synoptic agreements 1880-81, 1883 
Synoptic differences 1882-83, 1886-88, 1892 
traditions 1879-81 
resuscitation 647, 652, 1377 
retribution 594, 1361 
revenge 591, 593, 1747 
rewards 581, 602-3, 1180, 1265, 1334-35, 1481, 
1484, 1488-91, 1739 
rich/riches 146-47, 154, 157, 400, 567-68, 574, 
582-85, 721, 737, 1146, 1154, 1360-79, 1484-87, 


1490-91, 1514-15, 1523-24, 1565 

righteous 77-78, 193, 238, 1363, 1369, 1373, 1856— 
58, 1862 

righteousness 186-87, 1348, 1387-88, 1677 

ring 1314-15 

ritual cleanliness 474-76, 640, 651-52, 1109 

robbery 593, 1029, 1113 

robes 1314, 1642, 1746 

Rome 1548-49, 1562-64, 1607-15, 1798, 1808, 
1810-11, 1813, 1816-17, 1821-22, 1847, 1849, 
1853, 1913-14, 1955 

roof 480-81, 1434, 1515 

rulers 156-57, 1000-1001, 1011-12, 1476, 1669, 
1737-39, 1826-27 


Sabbath 39-40, 422-23, 435, 510-11, 524, 1216-18, 

1253-59, 1286, 1413, 1876 

breaking 1185 

controversies 502, 505-8, 510-13, 522-33 

doing good and 529-30, 533 

fasting and 516 

healings 508, 528, 1212, 1219, 1253 

in Judaism 523, 528 

Jesus and 526-27 

labor on 1217-19, 1221, 1253 

miracles 1188 


permitted activities 528 
plucking grain 522-23 
Qumran and 1217-18 
“second-first” 534-35 
sackcloth 1003 
sacrifices 79-80, 94-95, 1572 
sacrilege 1676 
Sadducees 37-38, 302-3, 1349, 1368, 1609, 1616- 
19, 1623-24, 1626-27, 1958-59 
Sala 358-59 
Salome 544, 1866, 1885 
salt 1280, 1282-83, 1290-92 
salvation 1, 33, 35-39, 87-88, 193-96, 291-93, 
295-96, 322-23, 707-8, 733-34, 1232-35, 1398- 
99, 1405-6, 1486-89, 1522-23, 1925-26, 1941- 
42, 1946 
“being saved” 1023 
blessings 37 
earning 1479, 1481, 1487, 1491-92 
epochs 1345, 1351-54 
Gentile 1, 40 
history 57, 62-63, 1591, 1594-95 
opponents 37 
response to 39-36 
saved, the 1234 


Samaria 282, 965, 966-73, 974-75, 1017-36, 1031- 
32, 1040, 1095, 1205, 1397-99, 1400-1401, 
1403-5, 1418, 1532 

Samson 78, 102, 111, 194, 433 

Samuel 78, 102, 181, 194, 236, 868, 1374 

sandals 320-21, 997, 1315, 1745 

Sanhedrin 1447, 1567, 1584, 1776-77, 1779, 1791- 
1804, 1873 

Satan 21, 29, 276, 363, 375-82, 732-34, 1000-1001, 
1006-9, 1066-67, 1071-72, 1076-77, 1082-86, 
1140-41, 1143, 1198, 1218, 1698, 1703-6, 1742- 
43, 1909-10 

authority 375-76 
departure? 382 

fall 1006-8 

offer to Jesus 376-77 
terms for 370 

using Scripture 380-81 
worship 377-78 

satanic escort 1368 

Saturnalia 227, 1175 

Saul 881, 1374, 1844 

scorpions 1007-8 

scribes 267, 478-79, 482-83, 678-79, 1118-26, 
1257-58, 1642-44, 1782, 1794, 1826-27 


Scripture 1360-61, 1375-77, 1494-96, 1622-235, 
1749-50, 1879-80, 1884, 1903-4, 1916-18, 
1925-27, 1935-41 

God’s plan and 27-28 
Jesus and 20-27 
Jesus’ use 363 
narrative and 68 
seah 1331 
seats 
last 1264, 1267-68 
of honor 1116-17, 1262-64, 1267, 1642-43 

security 1164, 1166, 1466, 1674 

self-adoration 1350, 1359 

self-centeredness 1644 

self-confidence 1475, 1480 

self-correcting 615-16 

self-critical 614-15 

self-examination 614-16, 618-19, 625 

self-importance 1737 

self-indulgence 1152-53, 1181, 1372, 1377 

selfishness 1334-35 

self-righteousness 613-14, 1317, 1461, 1466, 1473 

selling all 1167, 1473, 1481-83, 1488, 1490-91 

Sermon on the Plain 1836, 1850 

anthology? 934-36 


believer’s ethic 937-38 
dispensational views 937-39, 942 
1 Peter and 938 
Golden Rule 595-98 
grace or law 568-71, 625-26, 939-40 
James and 938 
level place 562-63 
Mark’s omission 548-49 
Matthew and 933 
message 567, 586-87 
OT influence 937, 939-40 
rhetorical features 594—95, 609-10, 940-41 
Sermon on the Mount and 549-57, 562-63, 566— 
71, 595, 604-5, 618-19, 931-44 
setting 931-36 
sources 549-57, 931-36 
structure 548, 557-59 
summary 624-26, 943-44 
theological thrust 936—44 
serpent 1007-8 
servant 158-59, 180, 1380, 1536, 1541-42, 1598, 
1748 
Servant Songs 405-6, 1748-49 
service 1392-95, 1543-44, 1737-39, 1750-51, 1923 
shake dust from feet 817, 1001-2 


shame 1264, 1283 
Shealtiel 354-55 
sheep 226-27, 996, 1300-1303, 1762 
Shekinah 1686 
Shema. 1801 
Sheol 1368, 1857 
shepherds 211-14, 216, 221-22, 224-26, 229, 1299- 
1303, 1305, 1523 
Shroud of Turin 1875 
Sidon 388, 564, 950, 1003 
sifting grain 324-25 
signs 91, 96, 125-26, 135, 219, 222, 415-16, 1075, 
1376, 1378, 1663-64, 1683, 1696, 1819 
before the end 1664-75 
cosmic 1650, 1667-68, 1682-84, 1686, 1840-41, 
1858-61 
heavenly 1075 
of the time 1189, 1191, 1198, 1200, 1204, 1212, 
1234 
physical 1667-68 
soul 1674 
silence 1257-59, 1360, 1626 
Simeon 230, 232-50, 252, 255, 259, 1872 
Simon Magus 380, 566 
Simon not Peter 1911 


Simon of Cyrene 1836, 1840, 1842-44 
Simon the leper 690 
Simon the Pharisee 690, 693-94, 697-701 
Simon the Zealot 545-46 
sin 470-71, 1056, 1200, 1202, 1206-7, 1312-13, 
1384-88, 1923, 1926, 1939-40 
sinners 35, 446-48, 452-53, 458-60, 495-500, 508— 
9, 695, 698-708, 1301, 1314-15, 1319-20, 1338, 
1388-89, 1459, 1464, 1522-23 
sirocco 1859, 1861 
slap of rejection 592 
slaves 320-21, 1174, 1392-94 
sleep 802, 870 
snakes 303, 1061 
social ostracism 578-79, 1260, 1521 
Sodom and Gomorrah 970, 1002, 1005, 1433, 1435 
soldiers 310-14, 1789, 1820, 1833, 1838, 1842, 
1850, 1852-53 
soliloquy 697, 1328, 1449 
Solomon 114-15, 178, 668, 970, 1097-98, 1103, 
1162, 1548, 1556, 1636, 1638 
Son of Man 924-30, 952-55, 975, 978-79, 1684-85 
authenticity and 952, 1171-72 
blasphemy 1140-43 
classification 925 


current discussion 924-25 
Daniel and 924, 952-53 
in Aramaic 925-26 
in Judaism 924-25, 1685-86 
Israel and 953 
Jesus’ development 924, 928-30 
OT roots 924, 952-53 
suffering king and 952-53 
suffering sayings 952-55 
Suffering Servant and 952-53 
soul 855-86, 1153 
source criticism 914-17, 951 
speech 616, 1134-35, 1142 
spirits 804, 1091-93, 1932-34; see also Holy Spirit 
and demons 
spiritual health 1100-1103 
spirituality 1459 
state authority 1607-8, 1613-14 
Stephen 337, 589, 856, 1139, 1143, 1427, 1672, 
1674, 1695, 1849, 1862, 1868 
steward 1179-80, 1327, 1329-30, 1340-43 
stewardship 1146, 1178-79, 1183, 1267, 1326-27, 
1335-41, 1348, 1493, 1525, 1530, 1535 
stones 
attomb 1883, 1889-89 


bringing to life 305-6 

foundation 1603 

in Judaism 1603 

of stumbling 246-47, 1592, 1605 

rejected 1592, 1603-4 
stoning 1587 
suffering 1424, 1435, 1653, 1669, 1674, 1730 
suffering-Son-of-Man sayings 952-55 
summary account 328, 425, 539, 557, 711-12 
supernatural worldview 72-73, 80-81, 103-5, 364, 

443, 467, 633, 647, 863-64, 879 
swine 767, 770-71, 775-77, 779, 1311 
swords 1730-31, 1746-49, 1765, 1770, 1772, 1774 
sycamine tree 1517 
sycamore tree 1391, 1517 
sycomore tree 1391 
symposium 1253, 1261, 1269, 1383 
synagogue 392, 402-4, 428-29, 441, 1214-15, 
1668-69, 1672, 1783 

Gentiles and 638-39 

healings 434 

leaders/rulers 791-92, 1216-17 

Scripture in 403-4 

service 403-4, 411-12 
Synoptic problem 7-13, 1651, 1653-54 


Syria 388, 904-5, 907, 912 


tabernacle 524, 696 
Tabernacles (Booths), Feast of 263, 865, 869-72, 
1549, 1557-58, 1564 
Tabitha 652 
table fellowship 40, 497, 999, 1237, 1253, 1298-99, 
1306, 1521, 1880, 1919-20, 1925; see also 
banquet and fellowhsip and meals 
Tabor, Mount 388, 866 
talent 1534-36 
Talmud 479 
Targums 403 
tax (toll) collectors 35, 310-14, 493, 676-77, 1298, 
1464, 1513-15, 1519, 1521, 1611 
taxes 282, 310-12, 1567, 1582, 1607—15, 1807, 
1810-11, 1813 
temple 25, 240, 270, 379, 1582, 1645, 1662-63, 
1666, 1776-77, 1792, 1798-99, 1821, 1860, 1946 
beauty 1661 
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úÚvautç 88, 121-22, 435, 813, 1943 
Suvatoc 151-52 

Svoun 1197 n. 19 

Gua 1434 n. 22 


eyyiCw 1000, 1080, 1503 n. 3, 1505 n. 5, 1557 n. 15 
eyypagw 1008 

éyeipw 180, 653, 803, 848, 1891 

EVEVETO 865, 967 

EYVEVETO SE 96, 134 n. 4, 1367 

EyKadetocg 1609 


EYKAKEW 1447 

¿agiw 1563 

ESEL see SEL 

eiui 1417 

eipyvn 220, 242, 798-99 
eioépyouat 1537 

eiwðóc 402 

EKATOV 1924 

EKATOVTAPXNG 635-36, 1863 
EKBAGAAW 995 n. 17, 995 n. 18, 1238 n. 15, 1601 
EKSLKEW 1448, 1451 n. 17 
EKSLKNOLC 1678 
EKKPEUAVVUUL 1581 
EKAEYOUAL 342, 874 

eKAeinW 1742 n. 20, 1859, 1869-70 
EKAEKTOC 874 n. 20, 1451, 1868 
EKUUKTHPLCW 1349 
EKTIANPOW 86 

EKTIANOOW 268, 429 

čarov 696, 702 

"EAQL@V 1566 

EAawwv 1566 

ehavuvw 761 

čàeyev 302 


EAEYXW 328 

EIEEW 1401, 1508 

EXeoc 152, 159, 165, 183-84, 191, 587 
EAEVOOVTAL NUEPAL 1426 
Eunaoüg 1907-8 

Eustallw 1820 n. 8 
EUTTPOOBEV 1552 

EV AUTH TH WPA 1009 n. 49, 1244, 1606 
€vdococ 671 

Eveiut 1114-15 

ėvéyw 1125 n. 33 

Ev UEOW 1416 

EVTOAQL kal öLKalwuaTa 77 
évtoc 1410 n. 1, 1414, 1415-17 
EVTPEMW 1448 n. 8 

ezalpvng 219 

ECAOTPANTW 867 n. 9 

ECEOTL 523, 525, 529 
ecyKovta 1924 

EEG 880 

ECLOTHUL 267-68, 804 

€c060Cc 869 

ecouUoAOyeouat 1009 
EZoudevew 1461, 1820 n. 8 


EZouola 429, 435, 813 
ETTALVEW 1332, 1343 n. 42 
ETTALTEW 1506 n. 6 

emapyela 134 

erteiön 635 

erreiönstep 54-55, 67 
ertıßaAAw 1605, 1668 n. 23 
ETLYLVWOKW 1818 n. 1 
emLypagn 1853-54 
ETLOLUEW 1719 

ETIKPLVW 1832 n. 11 
emiAauBavouat 1258, 1609 
ETTLOLOLOC 1053-54 
ETLPLTTW 1556 n. 12 
ETTLOLTLOUOG 830 
ETLOKEMTOUAL 99, 178-79, 654 
ETLOKLACW 122-23, 872 
ETMLOKOTIN) 1563 

ETTLOTATNG 456, 459, 761, 762, 898, 1401 
ETLOTPEQW 36, 87-88 
ETLTLUAW 433-34, 436-37, 762, 1469 n. 5 
ETL TO AUTO 1438 

ETTLTPOTTOG 713 

ETTIXELPEW 55-56 


&pnuoc 194, 286, 290-91, 828-29 
EpYOUat 869 n. 14, 1417, 1426 
EPYOUEVOG, ó 665-66, 1250-51 
EOOLWV kal nivwv 515 

ETEPOC 325, 527, 687, 994, 1542, 1544 
ETOLUACW 90-91, 243, 295, 969 
ETOLUOC 1177 n. 11 

ebayyeAliw 92, 215, 325, 408, 440, 982 
EVSOKEW 341 

elödokla 220, 228 n. 32 
ebepyerng 1737 

eÜHETOG 984 

ELHEWC 474 

ev8uc 294 

evAaBYc 238 

EVPLOKW 1436 n. 24 

EVOXNUWV 1872-73 

ebopaivw 1315 n. 25, 1365 n. 10 
EVYAPLOTEW 1462 n. 5 
EMLOTHUL 214 

EVOPAW 99 

ėy0póç 182-83 

EXWV WTA akovetv, Ó 727 

WC OTOU 1720 n. 8 


Zaxkyxalog 1516 
CnAwTNG 545 
Çwoyovéw 1435 n. 23, 1436 


Nyeuoveüw 907, 908 

Sn 306 

ový 737 

'HAlac 972-73 

NAukla 274, 1161, 1517 n. 5 
rv + aorist participle 1829 n. 6 
Nouyacw 1877-78 


BaAacca 454 n. 13, 759 
Bavuacw 94, 222, 414, 1073 
Ocáouar 492-93 

Belog åvýp 433 

8e0c 780, 841 n. 8 
@edMuoc 63-64 
Beparteia 1179 n. 16 
Oepamevw 814 

Bewpew 1851 

Onoaupoc 617 
Bopußalw 1042 n. 7, 1043 
Bopußew 1042 n. 7 
Opnvew 1844 


Buyarnp 798 
Buuög 419 


idouat 814, 884 

iSov yap 138, 162 

lepov 240, 1578 
TepoodAvua 255-56 
TepovoaAnu 253, 255-56, 378 
Incoücg 351, 1869 

i\AdoKoual 1464 

iuATLOV 310, 592-93 
inATLOUOG 671 

Topödavng 287 

Tovödala 441, 445, 654, 1813 n. 10 
Tovöaloc 637 

Tokaptw@ 546-47 

TopanaA 247, 258 

iotnutL 869 n. 14, 1462 n. 4 
(oTopla 53 

LOXUPOTEPOS 320 

Ka8apicw 1402 n. 6 

kadeäöfig 62, 712 n. 6 
Kabevdsw 802, 870 n. 15 
kaunodaı Ek Se—tMv TOU Heoü 869 n. 14 


Kadllw 1943 

Kadwc 57 

Kal £Eyeveto 96, 134 n. 4, 478 

Kat i60U 1022, 1907 

Katvoc 519 n. 20 

Kalpoc 93, 1198, 1664, 1665, 1682 
KakoOUpyos 1848, 1867 
KaAuuua 1860 

kåunàoç 1485 

Kaulog 1485 


Kapmoc 304 

kap@oc 614 
KaTtakAlvw 694 
kataAıdalw 1587 n. 7 
KataAvuua 208, 1033, 1712 n. 2 
KATAALW 1518-19 
KaTavelw 457 n. 19 
KaTAVOEW 614 n. 58 
KATAMETAGUA 1860 
Kataoupw 1199 
KATAMUEW 697, 702 
KATEXW 738 
KATHXEW 65-66 


KATLOYUW 1694 
KATOLKEW 1093 
KeAevW 1509 n. 13 
kepala 1354 
Kepauog 481 n. 28 
Keépac 180 

Kepatıov 1311 
KEDAAN ywvlag 1603 
KNvoog 1611 
Knploow 410, 780, 982 
KixpnuL 1057 

KAaiw 1560, 1788 
KAeortäc 1911 

KAlvn 480 

KALola 832 

KAwräc 1911 
Koöpävrng 1646 
Koluaw 802, 870 n. 15 
KOLVWVOG 460 
KOAAGW 1311 
KOATIOLC 1369 
KOTILAW 456 
KOTTOUAL 801, 1844 
Kopag 1160 


KopA0L0oV 803 

KOpos 1331 

KOOUEW 1661 

KOOUOG 375 

KO@tvOG 834-35 

KpaBattoc 480 

Kpacw 1509 

KpautaaAn 1693 n. 48 

Kpaviov 1849 

Kpdaomedsov 794 

KPUNTW 1499 n. 8 

Kraouaı 1674 

KUAAOG 480 n. 27 

KUPLOG 31, 87, 137, 188, 217, 218, 221, 227-28, 
459, 462, 473, 5325-26, 527, 618, 619-20, 639-40, 
650-51, 762, 780, 994 n. 15, 1043, 1051 n. 13, 
1338, 1340, 1341, 1342, 1389, 1401, 1554—55, 


wG 1470 a7 
Kwun 818 
KwWQÓGÇ 168 
AatAaw 761 
Aaußavw 832 


Aaußavw TTPOOWITOV 1610 

Aaumpoc 1820-21 

Aaöc 178, 189, 215-16, 243, 319, 325, 564, 635, 

AATPELW 186, 252, 378 

AEYLWV 774 

A€yw 1802, 1811, 1922 

A€yw uv 1059 n. 32, 1095, 1464, 1541 

Ampa 472 

Aemtov 1199-200 

Agvitns 1031 

Afpog 1898 

Anotns 1772 

AtKUaW 1604 n. 11 

Aluvn 454, 759 

AoyiCouat 1747 n. 29 

Aoyos 65, 66, 221, 285, 290, 414, 429-30, 435, 720, 
740—41, 856 

Aoyos TOU Heoü 453-54 

AVOLTEAEW 1385 

AUTPOV 1913 n. 10 

AUTPOW 1913 n. 10 

AVTPWOLG 253, 1913 n. 10 

AUTPWTNG 1913 n. 10 


Avyvoc 744 


Mayéaanvy 713 

uaantng 563-64, 1285-86 
uaKapıog 138 
uaKpoOvUEW 1454 
uauwvç 1333, 1335 n. 29, 1336 
Map@a 1040 
Mapia/Maptdu 107-8, 223 n. 25, 229 
UAPTUPEW 413, 1942 
UAPTUPLOV 476-77, 1670 
uaptuc 1669 n. 24 
UAOTLYOW 1497-98 

UQOTLE 667 

uayatpa 1770 
UEYAAELOTNS 885 n. 8 
ueyañúvw 148, 149, 165 
uéyaç 84, 113 

uéðn 1693 n. 48 
ueBiotTHUL 1328-29 
UetyVUUL 1204n.5 

uetCwv 894 n. 3, 1736 n. 5 
UEALGOLOU KNplou 1948-49 
UgAAW 888 n. 3 


Uevovuv 1094-95 

uéptuva 736 n. 44, 1693 n. 48 
UETALOPMOW 867 
UETAVOEW 35-36, 1939 
UETAVOLA 35-36, 287-88, 854-55, 1939 
UETA TADTA 994 

UETOXOG 460 

un YEVOLTO 1602 n. 8 
ulyvuut 1204n. 5 

utKpóç 1385-86 
ULKPOTEPOG 675 n. 20, 894 n. 3 
ULUVNOKOUAL 184 

ULOEW 182-83, 578 

uloBLoG 1312, 1313 

uv 1533 

UVNOTEVW 205-6, 905 
UOLXOG 1462 

uovoyevýç 342, 649, 881 
uUOOXoG 1315 

UVALKOG 1385 

uúpov 696, 702, 1877 
ULOTNPLOV 730 

uwpaivw 1291 n. 24 


Nacapa 420 

Nacapeé8 127, 420 
Nacapnvoc 443-44, 1507 
Nalwpaiog 432, 443-44, 1506-7 
vaoc 240 

vexpoc 981 

véoc 519 n. 20 

VEÓTNG 1480 

Neung 1379 

vnstoc 1009-10 

voullw 352, 919 

VOULKOG 267, 678 
vouodtdsaoKadoc 479 

voooc 667 

VUUON 1196 n. 17 

vüv 576; see also AMO TOU vVÕV 


óc 1610 
OSUVAOUAL 268, 1372 
OBdvLOV 1899 
oikovouoc 1179, 1327 
oikoc 210 
olKouueEvn 202 
olkouuevng 375 


oiKTipuög 587, 604-5 

OUWOLOC 679 

OUOLOW 679 

velitw 579 

Övoua 1006 

Öcoc 1852 

örttaola 95 

Opaw 80, 864 n. 4, 876 

öpyri 303-4, 1679 n. 31 

Öpeivög 134 

OpOpicw 1695 

OptCw 1734-35 

OpLov 779 

OPUdW 776 n. 23 

Opoc 934, 1846 n. 7 

OvAaUUaoUS 1924 

ovpavoc 1949 

ovTOC 1318 n. 28, 1535 n. 11 

OUTWC 1938 n. 18 

oùyí, AEYW Uulv 1095; see also Ayw ÜULV 

OMELAETHS 1207 

OMEtAw 1055 

OyAOG 302-3, 319, 453, 563-64, 635, 723, 791 n. 
10, 840, 1073, 1580 


OWWVLOV 314 


Tayic 1693 

TaLSEevW 1828 n.5 

TtaLölov 274, 631, 1468, 1469, 1471 n. 8 
static 158-59, 180, 265, 274, 341, 631, 641, 803 
naic Heoü 265 

TaVvdoyetov 208, 1033 

Tavoupyla 1611 

TMAVTAYOU 818 

sapaßıalouaı 1918 n. 17 

sapaßoAn 416, 519, 1151, 1299 n. 8, 1363 
TapayyeAAw 475 

Tapadetooc 1857-58 

TapadsiSwut 58-59, 886, 1668 
TAPAKAAEW 328, 792 n. 12, 1372 
TAPAKAAUTITW 1499 n. 8 
TAPAKANOLC 238-39, 584 
TApPAKOAOVOEW 59-60 

TAPAKUNTW 1899 

TapaAauBavw 1437, 1495 
TAPAAEAVUEVOS 480 n. 27 
TTAPAAUTIKÖG 480 n. 27 

TAPAAVW 480 n. 27 


tapaokeun 1876 
rapatnpnoıg 1412-14 
rtapatiOnuL 1862 n. 32 
mapayphnua 169, 798 
TAPElul 1204 n. 4 
Tapepyouat 1506 n. 8 
TTAPEXELV KOTIOV 1449 
stapde&voc 107, 108, 112 
TAPOLKEW 1093 
maoXYa 1710, 1955 n. 3 
TAGXW 848, 1698 n. 1 
TaTHP 269-71, 1051-52 
TATPLA 210 

neðtvóc 562-63, 934 
TELWAW 575-76 
TELpaCcW 370, 1023 
ttelpaouog 1055-56 
TEVLYPOG 1645 
TTEPLAUTTOG 1483, 1492 
TEPUTOLEW 1435 n. 23, 1436 
TEPUTOLNOLG 1436 n. 24 
TTEPIXWPOGC 287, 435, 779 
TETPA 724 

Tlétpoc 543 


sınpa 814, 997 

nyus 1161 

TLUTTANUL 86, 96, 165, 206, 224 

TUTTW 1354-56 

TTLOTIV ëyetv 1391 n. 16 

TLOTLC 36-37, 481, 854-55 

Aavaw 1664 

saatela 1275n. 11 

TAEW 761 

TÀNULÚPNG 622 

TANPOYOpEwW 56-57 

TANPOW 93, 412, 869, 1936 

molov 759 

TAOUVOLOG 737 

TAOUTEW 737 

TAOUTOC 737 

TVEVUA 88, 121, 148, 149, 194, 239, 240, 323, 430, 
803-4, 1862 n. 32, 1943 

TTOLEW 299, 309 

TOALC 472, 649 n. 5, 818 

TTOAUC 83 

TOVNPÓG 329, 579 

TOPEVW 420 n. 46 

TOpvEela 1357-58 


TOPPUPa 1365 
TOTAUÓÇ 622 
Ttpayuatevouaı 1533 
TPAKTWP 1199 
TPAGOW 312, 1540 n. 18 
TIDEOBUTEPLOV 1794 
TIPEOBUTEPOC 636 
TTPOUEAETAW 1670 
mpooaityc 1506 n. 6 
TPOGSEXYOUAL 1299 
TpOGSOKaW 318-19 
TTPOOEPXouaL 651 
TPOGEVLYN 516 n. 14, 540 
TIDOGEVYOUAL 1694 n. 50 
TIPOGEXW 1693 
TIPOOKUVEW 377, 377 n. 22, 1950 
TPOOTIOLEW 1918 
TtPOOTIONUL 1389 n. 13, 1531, 1598 
TPOPENTNG 124, 708, 1122 
TOWTOKaAPESpia 1642 
TPWTOKALOLA 1262, 1642 
TPWTOG 907, 909, 1133 
TPWTOTOKOG 207, 341 
TTOEW 1665-66 


TTWYOC 408, 573-74 
TUAN 649, 1366 

TUAWV 1366 
nvvðávouar 1506 n. 7 
MUP 321-24, 1192 
TTUPETÖG 436 n. 23 

nÕp Kal Belov 1433 n. 17 
T&C 1640 


paBBi 456, 698, 1286, 1401, 1510 n. 14 
OaBBovvi 1510 n. 14 

OaBSoc 815 

pagiç 1485 n. 12 

APfina 126, 131, 170 n. 12, 221, 285 
OimTW 434 

Poupala 248 

púun 1275n. 11 


oaBBatov 429, 522 
VAAELW 1683-84 
Lauapitns 1031 
oatav 1704 
oatavac 370n. 11 
OaTOV 1228 
O€LOUOG 761 n. 13 


oeànviáčouar 881 
ONUEPOV 216, 412, 487, 1787 n. 10, 1857 
olaywv 592 

olkepa 85 

Liuwv 545, 698 

Liuwv IIETPOG 458, 543 
olvartı 1390 

otvôwv 1899 

OLTEUTÖC 1315 

OWTAW 1509 n. 12 
oKavéaAtCw 669, 736 n. 42 
oKavdaAov 669, 1384 
OKANTW 1328 

oknvn 871, 1333 n. 20 
OKLIPTAW 581 

OKOALOC 294 

oopoc 652 

oousaplov 1538 
omAayyva 191 
omtAayyvicouat 650, 1034 
OTAOLC 1829 n. 6 
oTAaUPOW 1830-31 
OTHO0C 1464 n. 11 

OTOAN 1314, 1642 


otpAteuua 1820 
oTpatnyos 1705 
OTPEDW 642 
OTPWVVUW 1713 
SLyKaAEw 1301 
OUKAULVOSG 1391, 1517 
ovk 1687 
ouKouop£a 1391, 1517 
SUKOPAVTEW 313-14 
ovAAauBavw 111 
OUUBAAAW 223 
SLUTANPOW 968 
ouurviyw 793 
OUUOWVLA 1316 

ovv 161 

oUvavTaw 880 
ovvapmacw 773n.15 
OUVESPLOV 1669, 1794 
OUVEOLC 268 

OUVEXW 795 
ovvOAdwW 1604 n. 11 
cuvoyń 1682-83 
OUVTNPEW 222-23 
OWCW 529, 707, 778, 798, 1406 n. 10, 1436 n. 24 


coua 1440 n. 30 
OWTNP 217 

OWTNpia 180, 182, 1522 
OWTNPLOV 295 


Tauelov 1134-35 
TAasteLvoc 156-57, 408 
TATTELVOW 294 
Tametvwotc 150-51 
Tapacow 81-82, 110 
TAPTAPOW 775 

Tayoc 1454-55 

TEAELOC 604-5, 1480 
TEAELOW 1246 n. 5, 1248 
TEAELWOLC 139, 141 
TEAEW 1193, 1495 n. 2 
TEAOC 1611, 1666, 1748-49 
TEAWVNG 310-12, 493, 599 
TETPAAPXNG 822 

TOKOC 1539 n. 18 
tpartela 1539 n. 18 
TOEUW 797 

TPÉQW 421 n. 47 

TUNTW 592 


TupBacw 1043 
TUPAOG 409 


UBpiCw 1497 

vytaivw 497 n. 17, 643-44 

LSpWMLKOG 1256 

vidc 113, 114, 124, 286, 341-43, 373 n. 14, 517, 
631 

viòc (tov) Oeoŭ 131, 439, 842 n. 9 

LLOC + genitive 817, 998, 1077-78 

vioc Aaulö 1507-8 

vids TOU åvðpwnov 485-86, 580, 683, 856, 888, 
1426-28, 1496, 1893 

viòç ú piotov 113, 124 

UUVEW 1952 

ÜTTAPXW 1520 

uméep 1725 

UINPETNS 58 

UTtVOoG 870n. 15 

UMOKPLTNS 614, 615 n. 60, 1197 n. 21 

ùnóuvnua 53 

UMOUOVH 739, 1674 

UMOOTPEMW 161 n. 29, 1402, 1532-33, 1865 

UMWILACW 1449 


VOTEPHUa 1646 
vibtotoOC 113, 121, 124, 187, 220 


pðådvw 1000, 1079-80 
MUUEW 1767-68 
poBeouat 152-53 
OBoc 81, 653 
opoc 1611, 1811 
optiov 1118 
Ppayuoc 1276 
MpOviwoc 1341 n. 37 
Mpoviuwe 1332, 1341 
ovak 1175 
PLAACOW 1480 n. 8 
Pwvn 1401 n.5 

WC 244, 745 


yatpe 109 

yaipw 83 

yapa 83, 1946 n. 27 

YaptCouat 667, 699 

yäpıc 111, 128-29, 274, 414, 598, 599, 603, 667 
yelp 1862 

XLTWV 309-10, 592-93 

Xouläc 713-14 


XpnoTtog 587, 603, 605 

XPLOTOG 124, 217, 218, 228, 319, 439, 841-42, 843, 
1795, 1811, 1893 

XPLOTOG KUPLOC 217-18, 227 

Xplw 407 

ypovoc 1198, 1682 

XwAÖG 480 n. 27, 1266 n. 12 

Xwpa 768 


Wevdompowntns 585-86 

WnAagaw 1933 n. 9 

Wnotcw 1287 n. 11 

buyaywyla 53 

Wyn] 148, 248, 804, 854 n. 3, 855, 1152, 1435-36 


wpa 667, 1718 n. 4; see also EV AUTH TH wpa 
wWOEL 1858 n. 24 
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Old Testament Pseudepigrapha 
New Testament Apocrypha 
Mishnah 

Tosepta 
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Jerusalem (Palestinian) Talmud 
Targumim 

Midrashim 

Other Rabbinic Writings 
Qumran / Dead Sea Scrolls 
Papyri 

Josephus 

Philo 
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Church Fathers 

Miscellanea 


Old Testament Pseudepigrapha 
Ahigar (Syriac) 
8.35 1208 n. 12, 1210 n. 17 


Apocalypse of Abraham 


13.3-7 733 
29.2 918 


2 (Syriac) Baruch 


9.2 516 

10.6-7 572 
10.6-10 1846 n. 6 
12.5 516 

21.4 121 

21.11 1234n. 8 
22.1 334 n.3 

27.1 918 

29.4 1239 n. 19 
29.7 465 

29.8 1272 n. 3 
37.1 1192n.6 
41.3-4 1249 

44.7 238 

44.15 1234n. 8 
46.7 972 

48.23 1234n. 8 
48.39 323 n. 8, 1192 n. 6 
48.45-50 1234 n. 8 
51 867 n.9 


91.1-6 1234n. 8 
91.5-6 1369 
91.10 1623 
92.5-7 581 

93 872 

53—74 1414 
93.6 918 

93.8-9 1429 
94-74 1429 
94.10 1094 n. 7 
70 1682 

70.6 1195 n. 15, 1196 n. 18 
72.2 1682 

73 117 

76.3 374 

77.15 1354n. 21 
85.1 181 


1 (Ethiopic) Enoch 


2.1-5.4 1160 
9.4 735 n. 40 
5.7 583 
5.8-9 465 
9.3 113 

10.1 113 


10.4-6 775 

10.6 323n.8 

10.12 1543 

10.13 1137 n. 7 
10.13-14 1371 
10.16 1591 

13.5 1464. n. 11 
15.6 1623 

15.6-9 1616n. 1 
17—19 1857 
18.11-12 1373 
18.11-16 775, 1137 n. 7 
18.15 1192 n. 6 
19.1 430. n. 12 

20 92n. 51 

22 1369, 1370 n. 22 
22.1-14 804 n. 32 
22.8-10 1373 

22.9 1371 

22.10-11 1368 n. 18 
24-25 1573 n. 3 
25.3 374 

25.5 1272 n.3 
27.1-3 1137n.7 
32.3 1857 


37-71 1685 

37.4 1476 

38.4 867 n. 9 

39 1369 

39.4 1333 n. 20 
39.4-8 804 n. 32 
39.6 1852 

40.9 92 n. 51, 1476 
40.5 1852 

41-44 1121 

42 684 n. 36, 1249 n. 12 
45.3-4 1852 
46-48 924n. 3 
46.3-7 924n. 3 
46.7 113 

47 1122 

47.3 1008 n. 47 
48.4-10 924n. 3 
49.1 117 

49.1-3 1098 n. 13 
49.2 1852 

91.4 1623 

51.3 1799 n. 26 
91.3-5 1852 

94.6 323n.8 


55.4 1007 n. 40 

56.3 772 n. 13 

58.3 1476 

60.1 113 

60.22 113 

60.8 1857 

61.12 1857 

61.8 1799 n. 26 

62 1741 

62-71 924 n. 3 

62.3-9 924 n. 3 

62.8 723, 732 n. 36, 1695 
62.11 603 

62.13 1695 

62.14 117, 924 n. 3, 1239 n. 19, 1272 
63.10 1334, 1371 

63.11 924n. 3, 1195 n. 15 
69.27-29 924n. 3 

72.1 1692 

77.4-5 374 

80 1682 

84.4-6 304n. 11 

84.6 1591 

87.3 374 

89-90 1573 n. 3 


89.10 1247 

89.14 996 n. 19 
89.18-20 996 n. 19 
89.42—43 1367 n. 14 
89.42-49 1247 

89.47 1367 n. 14 
89.49 1367 n. 14 
89.55 996 n. 19, 1247 
89.73-90.29 1576n.6 
90.6-17 996 n. 19 
90.8-13 733 
90.24-27 323n.8 
90.26 1137 n. 7 
90.28-40 1573n. 3 
91 1414 

91.10 1623, 1629 
91.12 1195n. 15 
91.16 1692 

92.3 1623, 1629 

93 1414 

93.3-10 918 n. 2 
93.5 1591 n. 2 

96.3 465 

97.8-10 1150 n. 7, 1151 n. 8, 1152 n. 11 
98.3 1207 


98.16 1207 
99.1-16 583 

99.4 1666 

99.5 1196 n. 18 
99.9 1207 
99.10-15 572 
100.1-2 1195 n. 15, 1196 n. 18 
100.2 1666 

100.2 1885n. 5 
102.1 1192 n. 6 
102.4-5 1369 
102.7 1233 n. 6 
102.9-10 1349 n. 7 
103 1207 

103.3-4 1623, 1629 
103.5 572 

103.5-8 1368 n. 18 
103.7-8 1238 n. 14 
104.1 1008 n. 47 
104.2 867n.9 
104.4-6 1623 
104.6 1694 

104.6 1832 

108 1361 

108.5-14 1238 n. 14 


108.7 1008 n. 47 
108.7-9 516 
108.11 1332 


2 (Slavonic) Enoch 


33.12 1120 n. 22 
39.2 1120 n. 22 
45.2 1239n. 19 
90.5 1166 n. 8 
61.2 597 

65.10 1857 


3 (Hebrew) Enoch 


17.8 1015 
18.2-3 1015 
30.2 1015 


Joseph and Asenath 


13.2 1481 
15 1226n.9 
15.11 697 


Jubilees 


1.15-17 1573n. 3 
1.16 1591 
1.23 289 


1.24-25 603 

2.19. 523 

3.30-31 1850 

5.6-7 775 

9.13-14 1008 n. 47 
7.26 77n. 15 

7.20 1850 

9.15 323 n. 8, 1137 n. 7, 1192 n. 6 
10.1 773 n. 14 

10.5 430 n. 12 

10.5-9 433 n. 18 

10.8 1007 n. 42, 1074 n. 11 
10.11 1704n. 5 

11.4 773 n. 14 

11.11 724n. 12 
11.11-13 733 

11.15 167n.6 

11.24 724n. 12 

12.20 773 n. 14 

15.34 304 n. 11 

16.18 113 

22.10-24 305 

23.16 1195 

23.19 1195, 1196 n. 18 
23.26-30 465 


23.29 1007 n. 40 
23.31 1629 

23.32 1008 n. 47 
30.5-6 969 n. 7 
30.8-9 1357 n. 23 
30.19-23 1008 n. 47 
30.23 969 n. 7 

33.9 1357 n. 23 
36.4-8 1026 

36.10 323 n. 8, 1192 n. 6 
49 1710 

49.1 1952, 1958 n. 6 
49.12 1952 
49.15-16 1708 
49.19 1958 n. 6 
90.3 523 

90.8-13 523 

90.10 516 

90.12 516 


Letter of Aristeas 


1 52 
1-8 52 
6 52 
8 53 


46-50 1015 
95 100 

116 1274 
207 596 
322 53 


Life of Adam and Eve 
13.1 1704n. 5 
Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 


in toto 1839 
3.11 1704n. 5 
5.1 1704n. 5 
5.1-14 1248n. 9 
5.14 1850n. 15 


Odes of Solomon 


24.1-2 338 
28.2 135n.5 
38.17—21 995 n. 16 


Pseudo-Philo 
Biblical Antiquities 


8-9 104n. 6 
11-12 539n.5 
15 539n.5 


32.9: 972 
42 104n.6 
60.1 1508 


Sibylline Oracles 


3.316 249 
3.796-807 1007 n. 40 
4.27-28 168 n. 7 


Testament of Abraham (version A) 


8.10 455 n. 15 

14.11 323n.8 
15-20 972 
20.11-12 1368 n. 15 
20.13-14 1368 n. 17 


Testament of Asher 


2.5 1462 

4.1 1476 

6.4-6 1368 n. 15 

7.3 173 n. 3,178, 1007 n. 42 


Testament of Benjamin 


3.3 1026, 1742 
4.3 590 
4.2 1850 n. 14 


5.2 430 n. 12, 773 n. 14 
6.4-5 614 

6.1 1704n. 5 

9.3 1860 n. 29 


Testament of Dan 


1.4 1476 

2.4 455n. 15 

9.3 1026 

9.10-11 1007 n. 42 
5.1 1704n. 5 

5.12 1857 

5.6 1704n. 5 
6.3—4 1007 n. 42 


Testament of Gad 


6.3—4 1388, 1389 
6.7 1389 


Testament of Issachar 


3.4 1101n. 16 
4.6 1101n. 16 
9.1 1480 n. 8 
9.1-2 1026 
7.6 1036 


Testament of Job 


27.3-5 367 n. 8 
33.3 1638 

39.12 972 

47.11 1368 n. 15 
52.2 1368 n. 15 
52.5 1368 n. 15 


Testament of Joseph 


3.4-5 516 
3.9 1312 
4.8 516 

7.4 565 

8.1 1885n. 5 
10.1 516 
18.2 590 


Testament of Judah 


2.1 794n. 15 

9.7 1289 n. 19, 1293 
13.1 77n. 16 

18-19 1150n. 7 

20 1093 

23.3 1667 

23.5 173n.3 


24.1 192 

24.6 192 

25.3 1007 n. 40 
26.1 1480 n. 8 
26.3 651 n. 10 


Testament of Levi 


2.2 1448 

2.6-8 337 n. 10 

2.11 218 

4.1 1682 

4.3-4 192 n. 42 

4.4 173 n. 3,178, 191 n. 38 
6.2 223 

7.2 969 n. 7 

8.3 1638 

8.15 187 

10.3 1860 n. 29 

14.4 77n. 16 

16.3 113, 122 n. 41 

17-18 84n. 40 

18 772 n. 13,1008 n. 44, 1638 n. 13 
18.1-3 1638 

18.3 192 n. 42 

18.4 1429 


18.5 173 

18.6-7 334n. 5,337 n. 10 
18.8 152, 1638 

18.12 1007 n. 42, 1082, 1638 
18.10-11 1857 


Testament of Moses 


6.1 187 n. 31 

6.2 173 

7.3 1349 n. 7 

7.4 1117 

7.6 1643 

77-9 1113 

9.6 1677 

9.6-7 1122 

10.1 431, 1007 n. 42 
10.1-3 1007 n. 40 
10.3 603 

10.3-4 292 

10.5 1682 
10.11-12 772 n.13 
10.12 972 


Testament of Naphtali 


3.4-5 1431n. 15 
4.5 191 n. 38 


6 757 
7.4 1920 n. 25 
8.2 192 n. 42 


Testament of Naphtali (Hebrew version) 


1.6 596, 1036 
10.9 1101 


Testament of Reuben 


1.6 77n. 15 
2—3 1093 
3.1-8 1093 
3.13 226 

4.1 77n.15 
7.2 602n.11 


Testament of Simeon 


4.4 1476 

4.9 773n. 14 

9.2 193 n. 44 

6.5 218 

6.6 773 n. 14, 1007 n. 40, 1082 n. 30 
71-2 192 n. 42 


Testament of Solomon 
5.11 776 


11.6 776 
18.20 437 
18.23 437 
20.16-17 1006 n. 38 
22.4 1451 


Testament of Zebulun 


9.1 1036 

6.6 1490 

7.2-3 173n.3 

8.2 173n.3 

9.8 431, 1007 n. 42, 1082 n. 30 


New Testament Apocrypha 
Acts of John 
90-91 862 
Acts of Paul 


2 647 

3 647 

4 1256n.5 
9-6 549 n. 1 
7 647 


Acts of Peter 


20 862 
32 380, 381 n. 31 
37-38 1672, 1743 n. 23 


Acts of Philip 
60 862 
Acts of Pilate 


1.7 786n.2 

8 1848 n. 11 

9 1848 n. 11 

10.2 1856 n. 21 

16.2 238n. 13 

16.6 238 n. 13, 1929 
B.11.2 1863 


Acts of Thomas 


30-33 647 
32 1817 
91-54 647 


Apocalypse of Paul 
14 1368 
Apocalypse of Peter 
15-17 862 


Arabic Infancy Gospel 


23 1848 n. 11 
90-52 267 


Gospel of Peter 


1-3 1817 

2.3 1873 

2.5 1876n. 8 

5.15 1858 

6.21 1874 

6.24 1875, 1877 
8.31 1877 

9.34-35 1876n. 8 
9.35—10.42 1880 n. 4 
9.36-37 1877 

10.39 1877 

11.45 1877 

12.50 1929, 1885 n. 5 
13.55 1877 
13.55-56 1929 
13.56 1899 

14.60 501 


Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew 
13 206 


15.2 238 

Gospel of the Nazareans 
18 1525 

Gospel of Thomas 


2 1048 

3 536, 1410 

4 1232, 1240 n. 20 
9-6 746n. 5 

9.2 1130 

6.4 1130 

6.5 1130 

9 718, 741 

10 1189 n. 2, 1192 n. 9 
13 838n. 2 

14 536 

14.4 988, 811 n. 6 

16 1189 n. 2, 1192 n. 9 
20 1222n.3 

21 1171 

22 1467n. 1 

31 416 n. 38 

33 744, 1099 n. 14 

34 611 

35 1071, 1083 


36 1157, 1158 

44-45 1130, 1142 
45b-c 618 

45a 616n. 61 

46.1 676, 675 n. 19 
47b-c 504, 504 n. 4 

47 510 n. 9, 1324 n. 2, 1325, 1337 
54 549 n. 1 

55 850 n. 1, 1281 n. 1 
63 1147n.3 

64 1270, 1274, 1361 
64-65 1269 

65 1592, 1593, 1600 n. 7 
67 850n.1 

68-69 549 n. 1 

72 1147n. 3 

73 995 n. 18 

76 1168 

76.3 1157 

78 659 

79 1094, 1836, 1094 n. 7 
82 1192n.9 

86 975,979 n. 3 

91 1197 

92 1048 


94 1048 

96-97 1222n. 3 

98 1281n. 1 

99 749, 1087 

100 1607 

101 1281n. 1 

104 504 

107 1296, 1296 n. 3 
113 1410 


Infancy Story of Thomas 


2 261n.7 
19.2 267 


Protevangelium of James 


1-5 919 n. 4 

4-10 206 n. 18 

7.3 794 n. 19 

8 76 

10.1 107 

17.3-18.1 206 

18 208 

19-20 130, 206 n. 18 
24.3-4 238 


Pseudo-Clement 


Homilies 


2.6.1 697 n. 11 
3.11.2 697 n. 11 
3.13.1-2 697 n. 11 
3.47 972 

3.63 1517 


Recognitions 
10.71 63 


Mishnah 
~Aboda Zara 


2.3 1033 n. 21 
2.5 1024n.6 


‚Abot 


1.3 1266, 1383, 1394 

1.4 1040 

1.5 711, 1266, 1266 n. 13 

1.6 606 

1.13 999 n. 26 

2.4-5 1461 

2.5 606 

2.7 1023 

2.8 1042, 1094 n. 7, 1383, 1394 


2.15 995 n. 18 
3.2 1042, 1705 
3.7 1335n. 27 
3.8 984 

3.11 895 

3.17 1239 n. 19 
4.2 1536 

4.5 999 n. 26 
4.15 998 

4.16 1023 

4.20 521 

5.1-5 1533 
9.19 1023, 1522 
9.21 264, 1480 n. 9 
6.3 1478n. 5 
6.5—6 268 n. 17 


Baba. Batra. 


1.6 1274 

2.11 1391n. 14 
3.1 1594n. 5 
8—9 1149, 1310 
8.7 1310 


Baba. Mesi.a; 
1.8 660 


3.10-11 1538 
9.1 1331 


Baba: Qamma. 


9.6 1258n.9 

7.7 213, 1744. n. 25 
10.1-2 1521 

10.2 311n. 29 


Berakot 


1.5 1427 

2 403 

3.1 651, 979 n. 6 
3.1-2 649 n. 7 

3.3 1215n. 4 

9.9 542, 896 n. 6, 1005 n. 37 
6-8 1262 

6.1 833, 1724 n. 16 
6.6 694 n. 4 

8.2 1262 

8.8 1723 

9.5 816n. 14 


Dema:>i 


2.1 1116 
2.2-3 495 n. 13 


2.3 1117 n. 20, 1299 
:Eduyyot 


2.5 528 
5.6 1112 
8.4 1030 
8.7 660 


Erubin 

2.1-4 1218, 1258 
Gittin 

9.10 1356 
Hagiga 


1.1 264 
1.8 523 
2.7 1299 


Ketubot 


3.9 1520 

4.4 651n. 10 
4.4-5 107 n. 10 
7.6 695 n. 6 


Kil. ayim 
3.2 1225n.8 


4-6 1594n. 5 
Ma.aserot 
4.5 1116 
Ma.aser Seni 
5.2 264n. 12 
Megilla 


2.4 403 n. 18 

3-4 403 

3.4 403 n. 18 

4.1-2 403, 403 n. 18 

4.1-5 403 

4.3 403 n. 19, 651 n. 10 

4.4 403 n. 18 

4.6 264, 403 n. 18, 1480 n. 9 
4.10 403, 403 n. 18 


Middot 
5.4 1793 
Mo.ed Qatan 


1.6 651 
3.5 651 
3.7-9 651 


Nazir 


6.5 1030 
7.1 1030 


Nedarim 


3.4 311 n. 29, 1521 
5.5 1594 


Nega.im 


3.1 474 
11.1 474 
12.1 474 
13.6-12 474 
14 476 


Nidda 


1.3-5 236 

2.5 236 

9.1 236 

9.2 1225n.7 

9.6 264, 1480 n. 9 


‚Oholot 


2.2 1875 
7.6 86n. 47 
18.7 640 


Pe.a 


1.1 979 n. 6, 1166 n. 8 
4.1-2 1300 n. 12 
8.7 523, 1228 n. 11 


Pesahim 


4.5 1959 

9.1 79 n. 26 
5.10 1952 
7.12-13 1952 
8.6 1953 

9.5 1955n. 3 
10 1722 

10.1 1718, 1952 
10.1-3 1952 
10.2 1953 
10.5 1952 
10.7 1953 
10.9 1954 


Ro:s Hassana 


1.1 912 
1.3 542 
4.9 542 


Sabbat 


1.2 1718 

4.1-2 1256 

5 1218, 1258 

6.3 528 

6.4 1749 

6.10 1831 

7.1 1185 n. 26 
7.2 523, 723, 724 n. 12, 1217 
8.1 1877 

12.1 528 

14.4 1033 

15.2 1218, 1258 
16.2 1111n. 10 
18.2 1258n. 9 
18.3 528, 1253 
19.2 528, 1033 
19.5 166 n. 5,_928 
23.4-5 651 

23.5 651, 1877 


Sanhedrin 


1.1 1447 
1.5-6 1015 
1.6 1794n. 18 
3.1 1447 


4.1 1792, 1794 

4.2 1792 

3:2: 1792 

6.4 1798 

6.5 651, 1122 

7.2 1808n. 3 

7.5 483, 1792, 1798 
9.6 1573 n. 3 

10 1302 

10.1 1234 

10.3 1002 n. 32,1431 n. 15 
11.1 1248 n. 10 
11.2 1792, 1793 


Sebi.it 

8.10 1031 

9.1 1116, 1116 n. 19 
Seqalim 

1.3 1572 

2.1 1572, 1645 
2.4 1572 

2.5 660 

3.1 1576 

6.1 1645 

6.5 1645 


7.4 213, 227 
Sota 


1.7 606, 608 

2.6 1357 n. 23 

3.4 711, 1037 n. 2 
9.1 1357 n. 23 
8.1-6 1273 n. 7 

9.9 1196n. 18 

9.15 474n. 17,1195 


Sukka 


1 871 

2.9 871 

3.9 678, 871 n. 17, 1250 n. 15, 1549 
4.5 871 n. 17, 1549, 1908 

4.8 871n. 17 

9.9 1958 


Tamid 


1.2 79 n. 24 

3.1 79 n. 24 

9.1 1462 

9.2 79n. 24 
9.2-6.3 79 
9.4-6.3 94 n. 57 


6-/ 79 

6.1 95 

6.2 95 

6.3 80, 95 

7.2 94 n. 57, 94 n. 58 


Toharot 
7.6 311 n. 29, 1521 
Yadayim 


1 1111 
3.5 1015 
4.2 1015 


Yebamot 
16.7 679 
Yoma. 


1.1 1793-94 
1.5 542 

2.1 1705 
2.2-4 79n. 24 
2.9 1705 

9.1 94 

8.6 528, 529 


Zabim 


2.4 793 
4.1 793 
9.7 793 


Zebahim 


1.3 1015 
9.8 1954 


Baba, Qamma. 
6.20 1300 
Berakot 


1.12 1164 
9.9 1723 
9.26 1112 n. 12 
6.18 711, 1461 


Dema>i 


2.11-12 1112n.11 
3.4-9 495 n. 13 


Hullin 
2.20-21 579 
Megilla 


Tosepta 


3.5 638 
3.16 598 n. 48 


Menahot 

13.22 1349 n. 8 
Nega.im 

6.2 651 

Pe.a 

4.17-21 1166n. 8 
4.18 1166n. 8 
Pesahim 

2.22 1952 
Sanhedrin 


3 1137n.7 
11.7 1793 
13.3-4 1137 
13.8 1002 n. 32 
14.10 1302 


Sota 


9.9 696 n. 10 
13.8 1164 


Babylonian Talmud 
«Aboda Zara 
15a 1274 
Arakin 
16b 615 
Baba; Batra: 


8a 694n.5 
10a 1413 

10b 1645 

60b 1185 n. 26 
174a 1033 


Baba: Mesi.a: 


38b 1486 n. 13 
42a 1538 

59b 606, 757 
75b 1310 


Baba: Qamma. 


79b-80a 226 
82b 651, 1311 n. 14 
94b 1521 


Bekorot 


8b 1291 n. 25 
Berakot 


5a 1478 n. 5, 1862 
7b 1480 

17a 1463 n. 7 

18a 979n. 6 

24b 1462 

25a 1256 

28b 1023, 1461, 1463 n. 7, 1623 n. 6 
3la 1225 n. 7, 1462 
31b 694, 694 n. 5 
35a 1597, 1724 n. 16 
40b 1053 

41b 694n. 5 

51a 1623n. 6 

55b 1486n. 13 

60b 1056 

61b 1480 

63b 854n. 3 


Besa 


32b 1367 
40a 226 


Gittin 


52a 1091 n. 4 
52a-b 1643 
56a 1463 n. 9 
57b 1368 n. 16 
68b 1480 

90a 1356 


Hagiga 


14a 924n. 3 
15a 339 n. 1 


Hullin 


105a 1112 n. 11 
105b 1091 n. 4 


Ketubot 


17a 649 n. 7 

50a 264, 1482, 1520 
63a 1468 n. 3 

67b 1538 

Megilla 

14a 251 

31a—b 403 


Menahot 


6 


95b 524A.n. 27 
Nazir 


43b 1030 
48b 1030 


Nedarim 


32b 1639 
Ala 484, 484 n. 34, 929 n. 11 


Nidda 
70b 1620 n. 4 
Pesahim 


68a 647 
93b 483 
99b 1713 
107b 1718 


Qiddusin 
18b 122 


70a 110 
72a 1368 n. 16 


Ro.š Hassana 


3a—b 912 
8a 912 


Sabbat 


13b 1033 n. 21 
17b 1033 n. 21 
3la 596, 1036 
33a 1256 

88b 1015 
118b 1413 n. 5 
127a 896 n. 7 
127b 606 
128a—b 523 
128b 1253, 1258 n. 9 
152a 997 


Sanhedrin 


4b 1447 

25a-b 311 n. 29 

25b 213 

38b 1685, 1686 n. 39, 1798 
43a 1701, 1703, 1843, 1844 
97a 1030, 1031 

88b 267 

89a 1793 

90b 1619 

91b 1619 

96b 924 n. 3 


97a 1413 

98a 924 n. 3, 1685 
99b 1413 

101a 1461, 1480 
106b 352 


Seqalim 
3-4 1645 
Sota 


7b 1023 
22b 1109 
48b 1164 


Sukka 
45b 1461, 1463 n. 7 
Ta.anit 


2a 647 

7b 1284 n. 6 

12a 1463 n.9 

16a 1003 

20a 670 n. 13 

24b 1476, 1478 n. 5 


Tamid 


32a 854n. 3 
Yoma. 
86a 1302 


Jerusalem (Palestinian) Talmud 
Berakot 


4b (2.1) 1117, 1642 
5a (2.4) 238 

7d (4.2) 1463 n. 7 

11d (7.6) 1623n. 6 
12a (8.2-3) 1112 n. 11 
13b (9.1) 757, 1450 
Besa 

63b (5.8) 226 

Gittin 

50d (9.11) 696 n. 10 
Hagiga 

77d (2.2) 919 n. 4, 1362, 1371 


Sanhedrin 
23c (6.6) 919 n. 4, 1275 n. 12 


Sebi .it 

38d (9.1) 1138 
Sota 

20c (5.4) 135 n.5 
Ta.anit 

65b (2.1) 924 n. 3 
Terumot 

40b (1.1) 766, 771 


Targumim 
Fragmentary Targum 
Genesis 


27:40 1194 
49:25 1094 n. 


Exodus 


12:42 1413 n. 
15:2 270 


Targum Neofiti 1 


IN 


IN 


Genesis 
4:14 926n. 7 


49:25 1094 n. 7 
Leviticus 

23:43 873 
Targum Ongelos 
Genesis 

13:13 495 n. 13 
Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
Genesis 


3:6 1007 n. 40 
6:4 1007 n. 40 
35:21 226 

49:25 1094 n. 7 


Leviticus 


19:18 597 
22:28 604 


Numbers 
25:12 407 n. 27 


Targumim on the Writings and Prophets 
2 Samuel 


3:21 1313 n. 20 


1 Chronicles 
3:24 1685 
Job 
4:12 1413 .n.6 
Psalms 


2:7 342 

68:27 135n.5 
102:27 1692 
118:24 1603 n. 10 
121:6 881 


Ecclesiastes 
10:7-8 1121 
Song of Solomon 


2:12 339n. 14 
4:12 1368 n. 15 
4:16 80 


Isaiah 


28:16 1603 n. 10 
31:4-5 1531 
51:1 305n.15 
61:1 406 n. 22 


Jeremiah 

27:6-8 1685 
Lamentations 

2:20 1121, 1124 n. 28 
Micah 

4:8 226 

Habakkuk 

2:11 1560 n. 16 
Zechariah 

12:12 920 


Midrashim 
Aggadat Bereshit 


4.3 924.n.3 
23.1 924n. 3 
69.1 669 n. 11 


Leqah Tob 
Numbers 

24:17 (2.129b, 130a) 290 n. 15 
Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael 


Amalek 


3.55-57 on Exod. 18:1 1299 
4.5 on Exod. 18:13 1718 


Bahodesh 


3 on Exod. 19:17 516n. 15 
5.1-11 on Exod. 20:2 1335 n. 27 
9 on Exod. 20:21 1350 n. 11 


Nezikin 


1 on Exod. 21:2 321 
11 on Exod. 21:35 1035-36 


Pisha 


8 on Exod. 12:15 1710 
14 on Exod. 12:42 1413 n. 7 


Shabbata 

1 on Exod. 31:13 526, 528 
Shirata 

3 on Exod. 15:2 516n. 15, 604 


Midrash ha-Gadol 
Genesis 


49:10 924n. 3 


Deuteronomy 
29:10 1215n. 4 
Midrash Psalms 


1.2 on 1:1 1799 

4.3 on 4:1 1450 

18.29 on 18:35 1799 

23.2 on 23:1 213 

55.2 on 55:17 1450 

73.4 on 73:10 1560 n. 16 

91.8 on 91:13 1007 n. 42, 1008 n. 44 
108.1 on 108:1 1799 

110.1 on 110:1 1799 

110.1-4 on 110:1 1639 

118.19-20 on 118:21-22 1250 .n. 15 


Midrash Rabbah 
Genesis Rabbah 


2.40n 1:2 339 

23.4 on 4:23 416n. 38 

27 on 6:5-6 1431n. 15 
38.14 on 11:29-30 78 n. 20 
56.3 on 22:6 853 

65.22 on 27:27 1848 n. 10 
81.3 on 35:2 969 n. 7 


86.4 on 39:2 1301 n. 14 
96.2 on 47:30 802 
98.12 on 49:15 649 


Exodus Rabbah 


2.2 on 3:1 1335n. 27 

14.2 on 10:22 1238 n. 14 
15.30 on 12:2 1011 n. 53 
19.5 on 12:43-44 1204n. 5 
25.7 on 16:4 1272 n.3 
26.2 on 17:8 590 

32.9 on 23:20-21 674n. 18 
38.8 on 29:1 1365n. 9 


Leviticus Rabbah 


1.5on 1:1 1262 n. 3, 1265 n. 9, 1265 n. 10 
1.14 on 1:1 292 

3.50n 1:7 1647 

10.4 on 8:2 647 

15.2 on 13:2 1256n. 6 
16.2 on 14:2 1023 

21.8 on 16:3 697 n. 11 
25.6 on 19:23 1639 

27.1 on 22:27 1238 n. 14 
29.3 on 23:24 608 

31 on 24:2 1225n.7 


35.6 on 26:3 1311n. 15 
Numbers Rabbah 


13.14 on 7:12-13 924n. 3 
16.21 on 14:2 1539 


Deuteronomy Rabbah 


3.12 on 10:1 516 n. 15 
3.17 on 10:1 869 n. 12 


Ruth Rabbah 

6.1 on 3:8 1933 
Esther Rabbah 

7.10 on 3:6 1604, 1605 
Ecclesiastes Rabbah 


1.15.1 on 1:15 1371 
7.2.5 on 7:2 1464n. 11 


Song of Songs Rabbah 


1.1.9 on 1:1 1303 n. 24 
2.15.1 on 2:15 1247 
7.3.3 on 7:3 325, 726 n. 15 


Lamentations Rabbah 
1.23 on 1:2 290 n. 15 


1.34 on 1:7 1312n. 17 
1.51 on 1:16 226. n. 29 
3.9 on 3:49--50 407 n. 27 
4.2 on 4:2 1272 


Midrash Samuel 
589 (31a) 1030 n. 16 
Pesikta Rabbati 


15.22 669 n. 11 
23.4 166n.5 
29/30A 292 
29/30B 292 
29/30B.4 290 n. 15 
30 292 

33.292 

36.2 379 n. 26 
37.2 1094 n. 7 
43.4 1368 n. 16 
44.9 1302 


Sipra 


200 on Lev. 19:18 1036 
227 on Lev. 22:29-33 367 n. 7, 1008 n. 44 


Sipre Deuteronomy 


49 on 11:22 604 
306.1 on 32:1 1160 
307.3 on 32:4 1857 
308.2 on 32:4 1844 
357 on 34:5 972 


Sipre Numbers 


103 on 12:8 1238 
112 on 15:31 483 
117 on 18:8 1302 


Tanhuma (Buber) Toledot 

70b (6.20) 924 n. 3 

Tanhuma (Vilnius-Grodno) Toledot 
5 996 


Yalqut ha-Makhiri 
Isaiah 


61:1 407 n. 27 


Other Rabbinic Writings 
‚Abot de Rabbi Nathan 


A.2 579 
A.16 1210n. 17 


A.24 622 
A.25 1265n.9 
A.35 651 
B.39 651 


Alphabet of Rabbi Akiva 
in toto 1015 

Derek ‚eres Rabbah 
11.13 1413n.5 

Derek .eres Zutta 

5 1076n.15 

Pirge de Rabbi Eliezer 


14 1007 n. 40 
22 1007 n. 40 
32 647 

41 516n.15 
48 166n.4 


Semahot 


1 651 

1.4 651 

8—11 649 n. 7 
12.5 601 n. 10 


Shemoneh Esreh (Eighteen Benedictions) 


1 1629 

3 1052 n. 16 
4-6 1051n. 13 
7 182, 1053 

9 1054 

10 182, 1084 n. 35 
11 1053 

12 182 

14 1634 

17 220n. 19 
18 1054 


Qumran / Dead Sea Scrolls 
1Q14 (Pesher on Micah; 1QpMic) 
20-21 1196 n. 18 


1Q28a (Rule of the Congregation; Rule Annex; 
1QSa) 

1.14-15 831 

2.1 831 

2.3-10 1266, 1276 

2.11 124 

2.11-22 1239 n. 19 


1Q28b (Benedictions; Book/Collection of 
Blessings; 1QSb) 


4.22 1465n. 13 
4.24-28 1623 


1QapGen (Genesis Apocryphon) 


2.3 359 

2.19 359 

2.20 359 

9.4 359 

9.10 359 

9.25-26 359 

6 359 

6.6 1431 n. 15 
12.17 113 

20.6-7 137 
20.10-11 1719 
20.11-22.11 1433 
20.12 113 

20.16 113 

20.17 1215n. 5 
20.21-29 1215n. 5 
20.28-29 433 n. 18, 438 
20.29 1077 n. 18 
20.31 1365n. 9 


22.16 1009 
22.21 1009 


1QH (Thanksgiving Hymns/Psalms; Hodayot) 


1.21 257 

1.35 1010 

1.36 574 

2.8-10 246 

2.9 1010 

2.11-14 1193 n. 11 
2.15 1133 

2.20 1009, 1462 n. 5 
2.31 1009, 1462 n. 5 
2.32 1133 

2.32-33 1193n. 11 
2.34 574, 1133 
3.12-17 303 

3.19 1009, 1462 n. 5 
3.21-23 1623 
3.28-31 323n.8 
3.37 1009, 1462 n. 5 
4.5 1462 n. 5 

4.11 1853 

4.21-22 1695 
4.32-33 220 n. 19 


9.12 243 

9.13-14 574 

9.16 323n.9 

9.20 178 

6.13 1623 

6.18-19 323n.8 
6.33 122n.41 
7.6-7 122n.41 
7.26-27 1010 
7.34 1461 

8.4-11 995 n. 16 
8.20 1192n.6 
9.28-29 180 
9.32-36 191 
9.34-36 752 

10.14 178 

11.9 220n. 19 
11.15-22 1464n. 12 
13.14 675 n. 19 
18.12-13 675n. 19 
18.14-15 407 n. 26,_ 669 n. 11 
18.16 675 n. 19 
18.23-24 675.n. 19 


1QM (War Scroll; Milhama) 


1.11 1797 n. 23 
1.14 1797 n. 23 
2.5-6 1573n.3 
3.9 730 n. 29 
4.4 1797 n. 23 
4.12 1797 n. 23 
6.2 1797 n. 23 
6.6 1797 n. 23 
7.4 1266 
7.10 1573 n. 
10.5 1797 n. 
11.5-6 182 
11.6 192 n. 42 
11.7 407 n. 26 
12.2 1008 n. 47 
13.4 1074n. 11 
14.4 178 

14.4-10 182 

14.10 433 n. 18 
14.10-11 157, 246 
16.9 730 n. 29 
16.14 730 n. 29 
17.9 730 n. 29 
17.17 730 n. 29 
18.6-11 182 


3 
2 


1QpHab (Pesher on Habakkuk) 


2.7 1691 n. 46 
7.2 1691 n. 46 
7.8 730 n. 29 
9.5-7 1550, 1562 
12.4 1010 


1QS (Manual of Discipline; Rule/Order of the 
Community) 


1.3 1375 n. 33, 1917 

1.9 1332 

1.10 588 n. 37, 1035 
1.10-11 1183 n. 24 

1.18 1074n. 11,1704 n. 5 
1.22 191 n. 38 

1.24 1074n. 11,1704n. 5 
2.1 191 n. 38 

2.1-26 333 

2.4-9 588 n. 37 

2.8 323n.8 

2.15 323n.8 

2.16 1183 n. 24, 1332 
2.19 1704n. 5 

2.21-22 831 

3.1-9 297 n. 18 


3.13-4.25 1704n. 5 
3.16—4.26 1093 
3.19-25 1101 

3.23 730 n. 29, 1074 n. 11 
4.2 1100n. 15 

4.7 1476 

4.13 323n.8 
4.18-19 1680 n. 33 
4.20-21 322 
4.21-22 239n. 18 
9.8-23 333 

9.12 1184 

9.13 297 n. 19 
9.13-14 297 n. 18 
9.17 290 

6.2 1333 

6.24-25 1183 n. 24 
71-2 1183 n. 24 
7.16 1183 n. 24 
8.5-6 995 n. 16 
8.12-15 297 n. 18 
8.13-14 188 

8.14 290 

8.14-15 292 
8.15-16 1375 n. 33 


8.21-23 1183 n. 24 
9.11 665, 1634 n. 4, 1638 n. 13 
9.19-20 188, 290, 292 
9.19-21 297, 297 n. 18 
9.21-22 1035 

9.21-23 588 n. 37 
10.17-18 590 

10.19 1334. n. 21 
11.1-2 1461 

11.3-5 1464 n. 12 
11.10-12 1464n. 12 
11.21 675n. 19 


4Q161 (Commentary on Isaiah (A); 4QpIsa’) 


in toto 192 n. 42 
2.5-6 1010 


4Q169 (Pesher on Nahum; 4QpNah) 
3-4 3.5 1010 
4Q174 (Florilegium; 4QFlor) 


in toto 343 

1.1-12 1576n. 6 

1.8 1056 n. 25 
1.10-11 114 

1.11 117, 1508, 1595 


1.11-13 1634 
1.15 290 


40175 (Testimonia; 4QTestim) 


12 192 n. 42 
15-16 1285.n. 7 


4Q181 
1.4 1476 


4Q246 (4QpsDan ar’; formerly 4QpsDan A? or 
4Q243) 


in toto 924n. 3 
2.1 113-14 


4Q372 
in toto 1052 n. 14 


4Q504 (Dibre Hamme. orot; “Paroles des 
Luminaires”; 4Q0DibHam’) 


3.12 1917 

4QEn Giants? (Book of the Giants) 
8.4 359 

4QMess ar (Aramaic messianic text) 
2.17 1047 


AQMMT (Migsät Ma.asé Tora) 
epilogue, line 10 1936 


4QPBless (Patriarchal Blessings; formerly 
4QpGen 49) 


1.3-4 1508 
3 665 
4 1634 


4QpPs? (Pesher on Psalm 37; 4QpPs 37) 
in toto 1573 n. 3 
4QPrNab (Prayer of Nabonidus) 


in toto 706 n. 26 
1.4 928 


11QMelch (Melchizedek text) 
in toto 401, 407 n. 26, 839 
11QPs? (Psalms Scroll) 


18 1121 

18.2 1010 
18.4 1010 
27.2-11 1635 


11QTemple’ (Temple Scroll) 


3.8-13.7 1660 
18.10-19.9 535 
29.8-10 1573n.3 
30.1-45.7 1660 
48.17—-49.4 476 n. 20 
97.11-19 1357 
61.12-14 567 
64.6-13 1777n.5 
64.10-13 853 


11QtgJob (Targum to Job) 


21.5 1207 
24.8 1292 n. 27 
29.3 1292 n. 27 
34.4 1207 


CD (Damascus Document) 
1.7 178, 995 n. 16 


1.18 1133 
2.12 407 n. 26 
2.13 608 
3.20 1476 
4.13 1704n.5 
4.15-5.10 737 
4.20-5.1 1357 


4.20-5.10 1358 


9.21-6.1 1375 n. 33 
6.10-11 823 

6.15 1334. n. 21 
7.18-19 192 n. 42 
8.8 1184 

8.18 184 

10.3 1184 
10.10-13 297 n. 18 
10.14-17 1876 
11.5-6 1218 
11.13-14 1217n. 14 
11.13-17 1258 
12.15-18 1117 n. 20 
13.4-7 1276 

14.20 1333 


Murabba.at Scrolls (Mur) 


19.10 1520 
24b-e 1594n. 5 
2511 258 


Papyri 
Egerton 
2 469, 1607 


Fayum 

14.2 136 
London 

1245, line 9 1852 
Oxyrhynchus 


#1, logion 6 416 n. 38 
#284, line5 313 

#285, line 13 313 

#472, line 33 313 n. 32 
#523, line 3 270 

#654, lines 9-16 1410 
#715, lines 13-15 1309 n. 7 
#1021, line 5 202 n. 12 
#1088, line 21 794 
#1631 1594 

#1679, line 16 1163 n. 4 
#1689 1594 

#1968 1594 


Paris Magic Papyrus 
3007-85 427 n. 10 
Tebtunis 


#43, line 26 313, 313 n. 32 


#43, line 36 313, 313 n. 32 
#315, line 19 1538 n. 16 


Josephus 
Against Apion 


1.181 12 

1.1 831-5 52, 64 

1.7 8330-36 348 n. 1 

1.10 853 59 n. 21, 60 n. 22, 60 n. 24, 61 n. 29 
1.10 855 58 n. 14 

1.18 3118 270 

1.18 8119 1611 

1.22 8179 256 

1.23 8218 60 n. 22, 60 n. 24 
2.4-5 8841-54 1842 

2.4 843 638 

2.8 8108 76.n. 9 

2.17 8175 403 n. 18 

2.21 §8185-87 848 

2.24 8201 1037 n. 2 

2.29 8211 1874 

2.30 8216 1538 n. 17, 1616 n. 1 


Antiquities 
1 proem 831-4 52 


1.1.3 837 1857 

1.10.5 8193 1723 

1.11.2 3196 1918 n. 17 
1.18.5 8267 1215n. 6 
2.9.2 864 795 

2.9.3 872 223 

2.9.4 877 1830 n. 10 
2.9.6 3230 261 n. 6, 274 
2.10.2 8250 622 n. 69 
2.13.3 8286 1077 n. 18 
2.15.1 8317 1959 n. 8 
3.9.3 8887-88 305 

3.6.6 8143 1953 

3.7.1 8151 1642 

3.8.2 8195 1303 

3.8.6 8205 696 n. 9 
3.10.5 8249 1702, 1959 n. 8 
3.11.3 8264 1215 n. 6, 1216 n. 8 
3.12.1 8274 1215n. 6 
3.12.5 8290 872 

3.14.4 8310 872 

3.15.3 8321 1331n. 15 
4.4.4 8369-75 1116n. 18 
4.6.9 83140 1580 n. 9 
4.7.5 8174 1580 n. 9 


4.8.1-48 88176-322 1719n. 7 
4.8.15 8219 1896 n. 14 
4.8.23 83254-56 1620 n. 3 
4.8.48 8326 972 

9.3.2 8181 1611 

9.9.3 8328 1604n. 11 
9.10.4 8348 261 n. 6 

6.2.3 830 1215n. 6 

6.5.4 884 1286 n. 8 

6.5.6 892 190 n. 37, 706 
6.7.4 3144 699 

6.7.4 8148 1647 

6.12.1 §§242—43 524 n. 27 
6.12.2 8245 882 

6.13.7 8303 1448 

6.13.9 8311 540 

6.14.8 8377 1844 

7.3.2 867 256 

7.5.5 8114 1309 n. 7 

7.8.2 8175 1274 

7.10.5 8252 1464, 1865 
7.11.6 8280 848 n. 7 
7.13.3 8325 1215n. 6 
7.14.7 88363-67 76n.9 
8.2.5 8842-45 767 


8.2.5 8842-49 1508 n. 11 

8.2.5 8845-49 427 n. 10, 434 n. 19, 1077 n. 18 
8.2.5 8846-49 767 

8.2.9 857 1331 n. 13 

8.3.7 890 1953 

8.3.9 896 1412 

8.4.1 8100 871 n. 17 

8.6.9-6 88165-75 1098 

8.8.1-2 8214 848 n. 7 

8.8.1-2 8218 848 n. 7 

8.13.2 8320 418 n. 41 

8.13.7 8354 1286 n. 8 

9.2.2 828 972 

9.4.4 871 1228 n. 10 

9.4.5 885 1228 n. 10 

9.6.2 8111 1557 

9.10.2 83208-14 1096 n. 9 

10.3.1 838 1248 n. 9 

10.4.5 871 1580 n. 
10.5.2 883 1448 n. 
10.10.5 3213 1580 n. 9 
11.4.2 380 1642 

11.4.7 3104 168 

11.4.9 33114-19 969 
11.6.11 3261 1830 n. 10 


WO 


jee) 


11.6.11 33266-67 1830 n. 10 
11.8.6 3341 969 

12.2.3 828 1539 n. 18 
12.3.3 8138 1794. n. 18 
12.3.3 8142 1794 

12.3.3 8143 311 n. 28 
12.4.2-9 83160-220 311 n. 25 
12.4.3 8169 311 n. 28 
12.4.5 8182 1611 

12.4.7 8197 1274 

12.5.5 8257 969 

12.9.1 8357 1863 

12.10.6 3413 823 

13.1.3 8812-13 1770 
13.1.3 815 1908 

13.4.9 8127 1874 

13.5.9 8171 478 n. 23 
13.6.3 3194 1909 

13.10.3 8282 81 

13.10.3 83282-83 95 
13.10.6 33293-98 478 n. 23 
13.10.6 3294 1792 

13.10.6 33297-98 1616 
13.10.6 3298 1349 

13.13.53 8372 1205 


13.14.2 3380 853, 1830 n. 10 
13.16.1 8407 1739 n. 13 
13.16.6 33430-31 1037 n. 2 
14.1.3 810 167n.6 

14.2.1 821 1702, 1955 n. 3 
14.3.1836 1811 n. 7 

14.4.2 863 1770 

14.4.3 865 79 n. 26 

14.7.2 3114 1842 

14.9 §8156-84 75n. 7 
14.9.3-5 §8167-84 1794 
14.10.5-6 §§200-209 311, 311 n. 28 
14.10.6 33202-10 905n. 9 
14.10.6 3203 1611 
14.10.20 83241-43 905 n. 9 
14.10.22 8255 1371 n. 23 
14.12.3 8309 1859 n. 27 
14.13.3 8330 283 
14.14.1-4 §8370-85 1532 
14.14.4-5 §8383-86 75 
14.15.2 8403 1818 n. 3 
14.15.10 3450 1609 
14.16.1 3469 75 

15.2.4 821 1262n. 3 

15.4.1 892 283 


15.4.2-4 8396-107 1505 n. 4 
15.5.1 8110 1385 

15.7.5 8235 1820 n. 7 

15.8.1 8272 1853 n. 19 
15.9.2 8314 1331n. 15 
15.10.5 8373 1811 n. 7, 1811 n. 8 
15.11 §8380—425 1660 
15.11.3 3392 1661 

15.11.5 83411-12 379 
15.11.5 8417 1405 

16.4.6 8135 1163 n. 4 

16.6.1 8160 1842 

16.6.2 33162-65 638 

16.6.2 8163 772 n. 11,_1876 
16.6.5 3169 1842 

16.10.1 3302 270 

16.10.2 8311 1811n. 7 
17.2.2 8827-28 283 nn. 9 
17.2.4 8341-44 710 
17.2.4-3.1 8841-51 478 n. 23 
17.4.2-3 8878-80 283 n. 5 
17.5.7 8136 310 

17.6.4 8167 904 

17.6.5 §8168—70 1256n. 5 
17.8.1 8188 283 n. 5, 1526 


17.8.1 8189 283 n. 5 

17.8.1-3 §8191-99 75 

17.8.3 83198-99 313, 635 
17.8.3 8199 1875 

17.8.4 8205 311 n. 27 

17.9.3 8213 263 n. 10,904, 1702, 1955 n. 3 
17.9.3 88213-14 263 n. 8 
17.9.3 §8213-18 1205, 1534 
17.9.3 8222 1526 

17.10.7 3282 1908 

17.10.9 3291 1908 

17.10.10 3295 853, 1830 n. 10 
17.11.1 3300 542, 1534 
17.11.4 8317 1526 

17.11.4 8318 283 n.5 

17.11.4 8319 283 n. 5, 906 n. 13 
17.13.1 8339 1535 

17.13.2 §8342—44 903 
17.13.5 8355 903, 904 

18.1.1 331-2 904 

18.1.1 3831-10 545, 903, 1607 
18.1.1 332-4 908 

18.1.1 333-4 906 n. 14 

18.1.1 84 828.n. 6 

18.1.2 811 478 n. 23 


18.1.3 814 1267, 1370, 1616 n. 1 
18.1.4 316 1616 

18.1.5 818 1616n. 1 

18.1.6 323 828 n. 6 

18.1.6 3323-25 545 

18.2.1 826 284n. 7 

18.2.1 828 454 

18.2.2 832 911n.2 

18.2.2 8333-35 284n. 7 

18.2.2 835 493 n. 8 

18.2.3 8836-38 1117 n. 20 

18.3.1 8855-59 283, 1205, 1809, 1827 n. 5 
18.3.1 8857-59 1810 

18.3.2 860 1207 n. 9 

18.3.2 3360-62 1205, 1809 

18.3.3 3363-64 487 

18.3.3 864 1843 

18.4.1 8885-87 1205, 1573 n. 3,_1665 
18.4.1-2 3385-89 1809 

18.4.2 388 203 

18.4.3 890 311n. 27 

18.5.2 33116-19 285, 283 n. 5, 300, 328 
18.5.2 8119 277, 654, 664 

18.5.3 8122 1818n.3 

18.6.6 8194 713n. 13 


18.6.7 8204 1557 
18.6.10 §224 911 n. 2 
18.7.2 8245 1246 
18.9.2 33320-24 1770 
18.9.6 3356 1175n.9 
19.4.5 8270 1850 
19.5.1 8275 283 

19.6.1 3294 1645 
19.6.3 33300-311 638 
19.8.2 8349 515 

19.9.1 3358 696 n. 9, 1877 
20.5.1 8397-98 381 n. 31 
20.5.1 8397-99 1665 
20.5.2 8102 1810 
20.5.4 8117 1810 
20.6.1 83118-23 970 
20.6.2 83127-32 1810 
20.6.2 8131 1705 
20.6.3 8136 1850 
20.7.1 8138 283 

20.8.6 83169-72 1665 
20.9.1 §§197—200 284 
20.9.1 8199 1792 
20.9.1 83200-201 1794 
20.9.3 83208-10 1833 


20.9.5 8215 1833 
20.9.6 83216-17 1794 
20.10.4-5 88244-51 284 


Jewish War 


1 proem 6 817 54, 61 n. 29 
1.4.5-6 3893-98 1830 n. 10 
1.5.2 8110 1461, 1461 n. 3 
1.7.6 8154 1611 

1.10.2 8198 700 n. 16 
1.16.6 8319 1609 

1.20.3 8393 202 

1.21.1 8401 1660 

1.24.6 8487 713 n. 13 
1.32.3 8629 1366 

1.33.8 83668-69 283n.5 
1.33.9 8673 1875 

2.1.3 888-13 1205, 1534 
2.1.3 810 904, 1702, 1955 n. 3 
2.1.3 8810-12 263n.8 
2.1.3 8810-13 1952 

2.6.1 380 1526 

2.6.3 893 1526 

2.6.3 896 906 n. 13 

2.8.1 8117 1808 


2.8.1 88117-18 545, 1607 
2.8.1 8118 1607 n. 1, 1611 
2.8.2-13 83119-61 297 n. 19 
2.8.4 88124-27 816 n. 14, 997 
2.8.4 8125 1029 n. 15, 1770 
2.8.5 8129 1111 

2.8.5 88131-32 1718 

2.8.11 8154 1616n. 1 

2.8.14 §8162-63 478 n. 23 
2.8.14 8163 1370 

2.8.14 83164-65 1616 

2.9.1 §8167-68 283 n.5 
2.9.1 8168 911 n. 2 

2.9.2-3 88169-74 1205, 1827 
2.9.2-4 §8169-77 283n.5 
2.9.4 8175 1207 n. 9 

2.9.4 88175-77 1205 

2.9.5 8180 911n.2 

2.10.1 83184-85 1652 
2.10.5 83199-203 1827 
2.12.2 8228 1029 n. 15 
2.12.3 8232 969 n. 7 

2.12.3 83232-33 970 

2.12.7 8246 1850 

2.13.2-3 83253-54 1772 


2.14.3 8280 263 n. 8 
2.14.4 8287 312n. 31 
2.14.9 §8306-8 1497, 1828 
2.15.6 8331 1794 n. 18 
2.16.2 8336 1794n. 18 
2.16.3 8344 1819 
2.20.5 8571 1818 

3.3.5 855 1908 

3.5.5 895 835 

3.8.5 8374 1616 

3.8.5 8375 1370 n. 1 
3.8.9 8405 1898 

3.9.5 88435-36 1844 
3.9.8 8459 1737 
3.10.7-8 33506-21 454 
3.10.7 8515 286 

3.10.8 8519 428 

4 545n.8 

4.1.5 833 1480 n. 9 
4.1.6 343 1909 

4.5.3 88334-44 1123 
4.6.3 83381-88 545 n. 8 
4.8.2 8451 134n. 3 
4.8.3 8459 1505 n. 4 
4.8.3 8474 1029 n. 14, 1505 n. 4, 1531 


4.9.4-5 88509-20 648 
5—7 1676 n. 28 

9.3.1 899 1710 

9.4.2 8144 1793 

9.4.2 8146 1809 
9.9.1-6 88184—227 1660 
9.9.1 8189 1661 

9.9.2 8194 1405 

9.9.2 8200 1645 
9.9.4-5 §8207-18 1661 
9.9.4-5 83207-21 1860 
9.9.4 8212 1860 

5.5.5 8217 1953 

5.5.5 8219 1860 

9.9.6 8223 1661 

9.9.6 8224 1661 

9.9.8 33238-46 1809 
9.6.2 8259 1876 

9.7.3 8304 1876 

5.11.1 3449 1497 
5.11.1 §8449-51 1830 n. 10 
5.11.4 8466 1562 
9.12.2 8508 1562 
9.12.2 8510 1175n.9 
9.13.2 8534 167 n. 6 


9.13.6 8565 702 

9.13.7 8567 649 

6.2.4 88124-26 1405 

6.3.4 §8201-13 1676 

6.3.4 8203 1462 

6.4.5 8250 1662 n. 14 

6.5.1 88271-73 1676 n. 28 
6.9.1-3 88274-89 1667 n. 22 
6.5.2 8282 1645 

6.5.2 88283-85 1573 n. 3 
6.5.2—3 §8285-88 1665 
6.5.3 88288-89 1667 n. 22 
6.5.3 88288-300 1859 n. 27 
6.9.3-4 §8288-315 1662 n. 14 
6.5.3 88293-96 1860 n. 29 
6.5.3 8294 1705 

6.5.3 33300-309 1665 

6.5.3 8302 1790 

6.5.3 8303 1809 n. 4 

6.5.3 8304 1828 

6.5.4 88310-15 1428 n. 10 
6.6.3 8354 1793 

6.9.3 8420 1676 n. 28 

7.1.1 831-4 1563, 1662 n. 14 
7.4.1 863 896 n. 7 


7.5.3 8118 1676 n. 28 
7.5.5 8138 1676 n. 28 
7.5.6 8154 1676 n. 28 
7.6.3 8185 427 n. 10, 430 n. 12 
7.6.4 8203 1830 n. 10 
7.6.6 8217 1908 
7.8.1 88253-58 1607 
7.8.7 88375-77 1563 
Life 

182 76n.9 

1 883-6 348n. 1 
185 167 n.6 

2 888-9 261 n. 6, 268 
289 678 

5821 1255n. 4 
9842 782 n. 31 

12 862 1794 

17 892 1202n. 1 

46 §239 1516 

47 §244 314 

48 §248 1519 

52 8269 264 n. 12 

54 8279 1111, 1256 n. 10 
65 8354 263 n. 8 


65 8357 59n. 21 
72 8403 428 


Philo 
Cherubim 
12-15 8840-52 104.n. 6 
Contemplative Life 
8868 119 n. 36 
Embassy to Gaius 


24 §8160-61 1821n. 10 

25 8164 54 

38 8299 283 

38 83299-305 1205, 1809, 1821 


Flaccus 


181 1821n. 10 
2 87 1850 n. 14 
10 375 1828 


Hypothetica 


7.6 597, 1538 n. 17 
11.14-17 119 n. 36 


Life of Moses 


1.5 821 261.n. 6 

1.40 83220-26 539 n. 5 
1.49 8274 1144 

2.10-12 8352-65 1431 n. 15 
2.10 856 1433 n. 17 
2.14-15 8370-71 539n.5 
2.28 88141-42 539 n.3 
2.29 8147 190 n. 37 

2.30 8153 539n.5 

2.31 §8159-60 539 n. 5 
2.51 8291 972 


On Abraham 


218105 1289 n. 17 
22 §8107-13 1918 n. 17 


On the Confusion of Tongues 
14 §860-63 192 
On the Creation 


17 853 1101 
25 878 1272 


On the Decalogue 
12 851 1479 n. 7 
On the Special Laws 


1.35 8190 190 n. 37 
1.56 8307 320 

2.15 862 411 n. 31. 1036 
2.15 863 1026 

2.27 8145 1958 n. 6 
2.32 8197 516 

3.16 891 1204n. 5 

4.38 8197 168 n.7 

4.38 88197-98 95 n. 62 
On the Unchangeableness of God 
1.3 122 

On the Virtues 


23 8117 590 
37 83204-5 360 n. 9 


Who Is the Heir? 
6 822 238 n. 15 


Classical Writers 
Appian 
Civil Wars 


2.149 911 n. 2 
3.7 8843-45 1533 


Apuleius 

Apology 

85 1846 

Florida 
19 647 

Metamorphoses (Golden Ass) 
3.12 1273n.5 


Aristides 
Hymn to Serapis 


33 757n.6 


Aristophanes 
Birds 


1432 1328 
Parliament of Women 
117 1670 


Aristotle 
Nicomachean Ethics 


4.1.19 (1120B) 1647 n. 21 


Rhetoric 


3.18.2 701 n. 17 
Rhetoric to Alexander 
1446 598 n. 48 


Artemidorus Daldianus 
Oneirokritika 


2.93 1850 
2.96 1842 


Cicero 
Against Verres 


2.5.63-66 88163-70 1830 n. 10 
Letters to His Friends 

4.5.5 416n. 38 
On Behalf of Quintus Ligarius 


30 1312n. 19 
33 898 


On Divination 
2.28. 772 
Republic 

6.22 824 1858 


Democritus 
frag. 60 615 n. 59 
Digest of Justinian 


1.15.4.2 905 n. 10 
48.8.3-4 1811 
48.19.28 1830 n. 10 
48.24 1875 


Dio Cassius 


37.16.53 1400 
93.30.2 904 n. 6 
99.30.2 202 
97.10.52 312 n. 30 
08.4-11 1821 


Diodorus Siculus 


1.1.1-3 55n.5 
1.2.7 55n.5 
1.4.4-5 55n.5 


Diogenes Laertius 


1.36 615 n. 59, 895 n. 4 
3.11 1161 

3.19 1820 n. 7 

6.6 498 


6.104 1168 n. 11 
8.23 590 
9.115 1820 n. 7 


Dionysius of Halicarnassus 
Roman Antiquities 


4.6 352n.5 
7.69.2 1850 
10.10.7 1448 n. 8 


Epictetus 


1.3.7-8 1247 

1.19.8 1850 n. 15 
2.14.12-13 604 n. 52 
2.14.18 598 n. 48 
2.22.19 1168 

3.3.5 1284n. 5 
3.15.10-13 1288 
3.22.54 590 
3.24.100 1856 


Euripides 


frag. 1071 416 n. 38 
frag. 1086 416 n. 38 


Alcestis 


788-89 1152 n. 11 
882 1846 


Andromache 

395 1846 
Danaë 

frag. 319 1647 
Helen 

605-6 1920 n. 23 
Orestes 

1496 1920 n. 23 


Galen 
De Differentiis Febrium 


1.1 436 n. 23 
Herodotus 


1.21 542 

1.30 671 

1.34 214 

1.36 1275 
1.114-15 261n. 6 
1.128 1830 n. 10 
1.193 726 n. 16 


2.139 1182 n. 23 
2.173 772 

3.132 1830 n. 10 
3.142 597 
3.159 1830 n. 10 
6.84 772 

7.14 214 
Hesiod 

Works and Days 
352 598 n. 48 
442-43 983 
Homer 
Hymns 

33.12 757n.6 
Iliad 

10.496 214 
Odyssey 


5.188-89 596 n. 44 
6.235-36 794 n. 15 
18.339 1182 n. 23 


Isocrates 


Nicocles (Cyprians) 


49 597 
61 597 


Livy 
22.3.4 1448n. 8 
39.49 1934 


Lucan 
Civil War 


6.547 1831 
Lucian 
Demonax 
43 1374n. 30 
Dialogues of the Dead 
14 377 
How to Write History 


4 58 n. 14 
39-40 52 
47-48 53 n. 2,56 n. 11 
53-55 52 


Lover of Lies 


13 381n. 31 
16 427 n. 10 
30-31 427 n. 10 


Passing of Peregrinus 
34 1844 
Lysias 
9. “For the Soldier” 
20 (115-16) 590 
12. “Against Eratosthenes” 
9 (121) 1706 
26. “On the Scrutiny of Evandros” 
24 (177) 313 n. 32 
Menander 


frag. 301 1152n. 11 
frag. 710 615 n. 59 


Ovid 
Fasti 
2.493 1858 


Persius 
Satires 


3.77-85 636 
4.23-24 615 n. 59 
5.189-91 636 
Petronius 
Satyricon 

57 615n.59 


Philostratus 
Life of Apollonius 
1.7 261n.6 


4.20 427 n. 10 
4.45 647, 652 


Phrynichus 
Eclogues 


389 793 n. 14 


Pindar 
Pythian Odes 


2.83-84 590 
Plato 
Apology 

39C 1850 n. 15 


Crito 

53A 1275 
Laws 

913C (11) 1538 n. 17 
Phaedrus 


233D-34A 1266 n. 13 
246A 53 
276B-77A 723 n. 11 


Republic 


392D 53 
614D (10.13) 1374 n. 30 


Statesman 
311B 238 n. 15 


Plautus 
Bacchides 


823 1497 n.3 
Braggart Warrior 
2.4 §8359-60 1843 


Carbonaria 


frag. 2 1843 
Pliny 
Natural History 


2.30 898 1858 

5.15 870 1400 

7.37 8124 647 

12.32 §863-65 312 n. 30 
13.3 819 696 

17.35 8200 1208 n. 13 
18.179 984 

28.11 846 1831 


Plutarch 
Life of Alexander 


5 (666-67) 261 n. 6, 268 
Life of Caesar 


62-67 (737-40) 911 n. 2 
69.4 1858 


Life of Cato Minor 
6.4 (742) 1310 
Life of Solon 
20.1 (89) 898 


30.2 (95) 1247 
Lives of Tiberius and Gaius Gracchus 
9.5 (828) 978 
Moralia 
336C (“On the Fortune of Alexander” 2.3) 1152 n. 
aa (“On the Delays of the Divine Vengeance” 9) 
1842 
Romulus 
27.6 1858 


Pollux 
Onomasticon 


9.113 1789 n. 13 
9.123 1789 n. 13 
9.129 1789 n. 13 


Polybius 


1.3 282 

2.10.5 457 
3.32.2 59n. 21 
0.31.4 56n. 10 
29.21 1562 n. 21 


Porphyry 
Life of Pythagoras 
29: 757 
Pseudo-Plutarch 
Liberal Education 
4(2B) 723n. 11 
Pseudo-Quintilian 
Declamationes Minores 
274 1843 
Ptolemy 
Geography 
5.16.4 828 n. 6 
Seneca the Elder 
Controversiae 
2.3.2 1846 
Seneca 
Agamemnon 
659-63 1846 
On Benefits 


2.1.1 597 
4.26.1 590 


To Marcia on Consolation 
20.3 1830 n. 10 
Sextus Empiricus 
Sentences 
1.136 1168 
Sophocles 
Antigone 


1268 241 n. 20 
1314 241 n. 20 


Strabo 


12.6.5 (C569) 203 n. 13 
16.2.21 (C756) 1400 
16.2.40-41 1029 n. 14 


Suetonius 
Augustus 

94 261.n. 6 
Caligula 

32.2 1853 n. 19 


Claudius 

34 1497 n.5 
Domitian 

11 1497 n. 5, 1828 
Julius Caesar 


75 898 
81.2 911n.2 


Tiberius 


21 910 
32 312 n. 30 
58 1811 


Tacitus 
Annals 


1.11 202, 904 n. 6 

1.17 698 

1.31 202 

1.33 202 

2.30 203 n. 13 

2.42 312 n. 30,905 n. 12 
2.50 1811 

2.75 1846 


3.22-23 203 n. 13 


3.38 1811 

3.48 203 n. 13, 903 
3.04 1821 
3.64-65 1821 

6.27 1821 

6.41 905 n. 12 
12.54 140, 1400 
12.60 283n.6 
15.25 282n.3 


15.44 16, 1808 n. 3, 1843 
Histories 


2.72 1830 n. 10 

5.8 1661 

9.9 75 

9.13 1428 n. 10, 1667 n. 22 


Terence 


Self-Tormentor 
169-70 1273n. 5 


Theophrastus 
Characters 


5 63n. 33 


21.2 1262n. 3 
De Causis Plantarum 
3.10.6 1208 n. 13 
Thucydides 


1.22.2 58n. 14 
2.2 282 

2.28 1870 n. 37 
4.19.1—4 590 
6.46.5 477 
Valerius Maximus 
Facta 


1.7.4 1850 
Velleius Paterculus 
2.121 910 
Virgil 
Aeneid 


4.79 1581 n. 12 
4.554-60 757 n. 6 
9.656-58 1920 n. 23 
Xenophon 
Anabasis 


1.4.7 477 
4.7.12 1609 


Church Fathers 


Ambrose 
De Fide 


2.1 1477 
Expositio Evangelii Secundam Lucam 


2 (CSEL 32:99) 130 n. 53 
2.61 (CCSL 14:4:57) 249 


Apostolic Constitutions 
7.46 1517 


Athanasius 
In Lucam 


intoto 145n.9 


Augustine 


Contra Gaudentium Donatistarum Episcopum Libri 
IT 


1.25 828 (CSEL 53:226-27) 1277 n. 14 
De Sancta Virginitate 


4 (CSEL 41:327) 130 n. 53 
Four Gospels 
2.48 1502 
On the Trinity 
4.5 227 
Our Lord’s Sermon on the Mount 
in toto 931 
Sermones ad Populum 
66.3-4 657 
Barnabas 


6.13 1240 n. 20 

7.11 616n. 63 
14.5-7 1913 n. 10 
15.8-9 1907 

15.9 1880 n. 4, 1929 
19.2 1913 n. 10 


Chrysostom 
Homilies on Matthew 
11.6-7 322 


15 931 
36 657 


41 1077 n. 19 
1 Clement 


2.1 16 
5.6-7 16 
13.2 5, 606 
18.1 16 
23.3 1444 n. 
24.1 1444 n. 
30.2 1261 
39.5 431 
44.5 1329 
48.4 5 

50.3 1563 n. 26 
92.2 1315 
99.3 602 


2 Clement 


2.1-3 1837 
10.4 1370 n. 22 
11 1444n. 1 
13.4 5, 599 
17.7 1370 n. 22 


Clement of Alexandria 


I |r 


Stromata 


1.21.145-46 227 
3.4.5222 979 n. 4 
4.6.35 1517 

4.9 493 
6.15.132 972 


Didache 


1.3 599 

1.3-5 554n. 7 
1.4 592, 593 

8.1 508, 516, 1463 
9 1722 

11-12 817 

13.1-2 811 

13.2 999 

16.1 1174 


Didascalia Apostolorum 
21 85.19 1817 


Ephraem the Syrian 
On Our Lord 


47 713 n. 12 
On the Sinful Woman 
in toto 713 n. 12 


Epiphanius 
Panarion (Heresies) 


23.6 1911 n.7 
30.13.7-8 337 n. 11 
78 752 

78.11 248 


Epistula Apostolorum 
15 (26) 1954 


Eusebius 
Chronicon 


2 911n.3 
Ecclesiastical History 


1.7 920 

1.12 991 n. 10 
2,23 732 
2.23.11 379 
2.23.16 1868 
2.23.20 1679 
3.4.2 5 

3.5 1930 
3.9.3 1678 
3.11 1911 


3.19: 752 

3.20 881-2 1274 
3.30.1 436 

3.32 752 

4.22 752 

9.1.44 1853 n. 19 
7.18 799 


Gospel Questions and Solutions Addressed to 
Stephanus 


3.2 359 
Gregory of Nyssa 
Homily on Our Father 
in toto 1064 
Gregory the Great 
Homily on Ezekiel 
2.2.9 1039 
Hippolytus 
Commentary on Daniel 
4.23.3 227 
Ignatius 
To the Ephesians 


9.3 1261 

10.2-3 1850 n. 14 
15.1 1820n. 7 
18.2 107, 335 n. 6 


To the Magnesians 
8.2 1820 n. 7 

To the Philadelphians 
11.1 1913 n. 10 

To Polycarp 
2.1 599 

To the Smyrneans 


1.1 335n.6 
1.2 1817 
2.1 1891 
3.2 1933 n. 9 
7.1 1891 


To the Trallians 
9.1 1949 


Irenaeus 
Against Heresies 


1.21.4 1913 n. 10 


2.24.4 1830 n. 10, 1842 
3.1.1 5 

3.9.3 335 n. 6 
3.10 60 

3.10.2 145n.9 
3.13.3 16 
3.14.1 5 

3.15.1 16 
3.17.1 335n. 6 
4.7.1 145n.9 
4.10.1 1698 n. 1 


Jerome 
Adversus Helvidium 


in toto 752 
Against the Pelagians 
3.2 336, 338 n. 11 
Commentary on Isaiah 
84 337 n. 11 
Commentary on Matthew 


6:11 1053 n. 18 
12:13 528 


Homily on Amos 


9.6 972 
Letters 


52.8 534 n. 42 
120.8.2 1868 
Justin Martyr 
Apology 

1.13 1830 n. 10 
1.14 1850 n. 14 
1.14.3 554n. 7 
1.15.9-10 554n. 7 
1.16.1 554n. 7, 593 
1.17.2 1607 
1.33.6 122 n. 42 
1.40 1817 

1.53 1837 

1.55 1842 

1.65-67 1723 n. 14 


Dialogue with Trypho 


8 869 n. 13 
34 1604 
45.4 107 
51.2 335 n.6 
78.4 208 


85 434. n. 19 

88 347 

88.2 346 
88.2-8 335n.6 
91 1842 

91.2 1830 n. 10 
97.1 1874 
100.4 192 

103 60, 347, 1817, 1819 
103.6 335.n. 6 
103.8 1764 
103.19 5 

106.4 192 

121.2 192 

126.1 192, 1507 
131.3 1913 n. 10 
138 1907 

138.1 579 


Martyrdom of Polycarp 
12.1 794n. 15 


Niceta of Remesiana 
De Psalmodiae Bono 


76 (9.11) 145n.9 


Origen 
Against Celsus 
1.51 208 
1.62 493 
2.62 1911 


2.68 1911 
6.10 1830 n. 10 


Commentary on John 


2:10 1141 
6:24 782 


Commentary on Matthew 
2 931 
Homilies on Luke 


17 248 
24 322 


Polycarp 
10 the Philippians 
2.3 606 


Shepherd of Hermas 
Parable 


5.3.7 856 1463 
Vision 
4.1.6 822 481 n. 28 


Tertullian 
Against Marcion 


1.15 911, 911 n. 3 
4.2.2 5 

4.5.3 5 

4.18.4-6 657 
4.18.8 675 

4.19 752 

4.26 1064 
4.35.12 1416n. 12 
4.42.2-3 1817 


Against the Jews 


10 1842 
13.23 1929-30 


Apology 

21 1859 
Concerning Idolatry 
15.3 1614 


On Modesty 
11 713n.12 

On the Soul 
26 145n.9 

Prescription against Heretics 
36 1008 n. 45 


Theodoret 
On the Incarnation of the Lord 


24 269 n. 20 


Miscellanea 
Agapius 
Book of the Title 
in toto 1843 
Apocryphon of John 
47.30 337 n. 10 


Confucius 
Analects 


15.23 597 


Counsels of Wisdom (Babylonian) 
41-45 590 

Gospel of Truth 

31.35-32.9 1296 n. 3 

Mara Bar Serapion 

in toto 1843 

Poimandres 

32 1011 n. 51 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


NT New Testament 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 
1 The verse count is from Aland and Aland 1987: 29. 


NT New Testament 


2 For many of the technical aspects of style and introduction it makes no 
sense to repeat the excellent introduction of Fitzmyer 1981: 1-283. In 
particular I defer to his treatment of the current state of Lucan studies (pp. 
3—34), some aspects of his discussion of Luke’s composition (pp. 63—106), 
and his treatment of Lucan style and language (pp. 107-27), as well as the 
details of the manuscript tradition behind Luke (pp. 128-33). 


NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 
3 On “God-fearers,” see the discussion below on Luke’s audience. For 
more details of the recent discussion, see Sterling 1992: 328. However, I 
reject Sterling’s proposal (p. 326) that the author of Luke—Acts was not 
Luke but only interviewed him and used him as a source for Acts 13-28. 


One must explain why tradition names only Luke as the author. 


LXX Septuagint 

4 Excursus 4 discusses my use of sources in this commentary. 
A These lists are according to paragraph units, so some individual verses 
for each category may be excluded in the final totals. 
a The references for Q/Matthew reflect Lucan order and therefore are 
sometimes out of sequence. 
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An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 

An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 
Parentheses indicate where C. F. Evans (1990: 21—22) expresses 
uncertainty. 
An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 

An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 

An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 

An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 

An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 

An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 

An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 

An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 

An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 
Parentheses indicate where C. F. Evans (1990: 21—22) expresses 
uncertainty. 
An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 

An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 
Parentheses indicate where C. F. Evans (1990: 21-22) expresses 
uncertainty. 
An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 


Parentheses indicate where C. F. Evans (1990: 21—22) expresses 


uncertainty. 
An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 
Parentheses indicate where C. F. Evans (1990: 21—22) expresses 


uncertainty. 


An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 

Parentheses indicate where C. F. Evans (1990: 21-22) expresses 
uncertainty. 

An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 


Parentheses indicate where C. F. Evans (1990: 21—22) expresses 


uncertainty. 
An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 
An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 


Parentheses indicate where C. F. Evans (1990: 21—22) expresses 


uncertainty. 


An asterisk indicates my own uncertainty. 


OT Old Testament 

Z Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 
Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 


LXX Septuagint 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 
8 In the main, my classification follows Holmes 1989. Manuscript dates 
are given according to Aland and Aland 1987. Rather than giving priority to 
any one family of manuscripts, I prefer Holmes’s “eclectic” approach to 


textual criticism. 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


NT New Testament 
9 


= For more details on the relationships of the various textual families, see 
Holmes 1983 and Metzger 1992. 
OT Old Testament 

OT Old Testament 

MT Masoretic Text 

MT Masoretic Text 

MT Masoretic Text 

OT Old Testament 

OT Old Testament 

NT New Testament 

NT New Testament 

NT New Testament 

OT Old Testament 

MT Masoretic Text 


MT Masoretic Text 


LXX Septuagint 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 
Locations implied in the text are in square brackets 


Locations implied in the text are in square brackets 


A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, 


and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 


A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 

1 Bovon 1989: 30 n. 1 notes that these comparisons with ancient 
prologues date back to the eighteenth century with G. Raphelius and J. J. 
Wettstein. C. F. Evans 1990: 116-19 cites several of these “scientific 


prefaces.” 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 
e These are often unpolished materials; see Lucian, How to Write 


History 47-48. 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 


LXX Septuagint 
NT New Testament 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 

3 See the introduction to 8I.A above for more examples; also cf. 


Fitzmyer 1981: 290-91. 


LXX Septuagint 
4 For evaluation of this issue, see the introduction to the Gospel of Luke 


under “Sources” and excursus 4. See also McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

2 Delling, TDNT 8:32-33, esp. n. 3, makes it clear that a censure of the 


predecessors is not in view. He cites the first-century B.C.. historian 


Diodorus Siculus 1.1.1-3 as a parallel. To this Conzelmann, TDNT 9:596, 
adds from the same work 1.2.7 and 1.4.4—5. 

p For a defense of the unity of Luke—Acts and the prologue as serving 
both volumes, see Maddox 1982: 4—6. Sterling 1992: 341—45 is balanced, 


arguing that whatever criticism is present is “subdued.” 


MM The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri 
and Other Non-literary Sources, by J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan (repr. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 

r; Cadbury 1922a: 494 has a list of texts using €mlyelp€w; some are 


neutral, others pejorative. As always, context determines the proper force. 


NT New Testament 
8 For Bovon 1989: 34, the usage in Acts is decisive for a negative sense, 
but he calls the criticism “discreet.” 


9 Note also the discussion in the introduction to 8I.A above. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


10 Eor more on dujynotc as meaning oral and written accounts, see the 


introduction to 8I.A above and TDNT 2:909, where Büchsel provides a nice 
summary of usage. One parallel to note is Polybius 5.31.4. 

11 Van Unnik 1979: 40—42, esp. n. 23, cites Lucian’s use of 
avataoooua in How to Write History 47—48. See also Van Unnik 1973. It 
should be said, however, that when used in a prologue and tied to a word 
like ¿myerpéo, Kvataoooyaı suggests written or at least well-organized 
reports. Also in favor of written predecessors is Du Plessis 1974: 262-63. 
Written sources are still the most likely referent here. My point is that we 
cannot be sure that Luke did not mean more than that, especially since 
multiple sources are mentioned. 

12 So Cadbury 1922a: 495-96. RSV and NASB: “the things (which have 
been) accomplished.” Similar is Neu Luther and Zürcher Bibel. 

13 Fitzmyer 1981: 293; Marshall 1978: 41; Schweizer 1984: 11; Du 
Plessis 1974: 263-64; Sterling 1992: 334; L. Johnson 1991: 27. NIV and 
NKJV: “things that/which have been fulfilled.” Einheitstibersetzung speaks 
of events that occurred among us and were fulfilled, combining the first and 


third meanings. 


BDF A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 


of Chicago Press, 1961) 
NT New Testament 
= Rengstorf, TDNT 8:543; also Michaelis, TDNT 5:348, 373. Luke will 


call these men “witnesses” later in Luke—Acts (Luke 24:44-48; Acts 1:8). 


Such eyewitnesses were important to ancient historians: Thucydides 1.22.2; 
Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 855; and Lucian’s parody in How to Write 


History 4. See Du Plessis 1974: 265. 


1s Ellis 1974: 65. For details, see Dillon 1978: 270-71, esp. n. 114. The 


title of Dillon’s volume, From Eye-Witnesses to Ministers of the Word, 


alludes to the unified view of this phrase. 


16 Leaney 1958: 77 mentions the responses to Jesus and the apostles 


throughout this book as examples of this theme; Luke 4:22; 6:17; Acts 


2:36-37; 4:13-14. 


af 1 Cor. 11:2, 23; 15:3; Mark 7:13; Jude 3; Fitzmyer 1981: 296. On the 


verb’s aorist form, cf. BDF §95.1. 


18 The grammatical parallels to the €50€ Känoi construction are Acts 


15:22, 25, 28. 


II 24.055 f 
= K Ayot is crasis for kai plus uor. It means “and to me” or “also to 


„ 


me. 

20) So Cadbury 1956-57: 131, who argues that the meaning “to 
investigate” is unattested in Greek; so also Ropes 1923-24: 70-71; Luce 
1933: 82; Maddox 1982: 4-5; and RSV. Cadbury’s argument has roots in an 
earlier article (1922b), where he notes the six possibilities for the verb. 

el So most take it, including Fitzmyer 1981: 297; Creed 1930: 4-5; Ellis 
1974: 66; Schweizer 1984: 12; Marshall 1978: 43; and Kittel, TDNT 1:215- 
16, who cites Polybius 3.32.2; Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and Life 
65 8357. Cadbury 1922a: 501-2 challenges the first two examples directly. 


This view is present in NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, and Einheitsübersetzung. 


NKJV and KJV speak of having a “perfect understanding,” the most 
emphatic of all translations, which is really a separate view. 

22 Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and 1.23 8218; Haenchen 1961. 

23 Cadbury 1922a: 504 takes dxpipa@c with ypowon in order to solve the 
contextual problem of his view. So in his view, Luke writes carefully. But 
word order makes such a connection grammatically unlikely, as Creed 
1930: 5 makes clear. 

2a See Plummer 1896: 4 for a defense of napakoAoud&o with this 
meaning; BAGD 619 83 cites other ancient texts; also BAA 64. Among 
them are the already noted texts by Josephus: Against Apion 1.10 853 and 
1.23 8218. See Du Plessis 1974: 267. 

22 Robertson believes that Luke may have been an eyewitness to some 
events, but the language of the earlier verses makes this unlikely for the 
events in Luke’s Gospel. The “we” sections of Acts are another matter. 

= So most hold, including Biichsel, TDNT 1:378. So read NKJV (“from 
the very first”), NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, Zürcher Bibel, 
Einheitsübersetzung. 

= So Cadbury 1922a: 502-3; Marshall 1978: 42; and RSV. For options, 
see BAGD 77 82; BAA 153 82a. 

28 Luce 1933: 82-83. Even though ävoðev in Acts 26:5 means “a long 
time,” it looks back to àm üpyfig in 26:4, which refers to the earliest point 
of Paul’s ministry. 

23 Josephus liked this term to describe his work; see Against Apion 1.10 


853; Jewish War 1.proem.6 817; Du Plessis 1974: 268 n. 50. 


au Fitzmyer 1981: 298 correctly notes that on the other view the parallel 


line starting with ooı would be very short. Almost all translations go this 
way. 

al Evaluation and rejection of views 4-7 can be found in Schneider 
1977b. To determine the difference between views 4 and 7 is hard, except 
view 4 says the account is full, while view 7 might suggest it is exhaustive. 
Dillon 1981: 218-23 agrees with Schneider (view 3 above) and argues that 
view 5 is incorporated into it. 

32 Tiede 1988: 37 alludes to Lucian’s comparison of a historian’s work 
to a work of fine sculpture. 

33 This is the polite form of address; see BDF 860.2. However, that 
Theophilus is of high rank is not guaranteed; see Bovon 1989: 39 n. 64. See 
Theophrastus, Characters 5, who says that the address is “simple flattering 
speech.” Nonetheless, Luke’s usage does strongly lean toward a greeting of 


respect. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

34 So one should understand eruyvöc. Bultmann, TDNT 1:704, argues 
that it means “to confirm,” but this comes more from the context than from 
the term itself; see Acts 22:24; 23:28. 

33 Fitzmyer 1981: 300; Creed 1930: 5; Marshall 1978: 44. K. Schmidt, 
TDNT 1:506, cites the Lucan usage noted above. In the LXX, dodAeia 


normally refers to something that is safe or secure (2 Macc. 3:22), as it does 


in Acts 5:23. Its use in Luke with a verb of knowing points to a 


psychological goal. It refers to knowing the truth, but doing so securely. 
OT Old Testament 

RSV Revised Standard Version 

NKJV New King James Version 

NIV New International Version 


NASB New American Standard Bible 

36 For options, see also Fitzmyer 1981: 301. This is not a reference to a 
formal catechism, though katny€o can refer to a catechism, but rather it 
means simple instruction (Gal. 6:6; Rom. 2:18; 1 Cor. 14:19). 

Bovon 1989: 31 compares this emphasis on the account’s trustworthiness 
to John 20:30-31; 21:24—25; Rev. 1:1-3; 22:18-19. Note also 2 Pet. 1:16— 


18. 
NT New Testament 


BDE A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


OT Old Testament 
1 Bovon 1989: 46-47 demonstrates the linking nature of 1:39-45 as 


follows: 


a declaration of the birth of John the Baptist (1:5-25) 
a declaration of the birth of Jesus the Messiah (1:26—38) 


b meeting between Mary and Elizabeth (1:39-56) 


c birth of John the Baptist (1:57-80) 
Cc birth of Jesus the Messiah (2:1—40) 
OT Old Testament 


6 So Fitzmyer 1981: 309, who notes that the title goes back to E. 
Burrows. Bovon 1989: 45—47 belongs here, though he sees the presence of 
legend (1:57-80; 2:1-40), a declaration scene (1:26-38), a meeting account 
(1:39-56), and two hymns (1:46-56, 67-79). Bovon also sees parallelism in 
form to Acts 10, though there is no hymnic material there. In addition, he 
accepts the description of the material as Midrash, provided Midrash is 


defined as actualizing existing revelation. 


OT Old Testament 
2 Fitzmyer 1981: 308-9 correctly dislikes the use of the term Midrash 
for the material, since that genre technically does not actualize an event, but 
a Sacred teaching that is recorded. When Luke wrote, the infancy tradition 
was not yet old enough or circulated widely enough to be seen in this light. 
Whether the description midrashic applies to Luke’s infancy account is 
more difficult to decide, since the tendencies of a literary form can be 
reflected without having the genre present. The strong links with OT 
passages may justify such a description, though not at the expense of the 
account ’s historical base. 

3 Talbert 1982: 15-16, who compares Luke’s account to Suetonius’s 
Lives of the Twelve Caesars, noting how portents, dreams, prophecies, and 


childhood prodigies dominate the latter source. However, the real literary 


points of contact with Luke are very few: only the prophecies overlap; 
Talbert’s other points of contact are forced. Another problem with this 
analysis is that Talbert extends the unit to 4:15, which clearly mixes two 
Lucan sections together. 

4 Most recently Bovon 1989: 22 tentatively suggests this possibility for 
some of Luke’s special material, but he disdains (p. 66) a Marian 
connection for the Luke 1 material because of the Synoptic portrait of 
family doubt in Mark 3:21, 31-35. However, Mary’s response in Mark may 


be a reaction to the type of Messiah that Jesus was turning out to be versus 


what she had assumed he would be. 


Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and B. Aland 
(26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


The repeated use of Kai and future verbs suggests this idea. See R. 


Brown 1977: 261 for options. 
Marshall 1978: 56 points out that the material cannot reflect a church 
hymn, since it is clearly directed to the situation. Bovon 1989: 51 agrees 


with Marshall that a nonpoetic approach is best. 
LXX Septuagint 


NT New Testament 

us Schweizer 1984: 20. Herod’s reaction in Matt. 2 seems to confirm that 
this is Herod’s view, although the Josephus reference (Antiquities 14.9 
88156-84) cited by Schweizer appears not to make a Davidic point; rather, 


it highlights his regal self-awareness. 


OT Old Testament 
8 1 Chron. 15:24; 2 Chron. 35:8; Neh. 11:12; Fitzmyer 1981: 322; 
Leaney 1958: 79; Creed 1930: 8. ABD 6:1057--61 records thirty-one 
individuals with the name Zechariah in the OT and Judaism, four of whom 
are also mentioned by Josephus (who knows of two more); Schalit 1968: 


49. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

2 Life 1 82 and Antiquities 7.14.7 88363-67 attribute the twenty-four 
groups to David and allude to 1 Chron. 24:31; see also Against Apion 2.8 
§108. 

10 For details, see Schürer 1973-87: 2.246-50, 287; Wiefel 1988: 47; 
Schrenk, TDNT 3:262; and esp. Jeremias 1969: 199. 

4 Bovon 1989: 52 n. 30 notes that a high priest would not be one of 


those who were chosen by lot to give this offering. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

12 The wording “daughter of Aaron” is not found in the OT, Josephus, 
Philo, or the rabbis; see K. Kuhn, TDNT 1:4. 

13 Lev. 21:7, 14 discusses the laws regarding priestly marriages and 
restricts the priests to virgins (Marshall 1978: 52). SB 2:68-71 notes that 
this type of priestly union was encouraged; Plummer 1896: 9. For ancient 


Jewish rules of marriage, including reference to some Jewish texts after the 


first century, see G. Moore 1927-30: 2.119-22 and Safrai 1976a: 752-60. 


= Marshall 1978: 52; Schrenk, TDNT 2:189 SC2c (who notes Lucan 


parallels to the expression in Luke 2:25 and Acts 10:22). In addition, 
Schrenk notes NT parallels: Abel in Matt. 23:35; Lot in 2 Pet. 2:7-8; 
prophets in Matt. 13:17; 23:29; and martyrs in Matt. 23:35. The phrase has 
parallels in the OT (Deut. 6:25; 24:13; Ps. 106:31) and Judaism (Sus. 3; Sir. 
44:17); Nolland 1989: 26. 


OT Old Testament 
15 Isa. 33:15; Prov. 28:18; Jub. 7.26; Hauck and Schulz, TDNT 6:571. 
Marshall 1978: 52 notes that this description for spiritual integrity carried 


over into Judaism; T. Reub. 1.6; 4.1. 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

= Gen. 26:5; Exod. 15:26; Num. 36:13; Deut. 4:40; 10:13; 27:10; 2 
Kings 17:13. In Judaism: 1 Macc. 2:21; T. Levi 14.4; T. Judah 13.1; 
Schrenk, TDNT 2:220; Klostermann 1929: 6; Plummer 1896: 9 (who notes 
that the terms are synonymous in this usage). 

17 Luke 2:23-24, 27, 37, 39, 46; 16:17; 19:45, 47; 20:1; 21:37-38; 
23:56; 24:53; Tiede 1988: 41. These emphases are less pronounced in Acts; 
consider, e.g., Stephen’s critique of the temple in Acts 7 and Peter’s 
warning about the law in Acts 15:10-11. For Luke’s complex view of the 


law, see the introduction to the Gospel of Luke under “Theology—The New 


Community— Source of Tension: The Law.” 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


OT Old Testament 
18 Lev. 20:20-21; Jer. 22:30; 1 Sam. 1:5-6; 2 Sam. 6:23; Plummer 1896: 
10; Fitzmyer 1981: 323; J. Schneider, TDNT 5:239. Contrast Gen. 1:28; Ps. 


127, 128. 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

2a Stylistically this is like some OT phrases, e.g., “advanced in days” 
(Gen. 18:11; 24:1; Josh. 13:1; 23:1; 1 Kings 1:1); BDF §197; N. Turner 
1963: 220 (dative of respect using Ev); Luke 1:18; 2:36; Delling, TDNT 
2:947-50, and esp. n. 42. 

= Leaney 1958: 80; SB 2:71. Gen. Rab. 38.14 on 11:29-30 attributes 


the remark to Rabbi Levi, an ascription that dates the remark to ca. A.D. 


300. 
OT Old Testament 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


2l This is the one NT use of the verb iepateve (to serve in the temple); 
Schrenk, TDNT 3:249. 
22 On the structure of this verse and Luke’s use of Eyeveto, see Creed 


1930: 9; Klostermann 1929: 6-7; Marshall 1978: 54; BDF 8472.3. 


m. Mishnah 

= Exod. 30:1-9; Marshall 1978: 54; Michaelis, TDNT 4:264. For this 
narrow use of vaöc as “Holy Place,” see 1 Macc. 1:21-22; Fitzmyer 1981: 
323; Schrenk, TDNT 3:232. 

= Schürer 1973-87: 2.287 n. 74; m. Yoma. 2.2-4; m. Tamid 1.2; 3.1; 
5.2; Safrai 1976d: 887-90; Hanse, TDNT 4:1. 

25 Exod. 29:38-42; Num. 28:3-8; Schürer 1973-87: 2.301-3. 

26 Schürer 1973-87: 2.300-301, esp. n. 30; Josephus, Antiquities 14.4.3 
865; m. Pesah. 5.1. 

= The theme of prayer is key for Luke: 5:16; 6:12; 9:18, 28; 18:1-8; 
22:41. 

28 On the connection between incense and prayer, see Ps. 141:2; Rev. 


5:8; 8:3-4. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


m. Mishnah 


29 Ps. 110:1; Mark 16:5; Marshall 1978: 55; Klostermann 1929: 7. 


Danker 1988: 29 is wrong to call it the side of divine authority; this is the 


meaning only when one is at the right side of God, though the altar does 
represent approaching God. 

30 Luke 24:34; Acts 2:3; 7:2, 30, 35; 9:17; 13:31; 16:9; 26:16; Fitzmyer 
1981: 324; Michaelis, TDNT 5:358. Acts 7:26 is an exception to this 


consistent usage. 


NT New Testament 

Sl See Klostermann 1929: 7 for more examples; Marshall 1978: 55 
mentions 2 Macc. 3:22—40 as a parallel, where Heliodorus, chief minister to 
the governor of Syria, suffers a vision that prevents him from entering and 
defiling the temple. Nolland 1989: 29 suggests that the closest parallel is 
Dan. 8:17; 9:20-21; 10:7, 15. 
OT Old Testament 

32 Gen. 16:10-11 (Ishmael announced to Hagar); 17:15-19 (Isaac 
announced to Abraham); 18:10-15 (Isaac announced to both parents, 
though Sarah’s response is the focus); 25:23 (Jacob and Esau announced to 


Rebekah); and Judg. 13:3-21 (Samson announced to the wife of Manoah). 


OT Old Testament 
33 Fear is slightly emphatic in the sentence; BDF 8472.2. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

s4 Plummer 1896: 12; Marshall 1978: 55. The reaction to Orson 


Welles’s broadcast of the “War of the Worlds” is a good illustration of this 


phenomenon. 

39 In Luke’s writings: Luke 1:30; 2:10; Acts 18:9; 27:24; elsewhere in 
the NT: Matt. 1:20; 28:5, 10; Mark 6:50; Rev. 1:17; in the OT: Gen. 15:1; 
26:24; Josh. 8:1; Isa. 43:1, 5; 44:2; Jer. 46:27—28; Dan. 10:12. See Balz, 
TDNT 9:212 §D2c; Marshall 1978: 56; Plummer 1896: 12; Creed 1930: 10. 


36. : 
=~ Aıotı is causal, so it translates as “because.” 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 

37 Gen. 16:11; 17:19; 1 Kings 13:2; Isa. 7:14; 49:1; also Luke 1:31; 
Matt. 1:21; Marshall 1978: 56. On the grammar, see BDF 8157.2; Matt. 
1:21, 23, 25; Luke 1:31; 2:21. 

38 TDNT 1:20. Used elsewhere in Luke 1:44 and Acts 2:46, üyoAAlaoıg 
is typically associated with the celebration of God’s goodness (Heb. 1:9; Ps. 


44:8 LXX [45:7 Engl.]; 50:14 LXX [51:12 Engl.]). 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


39 There are three allusions to eschatological joy in this verse: 


yaprıoovran, yapá, and ġyadiaorc; Leaney 1958: 80; Marshall 1978: 57. Or 
as Bovon 1989: 55 says, the joy is for the birth of a prophet. His office is 
the source of joy. The joy may well start with Elizabeth (1:39-45). 

a Meyac is used derisively of Simon Magus in Acts 8:10, but positively 
of Isaiah in Sir. 48:22; R. Brown 1977: 273 n. 33. It is used of Mordecai 
(Esth. 10:3), who was not a prophet. Bovon 1989: 56 compares the remarks 
to the “great” priestly figures in T. Levi 17-18. “Greatness” comes for the 
first priest of Jubilee in being able to talk to God (17:2), while for the last 
priest, the eschatological priest, it involves anointing by the Spirit (18:7). It 


is clear that greatness has to do with being specially endowed to serve God. 
LXX Septuagint 

LXX Septuagint 

LXX Septuagint 

LXX Septuagint 

OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

aA 1 Sam. 3:20; Acts 3:24. On the OT background, see R. Brown 1977: 
273; Fitzmyer 1981: 326; Marshall 1978: 57. 

42 The Bible condemns excess drink, not drink per se: Eph. 5:17-18; 
John 2:1-11; esp. Deut. 14:26; 29:6 [29:5 MT]; Prov. 20:1; 23:20-21, 29- 


35; 31:6. 


43 On the grammar of this emphatic command, see N. Turner 1963: 96; 


BDF 8365.3; the LXX of Num. 6:3 and 1 Sam. 1:11 lacks pn. 
44 So it was for Samuel, who had it imposed upon him by the vow of his 
mother, and Samson, whose mother vowed it of herself during her 


pregnancy. 


OT Old Testament 
= Samson in Judg. 13:5, 7; 16:17; the Servant in Isa. 49:1; Jeremiah in 
Jer. 1:5 and Sir. 49:7; Klostermann 1929: 9. 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 
OT Old Testament 


MT Masoretic Text 

a On the grammar, see N. Turner 1963: 180; Matt. 19:12; Acts 3:2; 
14:8. 

a2 See the exegesis of 1:44. Could this reflect the ancient Jewish view of 
the fetus as an existing child? Exodus 21:22 fines a person for causing a 
miscarriage, though with a lesser penalty than if the mother is also slain. 
The life of the mother took precedence over a fetus until the moment of 


birth; m. »Ohol. 7.6. 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


MT Masoretic Text 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


NT New Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


MT Masoretic Text 

48 On €v substituting for eig and meaning “into,” see BDF 8218; N. 
Turner 1963: 257. 

23 Chiasmus is a pattern that pairs the first and last ideas in a unit and 
the second and third ideas (e.g., a-b-b’-a’). When a chiasmus has more than 
four lines, the pairings continue until the ideas merge at the middle. The 


thought reverses at the middle back up the chain in the opposite direction. 


Creed 1930: 11 cites A. Loisy as holding this view. 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 


OT Old Testament 


NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


NT New Testament 


20 See Dan. 7:16 and Job 1:6 for the idea of direct access to God or his 


angels; R. Brown 1977: 262; Danker 1988: 32. 

a 1 Enoch 40.9 names four angels: Michael, Raphael, Gabriel (the 
angel of strength), and Phanuel (alternately called Uriel); 1 Enoch 20 names 
these four as well as Saragael, Raguel, and Suruel (Gabriel is described as 
caring for the Garden of Eden and the cherubim). See Tob. 12:15; Fitzmyer 
1981: 327-28; Bousset 1926: 325-31; SB 2:89-97. 

92 Doubt is not unbelief, but it is not faith either. When it comes to what 
God has promised, doubt hangs in a dangerous canyon between faith and 


unbelief. 


OT Old Testament 

ae For other OT or Jewish uses of the motif of silence or being struck 
silent, see Ezek. 3:26; 24:27; 2 Macc. 3:29; Marshall 1978: 61. 

a4 Plummer 1896: 18; the plural English verb is a result of the collective 
noun Aaoc, which though singular in form is plural in sense. Luke loves to 
use a vivid, progressive imperfect. 

33 "Ev T@ xpovileiv is probably a temporal infinitive and translates as “as 
he delayed” or “while he delayed,” though a causal idea is possible, which 
would mean they wondered “because of” his delay. Plummer 1896: 18 


argues for a temporal infinitive. 


M. Mishnah 

96 The premise was that it is dangerous to be too near and too long in 
God’s presence; Bovon 1989: 60. 

of M. Tamid 7.2; also 5.4-6.3; Creed 1930: 12; Fitzmyer 1981: 328. See 
the exegesis of 1:22 for details. 

= M. Tamid 7.2, though a later text, probably reflects a first-century 
practice of several priests sharing in the offering itself, as well as 
individually helping to prepare for it. Although the Mishnah was written ca. 
A.D.. 170, this tradition is likely to reflect long-standing practice since it 
deals with temple liturgy—practice that was suspended with the fall of 


Jerusalem and its temple in A.D.. 70. 
m. Mishnah 


m. Mishnah 


m. Mishnah 


m. Mishnah 
a2 On Bva, see BAGD 365, BAA 741, MM 294 (where the verb is 


used of fumigating with herbs), LSJ 809. 


m. Mishnah 

60 For this meaning, see Luke 5:22; 7:37; 23:7; 24:16, 31, as well as six 
times in Acts (with a different force); Plummer 1896: 18; Marshall 1978: 
61. 

61 Luke 24:23; Acts 26:19; 2 Cor. 12:1; Dan. 9:23; 10:1, 7, 8, 16 [all 
Theodotion]; Plummer 1896: 18. The experience is called a vision because 
Zechariah saw an angel, a being that normally goes unseen; Michaelis, 


TDNT 5:372. Luke is not psychologizing here; it is an angelophany. See 
Luke 1:11. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


OT Old Testament 

62 On K@pög signifying deafness and muteness, see 1:62 and Philo, 
Special Laws 4.38 83197-98; Marshall 1978: 61; Fitzmyer 1981: 329. 

L R. Brown 1977: 280-81. The blessing at the end of Luke also does 
not occur at the temple, another key omission against any claim for literary 
symmetry with Luke 24. 

64 Examples include Luke 5:1, 12, 17; 8:1, 22; 9:28, 51; see Fitzmyer 


1981: 119. It is classical style; BDF 8472.3. 


LXX Septuagint 

65 Num. 8:22; 16:9; 18:4; 2 Chron. 31:2; also Heb. 8:6; 9:21; Plummer 
1896: 18; Fitzmyer 1981: 329; Strathmann, TDNT 4:219-22, 227. 

66 So also within the infancy material: 1:56; 2:20, 39, 51; R. Brown 
1977: 263. 

af The term is used with a similar sense in 1:31, 36; 2:21; Plummer 
1896: 19. 

58 The view is mentioned and refuted by R. Brown 1977: 282; it is held 


by Laurentin 1967: 56-64. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

63 As was noted in the historicity discussion to the infancy material, 
positions on Luke’s approach to this infancy material ultimately will be 
influenced by one’s general view of God’s ability to act directly in history 
and the interpreter’s specific view of Luke’s accuracy. Luke can tell the 
story in his own words without creating the events. 

A So Winter 1955; also mentioned by older commentators such as Luce 


1933: 86 and Alford 1874: 446. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 

A Aoedeiv is the object of émetéev and functions as a purpose infinitive, 
while ev avOparotc is tied to Öveiöog, as the positive note in 1:36 shows; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 329-30; Plummer 1896: 20. Acts 15:14 is a grammatically 
parallel verb-object-infinitive construction. 

Ze Marshall 1978: 62, citing Sahlin 1945a: 96-97. Klostermann 1929: 11 
cites B. Weiss, while he seemingly rejects the view. 

73 See the “withdrawal” discussion in the exegesis of 1:24, where a clear 
explanation for the withdrawal is said not to be Luke’s concern, though it 


does seem that reflection is a goal. 
Old Testament 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


Old Testament 
follow Schürmann’s list (1969: 59 n. 132). For other arrangements and 
discussions, see Tiede 1988: 45-47; R. Brown 1977: 293-98; Schneider 
1977a: 48; and Creed 1930: 13. 

E Danker 1988: 34, more agnostic, says an attempt to trace the account 
back to Mary is “pure speculation,” but the attempt to argue Lucan 
invention is “sheer conjecture.” Tiede 1988: 47 notes that the argument that 


the tradition had contact with Mary cannot be proved or disproved. 


LXX Septuagint 
a This issue is discussed and evaluated in the introduction to the infancy 


narrative in 1:5-25. See also the additional note on 1:26. 


NT New Testament 

4 This comparative-religions approach was very popular in the early part 
of the century. Numerous parallels have been noted, though none of them 
are exact. For a list of such parallels see Ernst 1977: 76 and Marshall 1978: 
72-75, both of whom note the parallels and argue that such outside accounts 
are not the basis of this account (so also esp. Nolland 1989: 47). This is the 


current consensus, whatever else is said about the material. Machen 1930, 


though now dated, is the strongest critique against the comparative-religions 
approach. 

= The arguments here are complex, based on a variety of suppositions, 
and thus come in a variety of forms. Schürmann 1969: 56-57; Bovon 1989: 
64-70; and Schneider 1977a: 48-49 have brief discussions of the details, as 
does Marshall 1978: 63. Most discussions center on 1:34, so more detail 
awaits treatment of that verse. Other details related to the discussion are 
treated as they arise in the verses. 
LXX Septuagint 
6 Bovon 1989: 66-67 (also n. 13) speaks of Isaiah and the development 
of Jewish speculation like Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Isaac and Moses 
(Biblical Antiquities 8-9) and Philo’s view of Isaac (Cherubim 12-15 §§40— 
52), though Bovon notes that for Philo this detail was allegorical. One could 
add Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Samson’s birth (Biblical Antiquities 42). 
None of these accounts are virgin births: they only supply details of the 
event not in the original accounts. Bovon also argues for Hellenistic 
influence. C. F. Evans 1990: 156-57 surveys divine paternity in the ancient 
world, but denies its value for this passage. He prefers to speak of a 
retrojection, which means he thinks later reflection has produced the 


tradition. 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 


NT New Testament 


Z Some argue that Luke 2 betrays this tension in that Joseph is seen as 
the father of Jesus in 2:1-7. It is suggested that Luke 2 betrays no 
knowledge of the virgin birth. But Joseph’s precise relationship to Jesus 
need not be mentioned every time Joseph and Mary are discussed. 

s Marshall 1978: 76. Marshall’s discussion (pp. 72-77) of the question is 
the best brief treatment currently available, though it is not clear that a 
“birth secret” is present. Nolland 1989: 46—48 also defends a “traditional” 


view of historicity. 
OT Old Testament 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BDF A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 

3 Some copyists of the NT (A, C, Byz), perhaps sensing that &nó was not 
strong enough or personal enough, substituted nó. 

10 SB 1:45-47; m. Ketub. 4.4-5; Jeremias 1969: 364-67; Safrai 1976a: 
752-60. The mishnaic text is suggestive for Matt. 1, since the initial 
realization of her pregnancy might suggest that Mary should be punished 
(Deut. 22:23-26) or, more leniently, be betrothed, given that premarital 


intercourse could result in betrothal (Deut. 22:28-29). Cases of rape were 


handled differently (Deut. 22:25-27). 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

11 The view is mentioned by R. Brown 1977: 287-88, who cites 
Hippolytus for it; see also the discussion of the genealogy in 3:23-38. 

2 So Schneider 1977a: 49. Against a reference to Isaiah in Luke are R. 
Brown 1977: 300 and Fitzmyer 1981: 336. The NT sees the virgin state as 


honorable (Acts 21:9; 1 Cor. 7:25; Rev. 4:14); Bovon 1989: 72. 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 
13 Klostermann 1929: 13. A reference to “her name” or “whose name” 
following the mention of the Davidic house would have made a Davidic 


reference to Mary clear; Strathmann, TDNT 4:238. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

14 Schweizer 1984: 27—28; see the earlier discussion of Jewish 
engagement in this verse. On a possible Davidic tie through Mary, see 1:69. 

15 EioeAdwv suggests an entry into a room or a house. Most of the fifty 
uses in Luke’s Gospel speak of entering a house or a city or of demons 
entering a person. The term simply means “to enter.” 

16 Marshall 1978: 65, who cites H. Gressmann through Klostermann 
1929: 13, who in turn prefers °T. Greetings of peace are found in Luke 


10:5; 24:36; John 20:19, 21, 26. 


17 Laurentin 1967: 75-82, who also cites S. Lyonnet as holding this 


view. Note also the remark of Zimmerli, TDNT 9:367 n. 66. 
NT New Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


OT Old Testament 

18 Sibylline Oracles 8.459-72. Klostermann 1929: 13 and Creed 1930: 
17 note this ancient interpretation. 

19 See BAGD 189 and BAA 380 for the term here. The prepositional 
prefix intensifies the force of the verb. 


20 For a textual issue that affects this conclusion, see the additional note. 


b. Babylonian Talmud 


Qid. Qiddušin 
el The use of the article as a pronoun is rare, but usually involves the 


singular “he” or “she”; Plummer 1896: 22; BDR 83.6. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 


of Chicago Press, 1961) 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 

22 For this allusion, see Marshall 1978: 66; Leaney 1958: 83; Schneider 
1977a: 50; Schiirmann 1969: 46, esp. n. 40; uncertain of it is R. Brown 
1977: 299-300; Laurentin 1967: 115. 

23 Bock 1987: 61-62. On conceptual ties reaching back at least to the 
Palestinian church, see Delling, TDNT 5:836 n. 66. On the issue of possible 


Jewish parallels, see Delling, TDNT 7:760 n. 6. 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

24 Laurentin 1967: 36; Ps. 48:1 [47:2 LXX]; 76:1 [75:2 LXX]; 86:10 
[85:10 LXX]; 96:4 [95:4 LXX]; 135:5 [134:5 LXX]; 145:3 [144:3 LXX]; 
147:5 [146:5 LXX]; Fitzmyer 1981: 325, 347. Laurentin may mean by 
“absolute” that péyaç has no prepositional modifiers, in which case his 


statement is correct. M&yacg has no modifying role as a dependent adjective. 


MT Masoretic Text 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 
MT Masoretic Text 
Jub. Jubilees 


T. Levi Testament of Levi 


1QapGen Genesis Apocryphon 
NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


4Q246 4QpsDan arè (formerly 4QpsDan A? or 4Q243) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

— For a brief discussion of the Qumran texts and an evaluation of 
Fitzmyer’s 1973-74 article, see Bock 1987: 65, 298 n. 51 and Collins 1993 
(who challenges Fitzmyer’s claim that Son of God lacks a messianic 


nuance). 
LXX Septuagint 


OT Old Testament 


NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


40174 Florilegium (4QFlor) 

25 Discussion of the Lucan relationship of the phrase Son of the Most 
High to Son of God will be deferred until the discussion of the latter phrase 
in 1:35. 

al Majestic rule is suggested by the term throne; Schmitz, TDNT 3:164 
§B2. 


OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 
MT Masoretic Text 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

25 For a brief discussion of the Qumran texts and an evaluation of 
Fitzmyer’s 1973-74 article, see Bock 1987: 65, 298 n. 51 and Collins 1993 
(who challenges Fitzmyer’s claim that Son of God lacks a messianic 


nuance). 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

28 Present elements are found in Luke 11:20; 17:21; future in Luke 
13:28; Acts 14:22; future and delayed in Luke 19:11; Acts 1:6, 11. In Acts 
1, esp. v. 11, the answer to the apostles’ question about total restoration is 
found in the angelic promise of a return; see also Acts 3:18-21; Marshall 
1970: 134; Bock 1992c; and Bock 1994c. 

23 BDF 8177, 8233.2; BDR 8177.1-2; Marshall 1978: 68; Klostermann 
1929: 14. Luke 1:33 is the only use of the verb in the Gospels with 
reference to Jesus; K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:590. References to his “kingdom” 
are found in 22:30 and 23:42. Despite the absence of this term, regal reign 
imagery is found in several other terms and concepts, especially in Luke’s 
use of Ps. 110:1 in Luke-Acts, as well as in the picture of Jesus’ victory 
over Satan. In the OT, 2 Sam. 2:4 comes closest to this wording; Nolland 
1989: 52. 

au The one reference to the nations in 2:32 is still expressed in very OT 
terms and is no real exception to this point, since the distinction between 
Israel and the nations is clear. 

al Plummer 1896: 23. Godet’s argument is correct, since a Christianized 


version would not focus so exclusively on Israel. The remarks belong in the 


context in which Luke has them. 
NT New Testament 


OT Old Testament 


MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 
MT Masoretic Text 


40174 Florilegium (4QFlor) 
32 On eig tovc aidvac as a plural expression that stresses eternality, see 


Sasse, TDNT 1:199. For the grammar of the phrase, see BDR 8141.1.3. 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 


33 Zechariah asks “how shall I know this?” versus Mary’s “how can this 


be?” Zechariah asks for a sign; Godet 1875: 1.92; Plummer 1896: 24; 


Schürmann 1969: 49. 


34 Three times in Matthew, once in Mark, twice in John; R. Brown 


1977: 289. 

35 The early critical history of the view is mentioned by Klostermann 
1929: 14. 

a R. Brown 1977: 305 rejects this Jewish evidence, noting that the 


Qumran community did not have a permanent celibacy but a temporary one 


for priests offering sacrifices. The texts in Philo are Contemplative Life 8 
868 and Hypothetica 11.14-17. 

= Creed 1930: 19; Schneider 1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 49—50; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 348-50; Wiefel 1988: 51-52; Ernst 1977: 72; R. Brown 
1977: 309. Gewiess, in an appendix to Laurentin’s German 1967 edition, 
interestingly takes a view opposite of Laurentin in the French original and 


omits Laurentin’s own discussion of the question. 


NT New Testament 

38 Machen 1930, though somewhat dated, is still helpful both in 
rejecting explanations that are grounded in a history-of-religions approach 
and in evaluating the arguments surrounding the rejection of this teaching; 


see esp. pp. 126-34, 380-81. 


OT Old Testament 

39 Fitzmyer 1981: 350. Bovon 1989: 76 speaks of a reference to the 
creative power of God. Isa. 32:15 LXX (A, X) mentions the Spirit’s 
“coming upon” someone. See also 1 Sam. 10:6; 16:13 (“leap upon”); and 
Ezek. 37:14; C. F. Evans 1990: 163. 

a0 Bovon 1989: 76 notes that the combination of Spirit and power is 


frequent in Luke-Acts: Luke 1:17; 4:14; Acts 1:8; 10:38. 


OT Old Testament 

a Bertram, TDNT 8:619 n. 48, cites 1QH 7.6—7 (where God’s power as 
Most High and the Spirit are linked; see 1QH 6.33) and T. Levi 16.3 (where 
a man who brings renewal to the Law is said to work by “the power of the 


Most High”). Some think that T. Levi 16 has been reworked by a Christian 


editor to allude to Jesus; H. Kee in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.794 n. 16a. 
Grundmann, TDNT 2:300, 311 n. 91, notes the tie between power and the 


Spirit. Procksch, TDNT 1:101, speaks of a “supranatural origin.” 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


LXX Septuagint 
42 Marshall 1978: 70-71; Schweizer 1984: 29; Wiefel 1988: 53; Schulz, 


TDNT 7:400; Schweizer, TDNT 6:405; Justin Martyr, Apology 1.33.6. 


BDB A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament, by F. Brown, 
S. R. Driver, and C. A. Briggs (Oxford: Clarendon, 1907) 


b. Babylonian Talmud 
Qid. Qiddusin 
OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 

43 Fitzmyer 1981: 352 mentions Luke 2:23 and Isa. 4:3; Schweizer 
1984: 30 adds Isa. 35:8; 62:12; Exod. 13:12; and Lev. 23:2 to show the 
variety of objects called “holy”; Schiirmann 1969: 54 notes that 1 John 2:20 
and Rev. 3:7 apply the description to Jesus. 

44 Marshall 1978: 71 uses the German term Gottgehö;rig to describe his 
view. In the NT, the title appears in John 1:34; 20:31; Acts 9:20; 2 Cor. 


1:19; Gal. 4:4; Heb. 4:14; 1 John 4:15; Rev. 2:18 (C. F. Evans 1990: 165). 


NIDNTT The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, 
edited by L. Coenen, E. Beyreuther, and H. Bietenhard; English translation 
edited by C. Brown (4 vols.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1975-86) 


1Q28a Rule of the Congregation (1QSa or Rule Annex) 

oa Dupont-Sommer 1973: 108; Michel and Betz 1960: 11-13, 15-17; 
Michel and Betz 1962-63. This usage also shows that a Hellenistic origin 
for the phrase is not required. 

= Bock 1987: 65-67. The theme of Jesus’ sonship in Luke, outside of 
the use of the title Son of God, does push Luke’s imagery toward a higher 
Christology, but that is not his point yet. See the exegesis of 2:49. 

47 The relationship between Mary and Elizabeth is not specified. 
Wycliffe seems to be responsible for associating the two as cousins; 
Plummer 1896: 25; R. Brown 1977: 292. On the problem of a supposed 
contradiction between John and Jesus as relatives and the statements of 
John 1:31, 33, see the additional note on 1:25. 

48 Creed 1930: 21; R. Brown 1977: 292; Klostermann 1929: 15; BDF 
8302.1; BDR 8302.1.2. The force is that “nothing at all is impossible” for 


God. 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


LXX Septuagint 


a Jer. 32:17 MT is close in force to the genitive expression here. So the 


genitive may reflect a Semitic original behind Luke and suggest that he is 


not responsible for the material in the section; Marshall 1978: 72; Danker 
1988: 40; see additional note. 

20 BAGD 205; BAA 413; Acts 2:18 from the Joel 2 citation; 1 Sam. 
1:11 (Hannah). Mary’s remarks recall Hannah. The figure also is used of 


Israel in Isa. 65:13-15 (Danker 1988: 40). 
MT Masoretic Text 
LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

al A, C, D, Byz, and many versions. R. Brown 1977: 288 notes that the 
phrase’s presence in these manuscripts influenced the Ave Maria and its 


juxtaposition of the terms Mary, full of grace, and blessed. 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


ne Thanks to my former colleague Allen Ross for this evaluation. 


BDB A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament, by F. Brown, 
S. R. Driver, and C. A. Briggs (Oxford: Clarendon, 1907) 

as Laurentin 1957a: 176—88 (this discussion is only in the French 
edition). The view is first attested in Gregory of Nyssa in A.D.. 386; PG 
46:1140D-41A; R. Brown 1977: 304; and Delling, TDNT 5:834-35, esp. n. 
55, who prefers to speak of a “virgin conception” as the most accurate way 
to describe Luke’s portrayal. Wiefel 1988: 53 refers to Ambrose, Expositio 
Evangelii Secundam Lucam 2 (Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum 
Latinorum 32:99), and Augustine, De Sancta Virginitate 4 (Corpus 
Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 41:327). For the full history of 
exegesis, see Graystone 1968: 3-36. 

= This view is why Delling makes the distinction described in the 


previous note. 
NT New Testament 


NIV New International Version 
55 


= Moule 1953: 107. Bovon 1989: 77 argues that the predicate position 
is supported by the OT allusion to Isa. 4:3. 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 


United Bible Societies, 1993) 
ag Not, “I wish it would be to me according to your word,” but, “let it be 


according to your word”; BDF 8384; BDR 8384.3; Fitzmyer 1981: 352. 


Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
Schürmann 1969: 64 notes that the sign of the leaping baby is explicit in 


the passage, while the fulfillment is implicitly presented in the sign. C. F. 
Evans 1990: 168 rightly calls this a “linchpin” passage. 

2 Fitzmyer 1981: 363; BAGD 283; BAA 574. But so argues Jeremias, 
TDNT 7:92 n. 29.’Enapyeta is used in Acts 23:34 and 25:1. 

J BAGD 580; BAA 1175. Luke 1:39, 65 are the only two NT uses. 


Josephus, Jewish War 4.8.2 8451 has this use. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

4 K ai €yéveto (or ėyéveto 5€) with a verb is a common Lucan 
expression: 1:5, 8, 23, 41, 59; 2:1, 6; 6:1; 8:22; Fitzmyer 1981: 363; 
Klostermann 1929: 16-17. On the grammar with &kovw, where the genitive 
indicates the speaker and the accusative the thing heard, see BDF 8173 and 
BDR 8173.1—2. Luke 11:31 and 15:25 are grammatically parallel to 1:41. 


LXX Septuagint 
a Y. Sota 20c (5.4) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 27.153); Creed 1930: 21; 
SB 2:101. The idea of singing babies does represent a major expansion of 
this motif, not paralleled in the OT or NT. On Bpéq@oc as fetus, see Oepke, 
TDNT 5:637; BAA 293-94; Luke 1:44; Sir. 19:11. In later Judaism, Tg. Ps. 
68:27 calls on the fetus in the womb to praise God, while Odes Sol. 28.2 
speaks of a child leaping in the womb; Bovon 1989: 85 n. 35. 

6 Friedrich, TDNT 6:835 §D.III.2, notes that Elizabeth is filled with the 
Spirit and cries out like a prophet, actions parallel to Anna in Luke 2 and to 
Zechariah in his hymn; see also Delling, TDNT 6:130. 

LXX Septuagint 
£ 1 Chron. 15:28; 16:4, 5, 42; 2 Chron. 5:13; R. Brown 1977: 333. On 
the verb, also see O. Betz, TDNT 9:303 n. 7, who makes the same 


association. 


MM The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri 
and Other Non-literary Sources, by J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan (repr. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 


LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


8 Bertram, TDNT 4:366 n. 36 and 367; Luke 1:28; Matt. 21:9; 25:34; Ps. 


1:1; Deut. 33:29; Isa. 56:2. Bovon 1989: 86 notes that the Gospel starts with 


blessing on Mary and Jesus, while it ends with blessing on the disciples (). 


BDE A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


1QapGen Genesis Apocryphon 


2 Talbert 1982: 24 traces Luke’s portrayal of Mary and notes that she is 
set forth as a model disciple who obeys God’s Word; Luke 1:38; 8:19-21; 
11:27-28; Acts 1:14. 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

10 R. Brown 1977: 344 n. 17 notes the allusion to this verse in the Ave 
Maria. 
11 On Kovia as womb, see Behm, TDNT 3:787. The only NT uses of the 
term oKkiptdaw are in 1:41, 44; 6:23. The context of joy for each of the uses 


is consistent with Lucan usage; Fitzer, TDNT 7:402. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

LA R. Brown 1977: 333; Danker 1988: 41; BAGD 486; BAA 988 81b; 


Luke 6:20-22. 


13 Plummer 1896: 30. Other beatitudes are 6:20-22; 7:23; 10:23; 11:27- 


28; 12:37-38, 43; 14:14-15; 23:29. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

= Rom. 8:15; John 1:15; Mark 9:24; Marshall 1978: 81. The dative here 
is a dative of means; BDR §198.4—5. 

15 Plummer 1896: 29; Marshall 1978: 81. BDF §189.3 speaks of an 
ellipsis in the verse. 

16 Plummer 1896: 29. Luke 10:11 and 12:39 are syntactically parallel 


but use ðt, not iva; BDF 8394; BDR 8394.3.3. “Iva is epexegetical. 


LXX Septuagint 

17 This last meaning must be clearly indicated by the context, as in Jer. 
2:2 (A, B); Delling, TDNT 8:85. 
1 Drury 1976: 49-51 and Tannehill 1974; earlier Cadbury 1958: 192-93. 


For a fuller list, see Farris 1985: 15. 


LXX Septuagint 

2 Schürmann 1969: 78 at nn. 259-60, though holding a different view, 
raises the Semitism issue. 

9 Three Old Latin manuscripts (a, b, and 1*) attest to Elizabeth, as does 
the Latin version of Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.7.1. Jerome refers to this 
view as contained in Origen’s seventh homily on Luke. About A.D.. 400 


Niceta of Remesiana (in the area of the former Yugoslavia) knows of this 


reading (De Psalmodiae Bono 76 or 9.11). Wiefel 1988: 56 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 365-66 note the texts. Farris 1985: 108-13 has a detailed look at the 
issue, as does Bemile 1986: 5-19. Bemile correctly notes that the testimony 
of the fathers is for Mary (pp. 12 and 266-68 nn. 54-61), including 
Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10.2; Tertullian, On the Soul 26; and 
Athanasius, In Lucam (PG 3:26:1393). 

3 R. Brown 1977: 346-55; Wiefel 1988: 57; Farris 1985: 86-98; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 359-62; Jones 1968; Bemile 1986: 36. Fitzmyer, agreeing 
with Winter and Schneider, notes that the hymn is parallel to the psalms in 1 
Maccabees, the Qumran Thanksgiving hymns, and the Qumran War Scroll. 
The hymn also resembles the OT hymns of praise (Ps. 33, 47, 48, 113, 135, 
136; one could add to the list 1 Sam. 2:1-10; Jon. 2:2-9 [2:3-10 MT]; Isa. 
38:9-20; Tob. 8:15-17; and Sir. 51:1-12). Fitzmyer (p. 359) regards 1:48 as 
a Lucan insert. In fact, he seems favorable to R. Brown’s position that the 
hymn emerged out of the Jewish-Christian community. Schneider 1977a: 56 
sees a Hellenistic Jewish-Christian rewrite of Jewish material or a 
reworking by Luke himself; so also C. F. Evans 1990: 171-73. 

2 Farris 1985: 14 makes the latter two charges. Grigsby 1984 argues that 
the aorist tenses of the hymn are against its proposed Marian setting and 
give evidence that the hymn was inserted by Luke. The Magnificat, he 
believes, originally was a Semitic hymn that came to Luke in Greek through 
the Jewish-Christian church, but Grigsby’s approach ignores the hymn’s 
Semitic roots and setting, as well as making too much of the aorist tenses. 


See the exegesis of 1:51 and n. 22 below. 


2 Machen 1930: 95-97; Marshall 1978: 79; Schürmann 1969: 79 (who 


argues that Mary is related to 1:46—49 and that the additional elements came 
from the community). 
6 For a brief presentation of the argument that rejects historicity, see 


Luce 1933: 90. 


OT Old Testament 
ri Godet 1875: 1.100-101 may overstate the case, but his point about the 
exposure of the populace to the Psalter is well taken; Hendriksen 1978: 101. 
n But so argues Creed 1930: 22-23, who draws on the position of 
Harnack. Also in favor of this view are Danker 1988: 41; Klostermann 
1929: 17-18; Bultmann 1963: 296-97; and Luce 1933: 91-92. 
2 Three Old Latin manuscripts (a, b, and 1*) attest to Elizabeth, as does 
the Latin version of Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.7.1. Jerome refers to this 
view as contained in Origen’s seventh homily on Luke. About A.D.. 400 
Niceta of Remesiana (in the area of the former Yugoslavia) knows of this 
reading (De Psalmodiae Bono 76 or 9.11). Wiefel 1988: 56 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 365-66 note the texts. Farris 1985: 108-13 has a detailed look at the 
issue, as does Bemile 1986: 5-19. Bemile correctly notes that the testimony 
of the fathers is for Mary (pp. 12 and 266-68 nn. 54-61), including 
Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10.2; Tertullian, On the Soul 26; and 


Athanasius, In Lucam (PG 3:26:1393). 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

Farris 1985: 67-85 surveys the parallel examples in the OT and Judaism; 
1989: 82-83 notes that the Magnificat focuses on the victory of the 
righteous; it does not praise God as Creator, as do the Qumranic hymns, and 
has less harsh criticism of enemies than do the Psalms of Solomon. Bovon 


notes many verbal parallels to the Psalms of Solomon: 


Motif Magnificat Psalms of Solomon 
fearing God 1:50 2.33; 3.12; 4.23; 15.13 
Israel or the nation as 1:54 12.6; 17.21 
servant 

Abraham and his 1:55 9.9; 18.3 
descendants 

the proud 1:51 2.1-31; 17.13, 23 
contrast of rich and 1:53 5.11 

poor 

reversal 1:52 11.4 


refrain 1:50 13.12 


power of God 1:51 17.3 


arm of God 1:51 13.2 
God’s seeing 1:48 18.2 
God’s help 1:54 16.3, 5 
God’s remembering 1:54 10.1, 4 
God’s speaking 1:55 11.7 


New Testament 


New Testament 

The focus on the covenant and the God-fearer is key, for it shows that 
Luke is not generalizing about all people here, but about those in covenant 
with God through faith. Thus, the hymn is not a political manifesto. 

12 I lay out the hymn in thought units so the parallelisms are visible. 
Note the chiasmus in 1:52-53: powers-humble-hungry-rich. This 
declaration of eschatological reversal in very rhetorical style also opens the 
hymn (1:46-48). With the refrain about the generations, the hymn broadens 


its worldview to include all who trust God. God’s commitment to Israel and 


to his promise closes the passage. The parallelism in the passage is both 
synonymous (as in the opening line) and antithetical (as in the opposition of 
the hungry and the rich). The best discussion of structure is Bemile 1986: 
37-62, esp. 47. 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

ja Charts detailing the various OT parallels in the hymn can be found in 
Plummer 1896: 30-31; Klostermann 1929: 18-19; and R. Brown 1977: 
358-60. The fullest chart including Qumran parallels is Bemile 1986: 116- 
33. For the connection to 1 Sam. 2, see Goulder 1989: 225-29, who also 


notes parallels to Ps. 88 and 102. 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 


OT Old Testament 
14 Applying the remarks only to the church is exactly what Luke did not 
do! 


1s Plummer 1896: 32. The remarks made here are always true of God’s 


character (1:50) and apply to anyone who shares in the promise of the 
covenant. 

16 BDF 8333.2; BDR §333.1b.6, 8331.1. The frequency of such tense 
shifts in Hebrew poetry is demonstrated by Buth 1984, who argues, on the 


basis of this feature, that the hymn was originally in Hebrew. 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 

17 Zerwick 1963: 85 8260; Wiefel 1988: 58. Nolland 1989: 69 also sees 


this as possible. 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 
18 See the discussion of sources in this unit. Klostermann 1929: 19; 
Luce 1933: 92; Danker 1988: 43; and Creed 1930: 23. The term can be 


translated “humiliation” (James 1:10; Acts 8:33), as well as “humble state.” 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


LXX Septuagint 


LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 
MT Masoretic Text 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 
MT Masoretic Text 


T. Levi Testament of Levi 


1 R. Brown 1977: 337; BDF 8493.2; BDR 8493.2-3; Büchsel, TDNT 


1:663. This is called “distributive doubling.” Schürmann 1969: 75 n. 231 


prefers the translation “for many generations” with BDF. 


OT Old Testament 


20 Luke 12:5; 18:2, 4; 23:40. In Acts, the God-fearer is a person who 


respects God but does not know Jesus, often a non-proselyte Gentile 
favorable to God (10:2, 22, 35; 13:16, 26, 50 [probably]), or a Jew (16:14); 
Balz, TDNT 9:212-13. 


OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 


MT Masoretic Text 
a Schlier, TDNT 1:639-40. God’s arm is also an image for the second 
exodus (Ezek. 20:33-34; Isa. 51:5, 9; 53:1); Nolland 1989: 71. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 
OT Old Testament 

22 BDF 8333; Hendriksen 1978: 108, 112 defends this sense and cites 
Robertson 1923: 836-37, though Robertson says “maybe” to this view. For 
Grigsby 1984: 167 n. 29, this force is impossible, and he notes that the BDF 
discussion of the gnomic aorist does not mention the Magnificat. He 
apparently failed to read the fine-print portion of 8333.2, where the hymn is 
mentioned. His omission undercuts the key reason he offers for rejecting a 


pre-Christian setting for the hymn. 


OT Old Testament 


23 Danker 1988: 43-44; Ellis 1974: 76; Klostermann 1929: 20; Godet 


1875: 1.104-5; Plummer 1896: 33; Marshall 1978: 84. It must be 


remembered that Luke presented the passage as Mary’s words, so he must 
expect them to be read prophetically. Here is another failure of the view 


(1b) that argues for a reference to Jesus’ work in the past. 
OT Old Testament 

MT Masoretic Text 

MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


NT New Testament 


24 Auovota is singular according to Greek idiom, an idiom that English 


renders in the plural, “thoughts”; Ps. 75:6 LXX is a grammatical parallel; 
Klostermann 1929: 20; N. Turner 1963: 23. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 

MT Masoretic Text 
MT Masoretic Text 
MT Masoretic Text 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 
1QM War Scroll (Milhama) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


MT Masoretic Text 


OT Old Testament 
= So err many liberation movements that appeal to Jesus’ teaching 
about the poor. For a balanced discussion that applies the text to South 


America and Africa without succumbing to political ideology, see Bemile 


1986: 237-53. 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 


26 Such a tone is paralleled in the Benedictus of Zechariah in 1:68-79 


and in Simeon’s comments in 2:29-32. 
27 Fitzmyer 1981: 368 sees a purpose infinitive here; BDF §391.4 
argues for result; Marshall 1978: 85 and Michel, TDNT 4:676, opt for a 


causal reference. 

NASB New American Standard Bible 
NKJV New King James Version 

NIV New International Version 


OT Old Testament 

28 Dahl 1966 studies Luke’s presentation of this figure and argues that 
Luke faithfully presents Abraham as the OT did. 

23 The term DTTOOTPEQw is used thirty-two times in Luke—Acts and three 
times in the rest of the NT (Gal. 1:17; Heb. 7:1; 2 Pet. 2:21). Considered 
alongside the use of ovv, this verb may show 1:56 to be a Lucan linkage. 

30 R. Brown 1977: 345—46 notes this but makes no effort to answer the 


historical issues. 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 


LXX Septuagint 


LXX Septuagint 

1 Schiirmann 1969: 96 notes the possibility of a Baptist origin, but thinks 
the source is more likely to be Jewish Christian. R. Brown 1977: 376 opts 
for a Jewish-Christian source as well. Marshall 1978: 86 is uncertain where 
the origin lies. 

2 The reference to Elizabeth is in the emphatic position; BDF 8472.2; 
BDR 8472.2.6. 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 


OT Old Testament 
3 One cannot say if there was a wordplay in an original source, since if it 
had Semitic roots, wordplay is possible. However, Luke, unlike Matthew, 


does not discuss the meaning of names (cf. Matt. 1:23). 


OT Old Testament 

4 Pirge de Rabbi Eliezer 48 (= Friedlander 1916: 378), an eighth-century 
text that is too late to be of real help; R. Brown 1977: 369. Gen. 21:3 may 
belong here in light of Gen. 21:4—5, but it is hard to be sure; R. Meyer, 
TDNT 6:82. 


OT Old Testament 
2 R. Brown 1977: 369; SB 4:23-40. M. Sab. 19.5 indicates that 
circumcision could take place between the eighth and twelfth days. So 


important was this act that rabbinic texts speculated why it had not been 


included among the Ten Commandments; Pesikta Rabbati 23.4 (= Braude 


1968: 479). 

MT Masoretic Text 

NIV New International Version 
NKJV New King James Version 
NASB New American Standard Bible 


RSV Revised Standard Version 
6 Fitzmyer 1981: 380; Klostermann 1929: 23; SB 2:107. Efforts to prove 
that the grandfather was the most frequent choice, as argue Creed 1930: 24 
and Nolland 1989: 79, are not substantiated. Examples of naming after a 
relative are numerous: after the father: Tob. 1:1, 9; Josephus, Life 1 85; 
Jewish War 5.13.2 8534; Antiquities 14.1.3 810; after a grandfather: 1 
Macc. 2:1—2; Jub. 11.15. C. F. Evans 1990: 179, positing Hellenistic 


assimilation, is entirely too skeptical about the details here. 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 


OT Old Testament 


NT New Testament 
Z BAGD 462 mentions this meaning, though it does not place Luke 1:22 
here; BAA 938. For idols, the emphasis is on their inability to answer, but 
this is a function of more than being unable to speak. See also Philo, Special 


Laws 4.38 8197. Sibylline Oracles 4.27-28 also refers to idols. 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 


of Chicago Press, 1961) 


8 Luke reports the question in the third person, making it grammatically 


an indirect question. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

3 It occurs ten times in Luke (1:64; 4:39; 5:25; 8:44, 47, 55; 13:13; 
18:43; 19:11; 22:60) and six times in Acts; in the NT outside of Luke—Acts, 


it is found only in Matt. 21:19-20; Fitzmyer 1981: 381. 


iu The term tovc rtepioıkodvtag recalls the related term oi rtepioıkot in 


1:58. 


a BDF 8472.2 and BDR 8472.2.6 note that this word order is emphatic, 


since the reference to fear is delayed and the reference to all is moved 


forward. Literally the word order translates “there came upon all, fear.” 


12 For pnpata as events see Gen. 24:66; Luke 2:19, 51; Klostermann 


1929: 24. It can also refer to words (1 Sam. 3:1, 7). 


LXX Septuagint 


13 On the grammar of the predicate use of ti see BDF 8299.2 and BDR 


8299.2.2. 
OT Old Testament 
14 Exod. 13:3; 15:6; Isa. 5:12; 26:11; 31:3; Ps. 28:5; 1 Chron. 28:19; 


Creed 1930: 25; Marshall 1978: 90. In the NT, Acts 7:50; Lohse, TDNT 


9:431 8C3. Schürmann 1969: 83 n. 20 notes that only Luke uses the phrase 
“the hand of the Lord” in the NT (Acts 11:21; 13:11; in the LXX, Isa. 
41:20; 66:14). 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 

Tannehill 1986: 31 refers to the Magnificat as an operatic aria, where the 
action stops and the situation is assessed with a flourish. That description 
may be applied to the Benedictus as well. 

2 Marshall 1978: 86 speaks of the Jewish berakd. Berger 1984: 243 calls 
the Benedictus a psalm of thanksgiving, as does Bovon 1989: 96-97. 

3 Marshall 1978: 86; Berger 1984: 243. Bovon 1989: 99 notes that the 
expressions here have similarities to the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs: compassion (Luke 1:78; T. Zeb. 7.2—3; 8.2) and to visit (Luke 
1:68, 78; T. Levi 4.4; T. Judah 23.5; T. Asher 7.3). 

a The most detailed recent survey of the issues is Farris 1985: 26-30. 
Other treatments include R. Brown 1977: 377—78; Fitzmyer 1981: 376-78; 
Marshall 1978: 86-87; Ernst 1977: 92-94; Wiefel 1988: 62-64; Nolland 
1989: 82-85; and Schürmann 1969: 84-85, 88-89, 93-94. 


LXX Septuagint 

a R. Brown 1977: 377. Schürmann 1969: 84 n. 26 notes traces of non- 
Lucan style and argues for a Palestinian setting. Bovon 1989: 98 and n. 8 
argues that the terms to make redemption, horn of salvation, and to 
remember covenant are not Lucan expressions, though the terms to go 


before, knowledge, and salvation are like Lucan usage. 


T. Levi Testament of Levi 


T. Moses Testament of Moses 
6 R. Brown 1977: 377-78; Fitzmyer 1981: 377—78; Farris 1985: 27—28. 

The formative articulation of the view is Benoit 1956-57: 182-83. His work 
not only formulated the basic position, but is regarded as having challenged 


the unity of the hymn as well. 


z Among the hypotheses are the following: 
Added to Adherents 
1:76-79 Jewish or Jewish- Winter 1956: 239 n. 41 


Christian hymn 


1:76 or 1:76-77 early Christian hymn Benoit 1956-57: 182- 
91 

1:68-75 Christian hymn Schürmann 1969: 88— 
90 

1:76-77, 79b Baptist hymn Hahn 1969: 242-43, 
365-66 

1:76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn R. Brown 1977: 377— 


of the Anawim 78; Farris 1985: 27—28 


1:70, 76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn Fitzmyer 1981: 378 
probably from the 


Anawim 


8 The shifts occur at Ps. 90:14; 128:5. Marshall 1978: 87 notes that 


Daube 1956: 201 speaks of mixed forms. 


NT New Testament 
3 In other words, one need not think that there was a stenographer 
present to take down the words on this occasion. But a faithful recollection 
of remarks at some later point is possible. Machen’s remarks about Mary’s 
hymn may well apply to Zechariah’s praise; see the discussion of sources in 
1:46-56. 

= The first part of the hymn is one long sentence, making it more 
difficult than the Magnificat to lay out in strophic lines. Four infinitives in 
1:72-74 are key: moufjoa EAeog (to do mercy), uvnodfjvaı (to remember), 


dodvai (to grant), and Aatpedbeiv (to serve). 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

H In this chapter, both Elizabeth (1:41-44) and Zechariah give Spirit- 
directed remarks. The name Zechariah is in the emphatic position in the 
verse; BDF §472.2 and BDR §472.2. 

12 Friedrich, TDNT 6:835. Again, the Spirit serves as “testimony bearer” 


and “revelator”; Acts 2:17—18; 11:27; 13:1; 19:6; 21:9; Nolland 1989: 85. 


On the Lucan theme of the Spirit as the Spirit of prophecy, see Menzies 


1991: 119-22. 


13 Ein (not €otiv) should be supplied, yielding “blessed be the God of 
Israel”; BDR 8128.5.8. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 
MT Masoretic Text 
1QM Wer Scroll (Milhama) 


1QH Thanksgiving Hymns/Psalms (Hédayot) 
14 The remarks do have application for the church, but this language 


also includes notes of hope for Israel. On this text’s two levels of meaning, 


see Bock 1993. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


T. Levi Testament of Levi 

T. Asher Testament of Asher 
CD Damascus Document 
OT Old Testament 

MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

15 For OT and Jewish parallels, see Ps. 111:9; for the verb redeem, see 
Sir. 48:20; 50:24; 51:2 (twice). 

16 The delay is one of appearance only and applies to the generally held 
Jewish expectation that when God came in Messiah he would accomplish 
all things at once. Luke 24:44-47 and Acts 2:22—24 make it clear that 
Israelite rejection was always part of God’s plan, while the NT clarifies how 
two comings were also always in view. Contrary to the Jewish perspective 
of OT hope and presentation, the political consummation was delayed; but 
it was not canceled. Alongside the delay of political consummation, 


spiritual redemption was inaugurated. 


OT Old Testament 


2 Esdr. 2 Esdras (4 Ezra) 
OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 


1QH Thanksgiving Hymns/Psalms (Hödayöt) 
a Foerster, TDNT 3:670, notes that the combination to raise up a horn 


does not appear in the LXX. 


MT Masoretic Text 

18 Michel, TDNT 5:129; Jeremias, TDNT 5:681 n. 184, 700; SB 4:213. 
Lohse, TDNT 8:481, cites the Jewish benediction; cf. also pp. 482, 485. 

19 Bovon 1989: 54 prefers the translation “the entire time” or “always,” 
but the point is the same. The promise through time has been consistent. 

20 Hendriksen 1978: 125 includes a chart of various texts about 
Messiah. For covenant references in the OT, see Exod. 2:24; Lev. 26:42; Ps. 


106:45; Ezek. 16:60; Bovon 1989: 106 n. 62. 
1QM Wer Scroll (Milhama) 

OT Old Testament 

OT Old Testament 


MT Masoretic Text 
al For a reference to satanic enemies, see 10:18; 11:14-23; 13:16. They 
are part of the opposition, since in first-century Judaism they both move the 


human opposition and are responsible for “darkness.” They should be 


included because of the literary role of the hymn in Luke-Acts in 


introducing themes developed later in the book. 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

Zé The terms pvopat (to rescue) and oo (to save) occasionally appear 
together to express the idea of deliverance; Foerster, TDNT 7:990-91; 


Kasch, TDNT 6:1002; Ps. 7:1-2 [7:2-3 LXX]; 71:2 [70:2 LXX]. 
OT Old Testament 


BDE A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


BDF A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 

23 The fathers/patriarchs are mentioned in John 7:22; Acts 3:13; 7:32; 
Rom. 9:5; 11:28; the promise is noted in Acts 13:32; 26:6; Rom. 15:8; 


Schrenk, TDNT 5:976 nn. 178 and 182. In Judaism, see 4 Macc. 16:20; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 2:5-7; 3:10-17. 

24 For peta meaning “to,” see BDF §206.3 and BDR 8206.3.5; “with” 
cannot be meant here because the fathers do not cooperate with God in this 


action. 


da SB 1:892; Schweizer 1984: 42; Plummer 1896: 41. One could argue 


that the figure means “for the sake of the fathers,” but this rendering seems 


too soft in light of the belief that the righteous experience resurrection 


(16:19-31). 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 
CD Damascus Document 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


MT Masoretic Text 

26 Foerster, TDNT 2:813. Kasch, TDNT 6:1002, notes that rescue in the 
NT always refers to God as the rescuer. Rescue texts have strong OT roots; 
seven of seventeen NT uses of púopar have OT influence: Luke 1:74; Matt. 
27:43; Rom. 11:26; 2 Cor. 1:10a; 2 Thess. 3:2; 2 Tim. 3:11; 4:17. 

Z For yeipoc as a figure for power, see the exegesis of 1:71. On the 
grammar, see BDR 8217.5. 

28 Marshall 1978: 92 cites Luke 8:10; Acts 2:4; 4:29 as grammatical 


parallels. 
NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

23 Danker 1988: 48—49; Plummer 1896: 42; Hauck, TDNT 5:491 n. 24, 
493. The combination is found elsewhere in Wis. 9:3 and Eph. 4:24. God 
seeks righteousness and worship even among the heathen: Acts 13:10, 16; 
24:25; 10:35, 43; Schrenk, TDNT 2:199. In the OT, Josh. 24:14 is similar in 
thrust; Nolland 1989: 88. 

au “Most High” is another way to speak of heaven. To speak of “glory in 


the highest” (2:14; 19:38) is to call heaven to praise; Matt. 21:9; Luke 1:32, 


35; Acts 7:48; Schrenk, TDNT 5:985 n. 253. 


T. Levi Testament of Levi 


= Danker 1988: 49; Leaney 1958: 24 (who suggests that this hymn 


originally was tied to Anna [2:38], but then the question is why move it and 
bring in John the Baptist). Levi is referred to as a priest-king, fulfilling the 
Maccabean model. Evil king-priests of the Most High appear in T. Moses 
6.1. 


= ‘Etoipáoo, a purpose infinitive, goes back to mpomopevon. 
OT Old Testament 
1QS Manual of Discipline (Rule/Order of the Community) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 


a Luke 1:69 and 2:30 express this idea explicitly; Bock 1987: 73-74. 


= Schtirmann 1969: 91 n. 67; Hendriksen 1978: 131; Wiefel 1988: 65; 
BDF 8400.6. Bovon 1989: 108 correctly states that John has a foot in each 
era, since as the last of the prophets of promise he sets the table for the new 


era (Luke 7:26; 16:16). 


OT Old Testament 


Jo Plummer 1896: 42. The NT refers to this concept in alternative ways: 


Mark 1:4; Matt. 26:28; Luke 1:77; 24:47; Acts 2:38; 5:31; 10:43; 13:38; 
26:18; Col. 1:14; Heb. 10:11 (“take away sin”); Eph. 2:17 (“peace”); 
Bultmann, TDNT 1:511. 

= Plummer does not cite anyone who argues for this option. 
“Knowledge of salvation” in Hebrew idiom refers to the experience of 
salvation; Ps. 98:2; Nolland 1989: 89. 

37 Godet 1875: 1.115. Bovon 1989: 108 n. 74 notes that the expression 
forgiveness of sins is like neither the OT nor the Christian expression. 
Jewish usage does occur: Philo, Life of Moses 2.29 8147; Special Laws 1.35 
8190; Josephus, Antiquities 6.5.6 892 (which discusses God’s reaction to 
Israel’s desire to elect a king in 1 Sam. 12 and the nation’s confession of sin 


after God revealed his displeasure). 


NIDNTT The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, 
edited by L. Coenen, E. Beyreuther, and H. Bietenhard; English translation 
edited by C. Brown (4 vols.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1975-86) 


OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


1QH Thanksgiving Hymns/Psalms (Hödayöt) 
OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 

38 Prov. 12:10; Sir. 30:7; T. Naph. 4.5; T. Levi 4.4; 1QS 1.22; 2.1; 
Plummer 1896: 43; Marshall 1978: 94; Fitzmyer 1981: 386; K6;ster, TDNT 
7:556. The English equivalent term is heart. 

33 Col. 3:12 is a grammatically parallel verse where oiktippoð (mercy) 


is a genitive of quality, as €A€ouc is here. 
OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 
au Schlier, TDNT 1:352-53; Schürmann 1969: 92; BDB 855. When a 


plant is the image in the OT, a Davidite is in view; Nolland 1989: 90. 
MT Masoretic Text 


LXX Septuagint 

a Marshall 1978: 94-95. On God or his word as light, see 2 Sam. 22:17, 
29; Ps. 119:105; Goulder 1989: 242. 

42 cD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
AQpIsa*]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3—4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 
Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 
the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 


8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


T. Judah Testament of Judah 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 


MT Masoretic Text 

43 This is the point of the connection to Luke 1:77; Godet 1875: 1.117. 
On the verse as a whole, see Danker 1988: 50-51. C. Schneider, TDNT 
3:443, argues that the image is a figure for mourning. Those who sit in 
darkness are those who mourn the presence of death. Whether this 
particular picture is present is less likely given the OT background. 

44 Fitzmyer 1981: 388. A similar exhortation for the “straight walk” is 
found in T. Sim. 5.2, but in Luke, God supplies the way; Bovon 1989: 110 


n. 89. 


43 Luke 2:14, where peace is limited to people of good will, that is, to 


those who respond to Messiah’s coming as did the shepherds; Luke 10:5; 
24:36; Acts 10:36. 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

a6 Tannehill 1986: 34-35 speaks of the reader’s sense of tragedy in 
Luke, since the reader knows that Israel’s release did not happen, because it 
rejected Messiah. A successful outcome of the promise is not yet realized, 
though Luke still has hope for Israel; cf. Tannehill 1985. The account as a 
whole is almost a theodicy, explaining what God is doing, despite Messiah’s 
apparent failure. Tiede 1980 develops this idea, including issues tied to the 
fall of Jerusalem. His view of Luke’s understanding of Jerusalem’s fall 
requires that the Gospel of Luke be dated after A.D. 70, which is debatable. 


However, the term theodicy does apply to the assurance Luke-Acts seeks to 


give. Tiede’s insights on how Luke saw Jerusalem and Israel are valuable. 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


47 Apparently, Schweizer’s view changed. 


BDF A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 


of Chicago Press, 1961) 

ss The phraseology is Semitic in style, both in using the term rju&pa as 
meaning “time” (BDF 8165; Delling, TDNT 2:950) and in using the 
genitive avadeigewc (R. Brown 1977: 374). The use of dvadeigewc to 
describe his manifesting himself to Israel is the only NT use of the term 
(Sir. 43:6). 

Bovon 1989: 111 notes that salvation history is narrated and sung. The 


mood of praise is important. 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


BDE A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 


OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 

20 See discussions in Schürmann 1969: 94-95; Schweizer 1984: 44; R. 
Brown 1977: 376 n. 2; Bovon 1989: 110. Godet 1875: 1.118 refutes the 
older view that John was an Essene. The similarity between the two groups 
suggests that if John did not belong to one group, he probably was not a 


member of the other either. 


Wiefel 1988: 68-70 gives some background on Caesar Augustus. For an 
evaluation of the Lucan notes that place Luke within the sphere of ancient 
history writing, see Büchsel, TDNT 3:395-96, and Strathmann, TDNT 4:492 
n. 53. 

2 Major discussions can be found in Fitzmyer 1981: 392-93; R. Brown 
1977: 411; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Creed 1930: 30-32; Schürmann 
1969: 103-4, 108-9, 118-19; Marshall 1978: 96-97; Plummer 1896: 46; 
Nolland 1989: 98-103; and Ernst 1977: 99. 

2 Among the candidates for comparison are Cyrus, Romulus and Remus, 
Mithras, Osiris, Aion, Virgil, Semiramis, and Moses. For discussions see 
Creed 1930: 30-32; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Bultmann 1963: 298; 
Gressmann 1914; and Machen 1930: 348-58 (who has a detailed critique). 
Virtually no one argues for any direct connection, though most speak of the 


account’s legendary features, because of its supernatural elements. 


OT Old Testament 
4 Bultmann 1963: 299; Grundmann 1963: 76. Luke is given credit for 
2:1-5 because of the note that alludes to history. Such notes are unique to 
his Gospel and recall the historical notes common in the OT historical 


books, esp. Kings and Chronicles. 


OT Old Testament 
2 R. Brown 1977: 411. Fitzmyer 1981: 393 argues for traditional 
elements in the material, specifically the names of the key characters, the 


birth in Bethlehem, the parents’ tie to Nazareth, and a tie between Galilee 


and the census. Generally, more of these details would be seen as historical 


than in view 1. 


LXX Septuagint 

6 Schürmann 1969: 108-9, 118 also argues that the shepherd motif is 
Palestinian and that OT allusions reflect the MT. 

Z Plummer 1896: 46. Mary is not the only possible option, since sources 
could include the family or the shepherds, making this view more like view 
3. 

8 Fitzmyer 1981: 398 argues specifically against this view. He rejects the 
idea that 2:19 discloses a source. Arguing that there is no evidence for such 
a Marian memoir, he suggests that 2:19 means Mary kept these things to 
herself. He may be right that Mary is not the source, but other options exist 
for this account’s historical roots. 

Berger 1984: 349 calls this passage biography—a child history that 
places the baby in the framework of larger world history. 

10 The phrase év tañs ńpéporg is common in Luke: Luke 1:5, 39; 6:12; 
Acts 1:15; 6:1; 11:27. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

Hoehner 1977: 14-15; K. Weiss, TDNT 9:81 n. 12. For the force of 
amoypageoVai as a middle verb, “to register oneself,” see BDF 8317; in 


favor of the middle voice are 2:3, 5. 


= Acts 11:28; Michel, TDNT 5:157; P. Oxy. vol. 7 #1021 line 5; 


Fitzmyer 1981: 400. The remark may be rhetorical and partially hyperbolic 
(cf. Col. 1:6: “to the whole world”). 


MT Masoretic Text 
2 References to Quirinius are found in Tacitus, Annals 2.30; 3.22-23, 
48; and Strabo 12.6.5 (C 569); Luce 1933: 95-96; Fitzmyer 1981: 402; R. 


Brown 1977: 395. 


MM The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri 
and Other Non-literary Sources, by J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan (repr. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 


P. Lond. Papyrus London 
14 Bovon 1989: 118 argues that the parents’ obedience shows that they 


are not nationalists, like the later Zealots. 
OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 

is Only one LXX context refers to Bethlehem as David’s city: 1 Sam. 
20:6 (“his city”). David’s connection with Bethlehem is noted in the MT of 
1 Sam. 17:12, 58, but these verses are absent from the LXX; 1 Sam. 16:18 
LXX connects the city with Jesse, not David. Even Judaism did not have a 
Bethlehem-Davidic-Messianic connection; SB 1:82—83; Plummer 1896: 52; 


Bock 1987: 75. 


MT Masoretic Text 


16 Ellis’s suggestion (1974: 81) that this region was Mary’s former home 


also faces similar problems at this point. Where are the friends or relatives? 

1? For such language to express the end of pregnancy, see Gen. 25:24; 
Luke 1:57; R. Brown 1977: 398. This is yet another Hebraism; Delling, 
TDNT 2:950 n. 42. 

= Plummer 1896: 53. Bovon 1989: 120 n. 36 notes that expansions on 
the birth miracle occur in the second-century Protevangelium of James 4— 
10, 19-20. 

13 This used to be the Catholic understanding of the term and is still held 
by some today; Blinzler 1967 discusses the options and the subject of Jesus’ 
family. R. Brown 1977: 398 hints at this view, citing Ps. Sol. 13.9 [cited as 
13.8 according to an older numbering scheme]; 18.4; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 6:58 
as examples of mpwtotoKoc meaning “only begotten.” Bovon 1989: 121 
speaks of a privileged relationship to God. 

20 Exod. 13:2; Num. 3:12-13; Deut. 21:15-17; Schürmann 1969: 104 n. 
43. Both Fitzmyer 1981: 406 and R. Brown 1977: 398 note that the term 
shows only that no one preceded Jesus. 

= Exod. 13:2; Num. 3:12; Schürmann 1969: 104 n. 43; Fitzmyer 1981: 
407-8; Frey 1930; Michaelis, TDNT 6:876-77 and n. 36; Bovon 1989: 121 


n. 38. 


MM The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri 
and Other Non-literary Sources, by J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan (repr. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 
LXX Septuagint 

22 Exod. 4:24. The meaning “dining room” is found in 1 Sam. 1:18 and 
Sir. 14:25; BAGD 414; BAA 841; Schürmann 1969: 105; Stählin, TDNT 
5:19-20 nn. 136, 143. 

23 Hendriksen 1978: 144-45. On the ancient house, though inns are not 
explicitly discussed, see Safrai 1976a: 728-35. 


Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


LXX Septuagint 

24 Fitzmyer 1981: 406; ANET 489. Schiirmann 1969: 102 n. 30 notes 
that Plummer’s option is a popular etymology. 

25 Hendriksen 1978: 141; Godet 1875: 1.129; Plummer 1896: 52. 
Schrenk, TDNT 5:1016-17, esp. n. 7, argues similarly. The term oikog refers 
to the whole house of a ruler, while matpid is added, so that the reference to 
the whole house is clearly seen as a specific reference to ancestry. 


= Luke 1:33 and Acts 7:46 are against oikoc in a narrow sense. 


l In my translation, I have sacrificed literary flow in an effort to bring 
out the precision of some of the terms. Also, the brief note of praise in 2:14 


is laid out in poetic lines to show the parallelism. 


2 Tannehill 1986: 38 makes this observation and speaks of the birth as 
more than a family affair. 


3 AypauvAoüvteg means “to make one’s field [into] one’s courtyard or 


house”; BAGD 13; BAA 23; Schiirmann 1969: 108. Shepherds would often 
work together to provide this protection; Jeremias, TDNT 6:499. Jeremias 
(pp. 490-91) also points out that the account is not influenced by any 


literary traditions. 

m. Mishnah 

Segal. Seqalim 

m. Mishnah 

B. Qam. Baba; Qamma. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922—61) 
b. Babylonian Talmud 

Sanh. Sanhedrin 

NT New Testament 


OT Old Testament 

a Schürmann 1969: 108-9. Ezek. 34 is a negative OT text, but even here 
it is the perversion of the shepherd’s care that is in view. Israel’s leaders are 
portrayed as doing something unnatural in their care for the nation. 
a R. Brown 1977: 420-24. Marshall 1978: 107-8 rejects this approach. 


Fitzmyer 1981: 395-96 sees OT influence but rejects a midrashic view. So 


correctly Jeremias, TDNT 6:490--99, also rejects such connections. 


OT Old Testament 
6 Klostermann 1929: 37. "AyyeAog is introduced without the definite 
article. Bovon 1989: 124 thinks that the angel may be Gabriel, but the text 
does not say. 

ri All but three NT uses are Lucan: Luke 21:34; 24:4; Acts 12:7; 23:11; 1 
Thess. 5:3; 2 Tim. 4:2, 6; Marshall 1978: 109; Danker 1988: 56-57. 
8 Oepke, TDNT 4:22-24. Kittel, TDNT 1:84 n. 67, argues that the white- 
robed angels in Luke 24:4 and Acts 1:10 serve to indicate angelic glory. 


Their radiance finds its source in heaven. 
MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

a Friedrich, TDNT 2:721. The tie between humans and good news 
appears in a variety of texts: Matt. 26:13; 28:19; Acts 1:8; Mark 14:9; 
16:15; Sasse, TDNT 3:890. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 
NT New Testament 

2 Luke 1:43 is not a formal comprehensive use of the title Lord, but is a 
reference of respect for the baby, who will be Messiah; the uses of Lord in 
1:17, 76 are best understood contextually as referring to God. See the 


exegesis of these verses and the discussion below. 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 


OT Old Testament 


u Foerster and Fohrer, TDNT 7:1015-24. Foerster (7:1015 n. 63) 


regards the phrase who is Christ the Lord as a possible Lucan explanatory 
gloss. See Acts 5:31 and 13:23 and the related ruler ideas in Acts 3:15 and 
7:35. The variety of traditions drawing on the concept is against a gloss 


here. 

OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 


OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 


T. Levi Testament of Levi 


T. Sim. Testament of Simeon 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


NIDNTT The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, 
edited by L. Coenen, E. Beyreuther, and H. Bietenhard; English translation 
edited by C. Brown (4 vols.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1975-86) 


OT Old Testament 
é K üpıog is used more than nine thousand times in the LXX, of which 


around 6,150 render the divine name 1317? (Yahweh). 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


13 On evpioxe in the NT, see Preisker, TDNT 2:769. 


LXX Septuagint 


NT New Testament 

1a BAGD 272; BAA 549; Mark 13:36 (of the return of the Lord); Acts 
9:3 and 22:6 (both of the Lord’s appearing to Paul); Luke 9:39 (of a spirit 
crying out to Jesus). 

Marshall 1978: 111; Leaney 1958: 96. The appearance of the angel is 
an angelophany, while the experience of heaven is more like a vision; 
Michaelis, TDNT 5:351. 

16 Plummer 1896: 57. Traub, TDNT 5:537—38, discusses the “heavenly 
host.” A singular noun joined to a plural participle is an ad sensum 
construction; BDR 8134.1b. 

17 Fitzmyer 1981: 410 cites the formulas of praise or confession in Bar. 
2:17-18; 1 Esdr. 9:8; 4 Macc. 1:12; Rom. 11:36; and Heb. 13:21. See also 
Schürmann 1969: 113. Nolland 1989: 108 mentions Ps. Sol. 18.10. The 
formula corresponds to the Semitic “Hosanna”; Lohse, TDNT 9:683, esp. n. 


14. 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 

iS Swartley 1983 is too broad in his perception that the scope of peace 
automatically encompasses all people; see the introduction to 4:16-30. 

2 1QH 4.32-33; 11.9; Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 17 
(= Schürer 1973-87: 2.458); Marshall 1978: 112; Fitzmyer 1981: 411-12; 
Jeremias 1929a; Jeremias, TDNT 1:364; Schrenk, TDNT 2:745-50; 
Fitzmyer 1958; Nolland 1989: 109. 

au The term v could be rendered as a simple dative: “to men of his good 
pleasure”; BDR 8220.1.1. 

al So yv@pidw often in the NT (Rom. 9:22-23; Acts 2:28), and often tied 
to the idea of making known a mystery (Col. 1:27; Eph. 1:9; 3:5, 10; 6:19); 


Bultmann, TDNT 1:718. 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 


22 On the unusual spelling of Mary’s name, see BDR §53.4.12. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


LXX Septuagint 


T. Levi Testament of Levi 


= Schürmann 1969: 117 n. 160; Riesenfeld, TDNT 8:151; B. Meyer 


1964: 43. The remark argues that the events, like revelation of an 


apocalyptic secret, transcend human understanding and require reflection. 


24 The term Kapöla describes the place of reflection; Luke 1:51; 9:47; 
24:38; Acts 8:22; Mark 11:23; Behm, TDNT 3:612. 

25 Schürmann 1969: 117—18 notes the unique Lucan usage in 2:19 
involving the specific form of Mary’s name; fourteen of the twenty-seven 
uses of Mapıáų are in Luke—Acts (but eleven of these are in the infancy 
material, so the usage may reflect sources). In addition, all six NT uses of 
ovuUBGAA® are in Luke-Acts. Also tied up in this point is a textual issue (see 


the additional notes on 2:19). I read Mapia here, a reading that makes the 


possibility of Lucan composition less likely. 
OT Old Testament 


MT Masoretic Text 


26 Plummer 1896: 60 gives all the combinations: human to human (1 
Sam. 15:30); human to God (Exod. 15:2); God to human (Ps. 91:15 [90:15 
LXX)). 

al K a8a@c compares what they heard with what they saw and thus 


connects only to eißov; Godet 1875: 1.134. 


OT Old Testament 
= Twenty-two times in Luke-Acts and two times in rest of NT; in Luke 
at 1:15, 23, 41, 57, 67; 2:6, 21, 22; 4:28; 5:7, 26; 6:11; 21:22; the non- 


Lucan examples are Matt. 22:10; 27:48. 
NT New Testament 


Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 


29 Some add an association between swaddling clothes and Messiah in 


Lam. Rab. 1.51 on 1:16, an approach discussed and rejected by Marshall 
1978: 107. 


T. Reub. Testament of Reuben 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922—61) 
b. Babylonian Talmud 


b. Babylonian Talmud 


B. Qam. Baba. Qamma. 
y. Jerusalem (Palestinian) Talmud 


M. Mishnah 


Seqal. Seqalim 


au Lake 1910: 606. Hippolytus was a disciple of Irenaeus, who studied 


under Polycarp, who in turn studied under the apostle John. As such, 
Hippolytus might be a significant witness, if one could be sure exactly what 
he meant. 

a Marshall 1978: 108. Supporting the addition are A, D, ©, Y, family 
13, Byz, and some Latin and Syriac versions. The harder-reading rule is 


against it, though it has wide attestation. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


32 The KJV reflects a three-part division by reading nominative evéoxia; 


so Godet 1875: 1.132-33. Many recent translations reflect a two-part 
division by reading genitive eböoklag; so Plummer 1896: 57—58; Fitzmyer 
1981: 410-12; and R. Brown 1977: 403-5. 

33 On the options, see Schrenk, TDNT 2:747-50, who also opts for the 


two-part line. 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 

1 Farris 1985: 30 notes that A. Harnack admitted this stylistic feature in 
the Nunc Dimittis. There are some, however, who hold out for Lucan 


redaction, merely because of the Gentile emphasis. 


2 Bultmann 1963: 299, 304 regards this setting as artificial and 
erroneous, since the firstborn child is presented at the temple, which was 
not required by the law. Schürmann 1969: 119-20, 131 speaks of editorial 
work from Hellenistic Christianity, though he still insists that the bulk of the 
tradition is Jewish-Christian because of its heavy emphasis on Israel and its 
traces of a Palestinian setting (the only other verse he questions is 2:27). He 
places the origin in a setting similar to 1:5-25 and 1:57-79. Nolland 1989: 
115 argues for Luke’s hand in 2:22-24, 39; but the non-LXX form of the 
OT citation is against 2:22-24 being from Luke’s hand. In Nolland’s view 
(p. 116), the rest is substantially from a source, with 2:25, 38 serving as 
Lucan editorial links. He also sees possible Lucan elements in 2:33-35. 

3 There are many suggestions about Lucan redaction at various spots. 
Klostermann 1929: 40 sees Luke’s hand in 2:22b-23, 29-32, 34-35. R. 
Brown 1977: 445-47, 452-55 argues for an original tradition that contained 
what is now 2:27—34; Luke, however, added the hymn. For Brown, the 
hymn is from the Jewish-Christian Anawim, as were the earlier hymns of 
Luke 1-2. 

4 Creed 1930: 37—38 mentions these associations and rejects them, as do 
Bultmann 1963: 299-300 and Schürmann 1969: 131 n. 244. The 
comparison was described by Aufhauser 1926 and defended by Garbe 1959: 
47-49, but there are just too many differences between these accounts. 

2 Fitzmyer 1981: 420 speaks of several stages in the construction of the 
account. He thinks it likely that Luke added the hymn, but he is unsure 


whether the hymn’s origin is the same as the origin of the hymns of Luke 1. 


See the earlier discussion of hymns in the sources and historicity sections of 
1:46-56 and 1:67--80. 

6 The major reason for separating 2:22—40 from the earlier material in 
Luke 1-2 is the additional note of parental surprise, which is regarded by 
many as a doublet to the surprise in 2:18-19. This explanation can be 
challenged, as the information Simeon supplies is new and could create the 
reaction, since there was no universalism in the earlier passages and Mary’s 
hymn was so national in focus. 

Z Marshall 1978: 114, very clear on this point, argues for a Palestinian 


setting. That is as far as he goes. 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 

Berger 1984: 243, 350. Bovon 1989: 137 speaks of a God-directed 
meeting (other examples are Luke 1:39-45; Acts 9:10-18; 10:17-29). He 
observes that meetings before a death have parallels in the OT (Gen. 46:30 
[Jacob with Joseph]; Deut. 32:49-50; 34:1-5 [Moses and the land]) and in 
Judaism (Tob. 11:10-15). Bovon also notes Greek parallels. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 
3 So X, A, B, L, Byz; so read most translations. Schürmann 1969: 121 n. 
180 and Marshall 1978: 116 discuss this textual problem. 

14 So 76, the Complutensian Polyglot of 1514, and possibly some Itala 
manuscripts and Vulgate, a reading also adopted in the KJV. 
i Most commentators note that Mary’s association with purification 
argues against a view that sees her as an “intact virgin” after Jesus’ birth; 
see 1:34; Creed 1930: 39; Plummer 1896: 63; R. Brown 1977: 436; 


Fitzmyer 1981: 421. 
m. Mishnah 
Nid. Nidda 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 


NIDNTT The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, 
edited by L. Coenen, E. Beyreuther, and H. Bietenhard; English translation 


edited by C. Brown (4 vols.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1975-86) 

12 Godet 1875: 1.137; Plummer 1896: 65; Fitzmyer 1981: 426. In favor 
of this view is Cutler 1966. New Testament uses of the name include Luke 
3:30; Acts 13:1; 15:14; 2 Pet. 1:1; Rev. 7:7. Simon is a variation of the 
name. 

13 Bovon 1989: 141 n. 22 notes that Simeon is a teacher or rabbi in the 
Acts of Pilate 16.2, 6. 

AR Schrenk, TDNT 2:189 §C2c. Atkauog is often used in the NT of the 
prophets or martyrs. 

15 Bultmann, TDNT 2:753; Plato, Statesman 311B; Luce 1933: 101; 
Plummer 1896: 66, who notes that Philo used the term to describe Abraham 
in Who Is the Heir? 6 822. 

16 Grundmann, TDNT 2:58. Schmitz, TDNT 5:798, argues that the 


phrase is Palestinian. 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
y. Jerusalem (Palestinian) Talmud 
Ber. Berakot 


OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

12 Note the similar description of Joseph of Arimathea in Luke 23:51, 
while Acts 4:36, 9:31, and 15:31 describe consolation or encouragement as 
a characteristic of the believer in day-to-day life, a different force than here. 


Danker 1988: 64 notes the contact with Luke 6. 


LXX Septuagint 

18 Jer. 31:31-33 [as writing the law on the heart]; Joel 2:28-32 [3:1-5 
MT]; 1QS 4.21-22; Danker 1988: 64; SB 2:126-27; R. Meyer, TDNT 
6:816—20, 826-27. On the view of some in ancient Judaism that the Spirit’s 
revelatory work ceased sometime before the Maccabean period, see 1 Macc. 
9:27; 14:41. 

= For the grammar of the temporal phrase mpiv Ñ äv iön, see BDF 


8383.3, 3395. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


20 Procksch, TDNT 4:328 n. 3; Creed 1930: 41. Bovon 1989: 143 n. 35 


adds Sophocles, Antigone 1268, 1314. 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 
OT Old Testament 
21 Aegonötng is used ten times in the NT, twice in Luke—Acts (here and 


Acts 4:24). 

NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


LXX Septuagint 

22 Technically Fitzmyer is correct. Luke gives no hint of Jesus’ 
preexistence, so the idea of “God come in the flesh” is not explicitly present 
in Luke—Acts. But Luke’s idea is close to this concept, especially later in 
Luke—Acts, when Jesus addresses God as his Father, is called Lord, and is 


treated much like God the Father. 
OT Old Testament 


1QH Thanksgiving Hymns/Psalms (Hödayöt) 


23 Marshall 1978: 120. Bovon 1989: 144 notes conceptual parallels in 


Ps. 31:19 [31:20 MT; 30:19 LXX] and Isa. 64:4-5 [64:3-4 MT]. Nolland 
1989: 120 cites Bar. 4:24 and sees Isa. 52:10 as the key point of connection. 
Goulder 1989: 257 sees Isa. 40:1—5 as the key text. 

a Farris 1985: 148. God’s direction runs through this entire scene, 
whether it be in Messiah’s coming or in the timing of Simeon’s meeting 
with Joseph and Mary. 

= On the grammar of Kata npóconov, see BAGD 406 SII.1b; BAA 825 


8II.1b; BDF 8140; Plummer 1896: 69. 
OT Old Testament 

NASB New American Standard Bible 
NKJV New King James Version 

OT Old Testament 

OT Old Testament 

RSV Revised Standard Version 

NIV New International Version 

NT New Testament 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


2b See Plummer 1896: 69 for four grammatical options for the genitive; 
Farris 1985: 149. R. Brown 1977: 440 notes that the peculiarity of the 


syntax here is a reflection of Semitic style; BDF 8259.3. 


MT Masoretic Text 
af Farris 1985: 147 and Grundmann 1963: 90 argue that Simeon is the 
“first redeemed man,” but Zechariah’s hymn also reveals Jesus’ role in 


salvation (1:69-78). What Simeon portrays is the one who can rest in Jesus. 
NT New Testament 

NT New Testament 

1QH Thanksgiving Hymns/Psalms (Hédayéot) 

1QM Wer Scroll (Milhama) 

MT Masoretic Text 


LXX Septuagint 

28 BDB 990; Bock 1987: 87, 310 n. 145. This is a clear example of the 
Jewish hermeneutic gezerah shewah (i.e., comparison of similar things). 

29 Schweizer 1984: 57; Marshall 1978: 122. Jeremias in his earlier 
TDNT article, 4:271-72, 276-77, stresses that the dividing point is the 
presence or absence of faith. 

30 R. Brown 1977: 461; Hendriksen 1978: 170; Danker 1988: 68. 


Jeremias in his later TDNT article, 6:541-42, revised his view. 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 


NT New Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 

Sl Acts 13:45; 28:19, 22; Danker 1988: 69. In the OT, examples of the 


image of opposition are found in Isa. 65:2 and Hos. 4:4. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

BE Godet 1875: 1.141—42 argues that the other construction is too 


violent; that is, too far removed to be likely. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

33 John 19:25-27; Godet 1875: 1.141; Hendriksen 1978: 170-71; 
Marshall 1978: 123. Nolland 1989: 122 cites Ps. 22:20 [22:21 MT]; 37:15; 


Zech. 12:10; 13:7; and Ps. 37:15 as conceptual background. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


b. Babylonian Talmud 
Meg. Megilla 


OT Old Testament 

34 Wiefel 1988: 80. These texts show that God used women as 
revelatory agents. Several texts, including Luke 2:36—38, have audiences 
that include both men and women. There is no indication in the Bible that 
prophetesses had a gender-restricted audience. In fact, the recording of their 
prophecies for all to read suggests the opposite. On Luke and women, see 


Flanagan 1978: 292—93, who notes thirteen Lucan texts where man and 


woman are paralleled as Simeon and Anna are here; Nolland 1989: 122. 
MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BDE A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 

A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 
a Hendriksen 1978: 172—73; Schneider 1977a: 72. The omission of the 

term €ac in D and the Itala shows some ancient manuscripts had this view 

too. But the omission is not attested widely enough to be taken seriously as 


original. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


LXX Septuagint 


MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 
36 Conceptually, Isa. 43:3-4; 45:14; 49:26; 54:1-8. National redemption 
is the point. The picture is of a “new exodus,” also paralleling the Jubilee 


image of release; Lev. 25:47—54. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 


New Testament 

37 Fitzmyer 1981: 421 regards such historical questions as beside the 
point of the narrative. Technically this is correct, since the Gospels do not 
try explicitly to solve such questions. Each writer tells his own story with 
his own emphases. But such historical questions do have value in helping us 
wrestle with the early days of Jesus’ life. R. Brown 1977: 448-51 sees Luke 
creating much of this event. 

au McKnight 1991b outlines the current discussion of the Synoptic 
problem. See also the introduction to the Gospel of Luke under “Sources” 


and excursus 4. There is debate whether Q is a single teaching source 


similar to the collection of sayings in the Gospel of Thomas, or whether this 
teaching tradition existed in various forms. Those who see Matthew as the 


first Gospel generally deny the existence of Q. 
1QH Thanksgiving Hymns/Psalms (Hödayöt) 
NT New Testament 


BDE A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


KJV King James Version 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 

1 The view is old. Those who hold it include Bultmann 1963: 300; Creed 
1930: 44; Klostermann 1929: 45; Schürmann 1969: 139; Schneider 1977a: 
76; Wiefel 1988: 82; and Fitzmyer 1981: 435-36. About the only one who 


raises doubts is Marshall 1978: 126. Despite the remarks about sources, 
Coleridge 1993: 187-213 is certainly correct that from a narrative 
viewpoint this pericope could not be dropped without substantial loss to the 
infancy narrative. Jesus’ remarks about himself are a fitting climax to the 
prologue. In Coleridge’s words (p. 189), this unit is “the most important” of 


the infancy narrative. 


OT Old Testament 

2 Schürmann 1969: 139 notes numerous Semitisms in earlier accounts 
and says this account has more unmistakable traces of Greek and Lucan 
expression. The most influential study here is Van Iersel 1960. 

a Schürmann 1969: 139, esp. n. 300, notes the positive attitude to the 
law, the temple focus, and the possible traces of Semitic elements. 

Such a classification is also used for other sections of Luke 1-2. On such 
motifs in the Greco-Roman biographical tradition, see H. De Jonge 1977- 
78; Nolland 1989: 127; C. F. Evans 1990: 222-27. See n. 6 for the ancient 
texts. 

Marshall 1978: 125-26. One can only note the restraint in this account 
Jesus’ saying in 2:49 in black type (meaning that it does not go back to 
Jesus); Funk and Hoover 1993: 275—76. They see the unit as Luke’s 


production, drawing on the child-prodigy genre, the Lucan emphasis on 
design, and its lack of attestation elsewhere. But these criteria ignore the 
potential of a unique source surfacing in Luke’s research and the evidence 


for the unit’s origins in Palestinian settings (see the discussion above and n. 


3). Its enigmatic expression also reflects Jesus’ style (see also Nolland 
1989: 127-28, who speaks less directly on the issue of historicity in 2:49). 
That this is the only use of Sei relating Jesus to the Father speaks against a 
Lucan origin. On the historicity of the entire scene, see the exegesis of 2:50. 
Creed 1930: 44 and Nolland 1989: 129 have typical lists of examples: 
Cyrus (at ten) in Herodotus 1.114-15; Alexander the Great in Plutarch, Life 
of Alexander 5 (666-67); Apollonius in Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 1.7; 
Moses in Josephus, Antiquities 2.9.6 8230, and in Philo, Life of Moses 821; 
Samuel (at twelve) in Josephus, Antiquities 5.10.4 8348; Solomon (at 
twelve) in 1 Kings 2:12 LXX; and Josephus (of himself!) in Life 2 888-9. 
To this can be added the account of Augustus in Suetonius, Augustus 94, as 
Klostermann 1929: 45 notes. Luke’s account of Jesus is restrained in 


comparison to most of these accounts. 


twelve sparrows from clay. Though this account is much more fanciful than 


the Lucan pericope, its ending (19), stressing Jesus’ wisdom, is similar to 
but less restrained than Luke’s emphasis on wisdom (Schmahl 1974; see the 
exegesis of 2:46). In this case, the Infancy Gospel of Thomas is influenced 


by Luke (R. Brown 1977: 481). 


OT Old Testament 
8 Jeremias 1969: 76-77; Josephus, Life 65 8354 (which notes how few 
Tiberians [two thousand] were in Jerusalem on one key festival occasion); 


Antiquities 17.9.3 88213-14; Jewish War 2.14.3 8280; 2.1.3 8810-12. 


3 Danker 1988: 74; Plummer 1896: 74. BDF §305 discusses the 


distributive use of Kata that is present here. 


0 Josephus, Antiquities 17.9.3 8213; Jeremias, TDNT 5:898 81. The 


reference in the verse to the Passover, t €opth tod maoya, is grammatically 
to be taken as a dative of time: “at the time of the feast of the Passover” 


(Plummer 1896: 74; Luke uses a dative of time at 8:29 and 12:20). 
m. Mishnah 
Hag. Hagiga 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

11 Ellis 1974: 85-86. Plummer 1896: 75 cites a source describing 
contemporary, not ancient, Bedouin. 

12 Marshall 1978: 127; R. Brown 1977: 474; Jeremias 1969: 58-60; 
Josephus, Life 52 8269; m. Ma.as. S. 5.2. 


m. Mishnah 
Nid. Nidda 
m. Mishnah 
Meg. Megilla 


m. Mishnah 


b. Babylonian Talmud 


Ketub. Ketubot 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
M. Mishnah 


Nid. Nidda 
13 For the latter, see R. Brown 1977: 473, 486, who speaks of the 
literary character of the account, by which he means one should not spend 


too much time looking for historical or psychological detail. 
NT New Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

14 Plummer 1896: 75 cites H. B. Tristram. Wight 1953: 121 also 
mentions a split travel custom of children spending time with kin and 


neighbors, but without citing ancient evidence. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


l> Danker 1988: 75 notes the difference in wording, but still thinks a 


hint exists about the future; Fitzmyer 1981: 441. Luke 9:22 is an example of 
the different phrasing. Bovon 1989: 156 also sees no allusion to the 


resurrection. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922—61) 
b. Babylonian Talmud 


Sanh. Sanhedrin 
16 Rengstorf, TDNT 4:435 n. 152. Bovon 1989: 157 believes that the 


probable locale is the portico of Solomon (Acts 3:11; 5:12, 21, 25). 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

17 For an example of the form of rabbinic teaching, see m. „Abot 6.5--6; 


Klostermann 1929: 47. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 

I Wiefel 1988: 84 n. 20. Bovon 1989: 159 notes that the idiom suggests 
the questioner’s belief that an error has been made. 

13 Luke 4:43 [to preach the kingdom of God]; 9:22 [to suffer, die, and be 
raised]; 13:33 [he must go to Jerusalem]; 17:25 [to suffer]; 19:5 [to remain 
with Zacchaeus]; 22:37 [to be reckoned with criminals]; 24:7 [to suffer, die, 
and be raised]; 24:26 [to suffer and come into glory]; 24:44 [that Scripture 
about him be fulfilled]; Danker 1988: 77. 

20 Theodoret, On the Incarnation of the Lord 24; see PG 75:1461CD. R. 


Brown 1977: 477 cites J. Dö;derlein as a modern exponent. 
KJV King James Version 


NKJV New King James Version 
2l See BAGD 552 8II.7; BAA 1120 §II.7; BDF §162.8; Fitzmyer 1981: 
443. Literally, the phrase translates as “in the things of my Father,” with the 


things referred to being determined by the given context. 


Frg. Tg. Fragmentary Targum 


OT Old Testament 

ae This view is really a variation of view 1. It simply focuses on the 
king. Numerous commentators criticize it, though none mention who holds 
it. Bovon 1989: 160-61 comes close in mentioning the activity of Messiah 
in the context and in speaking only of God’s love relationship to Jesus. 

= M. Power 1912 mentions this approach, while Cortés and Gatti 1970 
and Bover 1951 suppose that the missing saying was that Jesus told his 
parents he would remain in Jerusalem, but they had not understood him on 


that point. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 


1 Marshall 1978: 131 defends a break in Luke’s Gospel before 4:14 by 
noting that Jesus’ ministry really begins at this verse. Schürmann 1969: 


146—48 sees the break at 4:44. 


Locations implied in the text are in square brackets 
Locations implied in the text are in square brackets 
Locations implied in the text are in square brackets 
Locations implied in the text are in square brackets 
Locations implied in the text are in square brackets 


Locations implied in the text are in square brackets 


Old Testament 
So Marshall 1978: 132; Marshall 1970: 145-46; Bovon 1989: 165 (who 
sees John as a “bridge” figure); Wink 1968: 42-86. Other Lucan texts on 


2 For characteristic approaches to this issue, often appealing to Q, see 


Klostermann 1929: 50; Creed 1930: 46—48; Schneider 1977a: 82. Bovon 
1989: 165-66 speaks of Q, Mark, and other material. Distinctive is Goulder 
1989: 271-72, who argues for Luke’s use of Matthew. 


OT Old Testament 
Old Testament 
Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 


3 Reicke 1968: 228-34. On these distinctions, see Sherwin-White 1963: 


1-23 (who cites a variety of relevant ancient texts); C. F. Evans 1990: 233; 
Tacitus, Annals 15.25. 
a Reicke 1968: 138, 228-29. F. F. Bruce 1972: 16-17 notes that the term 


procurator is later than this period, coming into use with the emperor 


Claudius (41-54). 
2 For Pilate, see Josephus, Jewish War 2.9.2-4 §8169—77; and 
Antiquities 18.3.1 8855-59. For Herod Antipas, see Jewish War 1.33.8 
88668-69; 2.9.1 §§167—68; Antiquities 17.8.1 8188; 17.11.4 8318; 18.5.2 
88116-19. For Philip, see Antiquities 17.2.2 8827-28; 17.4.2-3 8878-80; 
17.8.1 8189; 17.11.4 8319. 

G Sherwin-White 1963: 12 n. 4. Tacitus, Annals 12.60, is the ancient 
source that discusses the key terminology. 

Z Josephus mentions Annas’s appointment (Antiquities 18.2.1 826) and 
discusses the interim priests after Annas was deposed by Valerius Gratus 
(Antiquities 18.2.2 8833-35). Five sons of Annas as well as his son-in-law 
Caiaphas succeeded to this office, so it is easy to see why Luke sees Annas 
as key. He is a patriarch to the high priesthood. The interim priests were 


Eleazar, son of Annas, and Simon, son of Camith, who each served one 


year. 


OT Old Testament 

a Against this view is Conzelmann 1960: 18-27. See the introduction in 
SII.A above. 
2 For discussion of Josephus’s text, see Creed 1921-22; F. F. Bruce 


1974: 34-35. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 


10 Note especially how John’s father is named again in Luke 3:2, a style 


reminiscent of the OT. 
NT New Testament 


OT Old Testament 
si 2 Kings 18:1 names the father of a king discussed previously in 


15:30! 


OT Old Testament 

12 Against this view is Schürmann 1969: 155; in favor of a wide-ranging 
minstry is Marshall 1978: 135. The reference to the entire region suggests 
that Marshall is correct. 

13 The OT term is often translated “turn” or “return.” One could easily 
paraphrase the idea as a change in one’s point of view. Such a change 
manifests itself concretely in action according to Luke 3:10—14 and Acts 
26:20. On the ethical thrust of such rites in Judaism, see Dahl 1955. Jesus 


made it clear that the church’s concept and message of repentance are 


rooted in the OT (Luke 24:44-47). 
OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 
14 Creed 1930: 50; Nolland 1989: 141. Tiede 1988: 86 notes the 
emphasis this idea has in Acts (2:38; 3:19; 5:31; 8:22; 11:18; 17:30; 20:21; 


26:20). 


NT New Testament 


OT Old Testament 

MT Masoretic Text 

Jub. Jubilees 

1QS Manual of Discipline (Rule/Order of the Community) 
4Q174 Florilegium (4QFlor) 


OT Old Testament 


oO 


T Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 

LXX Septuagint 

MT Masoretic Text 

1QS Manual of Discipline (Rule/Order of the Community) 
MT Masoretic Text 


LXX Septuagint 

15 SB 1:96-97; 2:154; Lam. Rab. 1.23 on 1:2; Legah Tob on Num. 
24:17 (2.129b, 130a) (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 3389-90); Pesikta 
Rabbati 29/30B.4 (= Braude 1968: 587-90). On the OT roots of the concept 
of renewal in the wilderness, see Ezek. 20:33-38; Hos. 2:14-23 [2:16-25 


MT]; Nolland 1989: 143; Mauser 1963. 
LXX Septuagint 

MT Masoretic Text 

MT Masoretic Text 

LXX Septuagint 

LXX Septuagint 

LXX Septuagint 


MT Masoretic Text 


18 Snodgrass 1980 analyzes the use of this text in the OT, LXX, 


Targums, Dead Sea Scrolls, Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, and rabbinic 


literature. In the Jewish view, it often looked to end-time salvation. 
1QS Manual of Discipline (Rule/Order of the Community) 


T. Moses Testament of Moses 

17 Such a “pattern” rendering of OT events fits the OT prophetic hope, 
where the message of a prophet is read in light of a larger context of the 
book or in light of the whole of the OT. It is biblical typology in the proper 
sense of the term; Foulkes 1958 and Goppelt 1982. For more on the 
hermeneutics of the OT use in the NT, see Bock 1985. 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 
LXX Septuagint 
MT Masoretic Text 
LXX Septuagint 
NT New Testament 
LXX Septuagint 
MT Masoretic Text 
LXX Septuagint 


LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 

18 On Isa. 40: 1QS 8.12-15; 9.19-21; on repentance: 1QS 5.13-14; 3.1- 
9; on the baptisms of cleansing: CD 10.10—13. 

13 1QS 5.13; Josephus, Jewish War 2.8.2-13 §8119-61. Bringing 
Josephus’s description into consideration assumes that the Qumran 
community is Essene, a stance defended by Dupont-Sommer 1961: 39-67. 


Despite recent objections raised because of the find of Migsät Ma.dsé Tora 
(4QMMT) at Qumran, this is still the best option. 
1QS Manual of Discipline (Rule/Order of the Community) 

al This book appeared too late to integrate well into the exegetical 
discussion, so I note it here. His general view parallels the “eschatological 
prophetic” role I described. 

el His six categories (pp. 254-60) are Yahweh returning through a future 
agent, Davidic Messiah, Aaronic Messiah, Michael/Melchizedek, Son of 
Man, and Elijah redivivus. Of the focused categories that Webb examines, 
the closest correspondences occur in the Son of Man and Davidic Messiah 
categories, though the category that has the most contact with John’s 


expectation is Yahweh returning through an agent. 
NT New Testament 


LXX Septuagint 


MT Masoretic Text 
MT Masoretic Text 


LXX Septuagint 
22 Bock 1987: 94-95 discusses the details and shows that the plural term 


tpaxelaı of 3:5 is closer to the Hebrew plural than to the LXX’s singular. 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 


MT Masoretic Text 

1 Aland 1985: §14. After the introduction to the pericope, there are only 
three differences: Luke 3:8 has the plural fruits, while Matt. 3:8 has the 
singular fruit; Luke 3:8 has do not begin to say, while Matt. 3:8 has do not 
think to say; and Luke 3:9 has an extra conjunction and. 
_ See, e.g., the treatments of Creed 1930: Ivi-lxx; Klostermann 1929: 49; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 75-81. Detailed studies are Schulz 1972; Polag 1982; 
Kloppenborg 1988; and Kloppenborg 1987. A commentary on Q is Manson 
1949. On the rationale for Q, see Stein 1987. These analyses differ in detail 
and approach, but all agree that an independent source or set of sources is 
involved. 
3 Bultmann 1963: 145 argues that the account is a product of the late 
Hellenistic church. See the first additional note on 3:10. 

4 Schulz 1972: 371 n. 321, who also regards the material as late because 


of its pronouncement form and its orientation of John as subordinate to 


Jesus. However, the OT prophets are loaded with such pronouncements, and 


the view that the subordination of John to Jesus reflects late material turns 
on an approach that rejects the historical character of the tradition of Luke 
1-3, a position discussed in the sources and historicity sections of 1:5-25 
and 3:1-6, the additional notes on 1:25 and 3:3, and excursus 1. 

2 It is possible that Luke described the dialogue in 3:12-14 with his own 
words, but the call for concrete repentance fits the work of a prophet. Ernst 
1977: 143 argues that the question-and-answer style and the theme of care 
for fellow humans are like Luke. However, more likely is that the material 
has a traditional base, since the style is not as Lucan as Ernst suggests. So 
correctly argues Schürmann 1969: 169 n. 53, who with Marshall 1978: 142 
notes numerous peculiarities that Luke does not have elsewhere. The 
Semitisms in 3:7—9 suggest the age of the material; see the exegesis of 3:8— 


9 for details. 


Old Testament 

The technical name used for such pronouncement accounts is 
apophthegm. Luke 3:7-9 is more a controversy or polemic saying, since it 
challenges. The other sayings in 3:10-14 are exhortations. For an 
examination of form criticism and its terminology, see Bock 1991b. 

He sees these remarks as inserted into the account. 

a Luke uses the singular form of 6yAoc twenty-five times and the plural 
sixteen times in his Gospel; in Acts, the singular occurs fifteen times and 
the plural seven times; Marshall 1978: 138; Fitzmyer 1981: 467. Schulz 
1972: 366 n. 285 is confident the change is Luke’s because of his usage of 


this term. 


2 Ps. 58:4 [58:5 MT]; 140:3 [140:4 MT]; Matt. 3:7 [the parallel to this 


pericope]; Luce 1933: 110; Danker 1988: 86; SB 1:114-15; Foerster, TDNT 
2:815-16. Acts 28:3 refers to a poisonous snake. 


OT Old Testament 
10 Fitzmyer 1981: 467; Biichsel, TDNT 1:672; Nolland 1989: 147. The 
image parallels the expression offspring of asps in the LXX: Isa. 11:8; 


14:29; 30:6; 59:5. 

OT Old Testament 

1QH Thanksgiving Hymns/Psalms (Hödayöt) 
MT Masoretic Text 

NT New Testament 


OT Old Testament 
u Schürmann 1969: 164 n. 21. On “coming wrath” in Judaism, see Jub. 


15.34; Ps. Sol. 15.4; 1 Enoch 84.4-6; C. F. Evans 1990: 239. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

2 Ernst 1977: 142. On “doing,” see Luke 6:43-45; 13:6-9; James 1:19- 
25; 3:12-18; 1 Cor. 9:23; Col. 3:17. 

13 Marshall 1978: 140; Luke 7:39, 49; 16:3; 18:4; Black 1967: 302. 
Manson 1949: 40 notes that the Semitism is reflected in Luke’s wording, 


while Matthew has a more stylized Greek. The verb &pyq@ occurs in the 


middle voice, üpyonon, meaning “to begin,” thirty-one times in Luke and 


thirteen times in Matthew. 
Jub. Jubilees 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

14 Schürmann 1969: 164; Tannehill 1986: 50, 145. The failure of such 
an appeal is evident in 16:24, 27, 30. 

15 Fitzmyer 1981: 468. Jeremias, TDNT 4:269-71, notes that in later 
Judaism the imagery describes the creation of the nation, as Tg. Isa. 51:1 
shows. Bovon 1989: 172 does not consider the allusion likely, since he sees 
Luke alluding to the Gentiles here. Bovon also distinguishes between a 
stone (here) and a rock (the OT image). Bovon is right that Luke has an 
implication here about Gentiles, but that still need not deny the background 
of the OT, especially since the Greek wording is translated out of the 
original setting. The OT allusion is possible, though not certain. This 
remark is also against a view of “covenantal nomism”; see Allison 1987. 


Placement into blessing is not a matter of election through mere biology. 


NT New Testament 


16 Marshall 1978: 141; Black 1967: 144—45 (who notes other traces of 
Semitisms in Matthew). 
dz Jeremias, TDNT 4:268, 270, tends to think NT usage is against the 


wordplay and cites Mark 15:46 as well as Syriac evidence as support. 


NT New Testament 


18 Note rtpög, whose basic directional meaning is “toward”; so here 


“toward [at] the root.” 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

= Black goes on to argue that 3:9 originally followed 3:7, but such an 
argument is unnecessary since the imagery of 3:8—9 is the same; Schiirmann 
1969: 166 n. 33. 

20 Grundmann, TDNT 3:545, though he overemphasizes baptism here. 
The fruit is submission to God through repentance, which in turn is 
productive; also Behm, TDNT 4:1001. The presence of more than one tree 
argues against seeing trees as a corporate image equal to Israel, as Maurer, 
TDNT 6:988 84a, holds. What John says about the day of judgment applies 
to any unproductive person, though it is clear that John’s audience is a 


Jewish one. 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

21 Bovon 1989: 173 also sees a “past” reference to Jerusalem’s 
destruction, since he believes that Luke was written after the city’s fall in 


A.D.. 70. 


22 On Luke’s love of triads, see Delling, TDNT 8:223-24, esp. n. 58; 


also Sparks 1936. Of sixty-four such groupings in the NT, seventeen are 
peculiar to Luke. The note in TDNT argues that the technique goes back to 


Jesus. 


OT Old Testament 
23 On yıtov, see BAGD 882; BAA 1759; Matt. 5:40; 10:10; Mark 6:9; 
Luke 6:29; 9:3; Acts 9:39; Jude 23. On ipdtiov, see BAGD 376; BAA 763- 


64; Luke 8:44; 22:36. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

— Michel, TDNT 8:94-105; M. Stern 1974: 330-34; Donahue 1971; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 469-70; Badian 1972. E. Sanders 1992: 146-69 notes that 
the tax system in Palestine was not more oppressive than in other regions. 
He estimates that taxes consumed somewhere between 20 percent and 30 
percent of one’s income. For a more skeptical view that sees toll collectors 
as a symbolic representation of Jesus’ outreach to archetypal sinners, see 
Neale 1991: 110-15. I regard Neale’s dichotomy between symbolic 
representation and history as false for reasons made clear below. In this 
approach Neale follows Horsley 1987, and both underestimate the 
connections between John and Jesus in terms of audience. See also 5:29-32. 

22 In Antiquities 12.4.2-9 88160-220, Josephus has a vivid story of such 


a crafty collector, Joseph, who extorted much money during the rule of 


Ptolemy V. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


NT New Testament 
=u Fitzmyer 1981: 470; LSJ 387; BAA 358. Some of these figures in 
Palestine would be Jews. A related term, Snpdotoc, occurs four times in 


Acts (5:18; 16:37; 18:28; 20:20). 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

21 In Antiquities 17.8.4 §205, Josephus says that these taxes were 
“ruthlessly exacted”; in 18.4.3 §90 he notes the temporary lifting of the 
taxes under Caesar. 

28 Michel, TDNT 8:98-99. The rate ranged from 2 percent to 10 percent 
in the empire itself. Josephus describes some tax decrees (Antiquities 
14.10.5-6 §8200—209), explains the bidding for tax collection (Antiquities 
12.4.3 8169), and mentions some exemptions (Antiquities 12.3.3 8143). See 
also 1 Macc. 10:26-31; 11:28, 34-36; 13:34 for exemptions and relief in an 


earlier period. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

29 Michel, TDNT 8:102. In b. Sanh. 25a—b tax collectors appear with 
dice players and Sabbath breakers; m. Ned. 3.4 and m. B. Qam. 10.2 pair 
them with murderers and robbers; and m. Tohar. 7.6 says a tax collector 
who enters a house makes it unclean. One can see, in light of the historical 
setting, why the NT derogatory phrase toll collectors and sinners was so 
common. 

30 Descent into Hades 11. Other notations from ancient writers include 
Tacitus, Annals 2.42; and Pliny, Natural History 12.32 8863-65. Emperors 
sometimes warned against abuses: Tiberius said, “The sheep are to be 
shorn, not fleeced”; Dio Cassius 57.10.5; Suetonius, Tiberius 32; Danker 
1988: 88. 

31 


= Josephus, Jewish War 2.14.4 8287 commends a tax collector for 


trying to solve a dispute, but notes that he had little alternative. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
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BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
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Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


MM The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri 
and Other Non-literary Sources, by J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan (repr. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 
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BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


MM The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri 
and Other Non-literary Sources, by J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan (repr. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 


NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

32 P. Tebt. vol. 1 #43 lines 26, 36; P. Oxy. vol. 3 #472 line 33 (A.D.. 
130). BAGD 776 cites Lysias 26.24 (177) as well as Luke 19:8, though it 
interprets the term in Luke 3:14 as “harass, accuse falsely.” 

33 BAGD 602; BAA 1217-18; 1 Cor. 9:7; 1 Macc. 3:28; Heidland, 


TDNT 5:591; Caragounis 1974. 
New Testament 


OT Old Testament 
34 See the exegesis of 3:11 and the introduction to this unit. Among the 
peculiarities are “the one who has,” “likewise,” and use of the verb “he 


said” with the dative. 
Old ‘Testament 

1 Schürmann 1969: 171 n. 64 notes that most of the terms from 3:15-18 
(which is 816 in Aland 1985) show up elsewhere in Luke predominately 
where he has parallels. Ernst 1977: 145 calls the introduction Lucan, but 


with less rationale. 
OT Old Testament 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 
- Marshall 1978: 146 compares its position to that of Ev rtvebnartı ayia 
kai rtupi later in the verse. There is a balance here. The reference to water 
comes early, while the reference to the Spirit trails in its clause. Both are 
emphatic and the distinction marks a clear contrast not only in content but 
in presentation. 
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= Matt. 3:11, 16 seems to be clearer in picturing the mode as immersion; 


Acts 8:39 also suggests this. 
OT Old Testament 


MT Masoretic Text 


4 Schürmann 1969: 172 n. 75. See the exegesis of 3:21-22 and note the 
OT background there. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
2 Plummer 1896: 94 n. 1 notes that the use of the redundant avtod is a 
Semitism. In translation the repetition is omitted, because it sounds 
awkward. 
6 Bultmann 1963: 246; Creed 1930: 53-54; Lang, TDNT 6:943; Manson 
1949: 41. This view usually denies that the historical John saw himself as a 
precursor to Jesus the Messiah. John was only a prophet warning that the 
end was near. 

Z Marshall 1978: 147; Scobie 1964: 73 n. 1. As Nolland 1989: 152 says, 
the argument “proves too much.” Acts 19 shows people whose tie to Spirit 


hope is remote, not intimate. 

OT Old Testament 

MT Masoretic Text 

1QS Manual of Discipline (Rule/Order of the Community) 


OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 


MT Masoretic Text 
8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24—27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 


something that describes his first coming). 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 
2 For fire as purging, Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 12 mentions Isa. 1:25; Zech. 


13:9; Mal. 3:2-3; 1QH 5.16. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


MM The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri 
and Other Non-literary Sources, by J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan (repr. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 


10 Though this is its only use in Luke, the construction occurs twenty- 


seven times in Acts; BDF 8451.1; BDR 8451.1.3; Marshall 1978: 149. 


Luke 16:16 emphasizes a note of distinction in presenting John, as does 


7:24-30, while 7:31-35 is able to compare John to Jesus in the midst of 
distinction. For Luke, John is a bridge between the old and the new eras. 
Sometimes he emphasizes one side of the relationship, while other times he 


notes the other side. 


OT Old Testament 

Technically, Luke does not mention the death of John and so martyrdom 
is not in view. This text shows the price that John paid for his preaching and 
the persecution he suffered. 
2 See BAGD 691 82c; BAA 1386 82c; Gen. 6:5; Matt. 9:4; Mark 7:23. 
Grammatically the plural ðv is attracted to novnpæv, while it refers back to 


TaVTOV; BDF §294.5; Marshall 1978: 149. 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 

1 For more detail on the discussion about structure, see the first 
additional note on 3:21. 

1 There are two places where Luke’s wording matches Matthew’s: both 
have €m’ avtov and both use the aorist passive Bartrıodfivon. Those who 
hold to a two-Gospel hypothesis argue that this is evidence that Matthew 
preceded Luke and Mark. 

& But Goulder 1989: 281-82 sees Luke drawing both on Matthew and to 
a lesser degree on Mark. Fitzmyer 1981: 479--80 lists five major differences 
between Mark and Luke: (1) Luke omits references to Jesus’ coming from 
Galilee (Mark 1:9) or being baptized in the Jordan; (2) Luke does not name 
John (Mark 1:9); (3) Luke uniquely notes Jesus’ prayer; (4) Luke has the 


heaven “open” versus being “rent” (Mark 1:10); and (5) only Luke notes 


that the Spirit descended “in bodily form” like a dove (with Matt. 3:16). 


Wiefel 1988: 94-95 notes that Luke uses the singular “heaven” instead of 


the Semitic plural “heavens.” 


1QS Manual of Discipline (Rule/Order of the Community) 

It is important to recall that the term legend is not always used in form 
criticism with the negative connotation it often has in English (i.e., 
supernatural, made-up, false). Nonetheless, Bultmann’s use of the term here 
is not appropriate. 

I have left untranslated the term Geschichte, which normally means “the 
significance of history” as opposed to mere “event.” Schürmann’s point, it 
appears, is that the event is not so much described as explained. Itis a 
“Christ-history revelatory event.” 

Bovon 1989: 179 n. 65. He notes Isa. 64:1 [63:19 MT]; T. Levi 18.6-7. 
One could add 3 Macc. 6:18; 2 Bar. 22.1; Traub, TDNT 5:530 n. 263. Also 
seeing the presence of apocalyptic elements is Witherington 1990: 149, who 
compares the text to Rev. 1 and defends the event’s authenticity as a vision. 

This is a supernatural revelation, but it is not a glance into heaven or into 
the future. Neither does the opening up of the heaven serve to bring comfort 
in the midst of persecution. Rather the Spirit is revealing himself to some on 
earth. For this reason the use of “vision” for Luke is less precise. For some 
texts from the second-century church fathers that briefly mention the event, 
see Ignatius, Ephesians 18.2 and Smyrneans 1.1; Justin Martyr, Dialogue 
with Trypho 88.2-8; 51.2; 103.6; and Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.9.3; 
3.17.1. See also Bertrand 1973 and Bovon 1989: 183-84. 


Old Testament 


BDF A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 

8 My translation of 3:21-22 is deliberately nonidiomatic in the bracketed 
portion above to show this point. The mention of prayer fits a decidedly 
Lucan emphasis: 1:10, 13; 2:36-38; 5:16; 6:12; 9:18, 28; 10:21-23; 11:2-4; 
22:32, 41, 44; 23:46. Note also the parables in 18:1-8 and 11:5-13. On this 
theme, see Plymale 1991. Jesus’ attitude of prayer shows the solemnity with 


which he takes the baptism. 


NT New Testament 
2 Luke 6:12 (choosing of the Twelve); 9:18 (Peter’s confession); 9:29 
(transfiguration); 11:1 (Lord’s Prayer); and 22:41 (Gethsemane). 

10 Ezek. 1:1; Isa. 24:18; 64:1 [63:19 MT]; Gen. 7:11; Mal. 3:10; 3 Macc. 

6:18; T. Levi 2.6-8; esp. 18.6-7 (a Christian interpolation?); Apocryphon of 
John 47.30; Maurer, TDNT 7:962; Schweizer 1984: 78; Bovon 1989: 180 n. 
66; Godet 1875: 1.186-87 (who also treats the Synoptics’ relationship to the 
account in John’s Gospel). 
a Gospel of the Ebionites in Epiphanius, Panarion 30.13.7-8; Gospel 
of the Hebrews in Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah 84 (on Isa. 11:2); Gospel 
of the Nazareans in Jerome, Against the Pelagians 3.2; Funk 1985: 1.316; 
Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.169, 177, 160. 

= For eiöog, see BAGD 221. Zwparıköc is found in the NT only here 


andin 1 Tim. 4:8; BAGD 800. 


Odes Sol. Odes of Solomon 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

13 Greeven, TDNT 6:64-65, details this background and shows that the 
dove was the bird of the gods. Aphrodite was “the dove goddess” on many 


coins. 


OT Old Testament 

14 O. Betz, TDNT 9:288-90, 298. Some cite Tg. Song 2:12; SB 1:123- 
24, but Sjöberg, TDNT 6:382, notes that the Spirit never appears in the form 
of a dove in rabbinic writings. 

As O. Betz, TDNT 9:288, makes clear that the Bath Qol is a voice 
inferior to God and the prophets. In Luke, angels have this intermediary 
role. 

Is Keck 1970-71. B. Hag. 15a, a talmudic reference of later origin, 
makes this connection. More recently, Allison 1992 argues vigorously for a 


connection to Gen. 1:2. The Messianic Vision fragment from Qumran (see 


photograph and R. H. Eisenman’s translation in Biblical Archaeology 
Review 17.6 [Nov.—Dec. 1991]: 65) might contain an allusion to Messiah 
and Gen. 1:2. If so, the objection to the lateness of the other Jewish parallels 
is removed. The image would suggest a “new” beginning in God’s work, 
though I disagree with Allison that the remark is only symbolic, as if one 


must choose between history and symbol. 


OT Old Testament 

ar Even if Luke is perceived as merely copying Mark, the agreement is 
significant, especially if Mark is the earliest Gospel. On the other hand, if 
Matthew is the first Gospel, what caused Luke and Mark to go the same 


way together? 

OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 


NT New Testament 

m C. Turner 1925-26: 113-25; Glickman 1983: 86-87. Stegner 1989: 
15-31 stresses this Genesis connection over the regal motifs, tying 
ayarıntög to the Jewish motifs of the binding of Isaac. Currently, this may 
well be the most popular explanation. Gen. 22:2 is also mentioned as having 
the same basic phrase, though the expression there is in the accusative case. 
Other LXX uses of this phrase occur in Jer. 6:26; Amos 8:10; and Zech. 


12:10. 


NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

13 Hendriksen 1978: 218 (who alludes to eternal generation); 
Geldenhuys 1951: 147; Marshall 1978: 155-56 (who more cautiously 
speaks only of amore than Messiah perspective, while refusing to 
emphasize ontology as such). 

a Marshall 1978: 155—56 links the two positions together unnecessarily. 
One can distinguish between how Jesus saw himself and how a Gospel 
writer chose to reveal that understanding. For example, 2:41—52 shows hints 
of the deeper view of Jesus, but it is not explained until late in the Gospel 


and in Acts. 


OT Old Testament 


21 Acts 2:32-36 is said to reflect such a resurrection tradition, as does 


Rom. 1:3-4. 


a2 However, the Spirit is associated with empowerment in Luke. Luke 


24:49 does see the Spirit as a source of power for disciples; also 4:14. 
23 Bock 1987: 99-101. Note also the discussions rejecting this reading 


in Schürmann 1969: 193-94 and Marshall 1978: 154-55. 


OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 
MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 

On the Jewish use of genealogies, see C. F. Evans 1990: 251-53. Such 
lists were available to some in the first century. Josephus, Life 1 883-6 and 


Against Apion 1.7 8830-36 limits such lists to priestly families. 


Fitzmyer argues that there is no evidence of such an identification in pre- 
Christian Judaism or in the pre-Lucan Christian community. Zech. 12:12 is 
key here. Nolland 1989: 170, 172 agrees and argues that the line of Nathan 
is opened up by the curse on Jeconiah (Jer. 22:30), alternately called 
Jehoiachin (NIV) or Coniah (NRSV), which prompted Luke to ignore 
Jewish kings. Nolland does not emphasize a prophetic connection to 


Nathan. If this view is to be held, this is the way to argue for it. 


New Testament 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 
2 “Hv connects grammatically with oei, since that is the only possible 
predicate for the verb. 

4 For apyn, see Luke 1:2; Acts 11:15; 26:4; for the verbal equivalent, see 
Acts 1:21-22; 10:37. For the participle üpxöuevog, present here, see Luke 


24:27; Acts 8:35; 11:4; Bovon 1989: 189. 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

2 Ernst 1977: 155 speaks of a theological, not a biographical, reason for 
the number. Schiirmann 1969: 199 nn. 76, 79 sees only the Davidic 
reference as key and does not deny a historical value to the number. In the 
Greco-Roman world, men were called to public service at thirty; Dionysius 


Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities 4.6; C. F. Evans 1990: 254. 
b. Babylonian Talmud 
Sanh. Sanhedrin 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


OT Old Testament 


6 For defense of a Marian genealogy, see Hendriksen 1978: 222-25. 
Marshall 1978: 162 gives the grammatical refutation of the notion that the 
reference to Joseph is parenthetical, which would make the genealogy 


Mary’s. 
NT New Testament 


LXX Septuagint 

/ The structure may belong to Luke’s source, whose presence is 
suggested by the lack of any comment by Luke in the face of such a 
conscious structure. 
B Marshall 1978: 162-65 also has a detailed presentation of this material. 
In the following discussion, I do not transliterate the Greek names because 
in almost every case the English name is the same as the transliteration. The 


only differences involve case endings or transliterations that are drawn from 


the Hebrew. 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


MT Masoretic Text 
MT Masoretic Text 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 
NIV New International Version 
OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 
MT Masoretic Text 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 


OT Old Testament 


1QapGen Genesis Apocryphon 


1QapGen Genesis Apocryphon 


NT New Testament 

1QapGen Genesis Apocryphon 
4QEnGiants Book of the Giants 
@ Book of the Giants 


OT Old Testament 
2 Philo, On the Virtues 37 83204--5, is close in tying Adam’s descent to 
the eternal Father, but Philo sees Adam as unique in this role. 

= Acts 17:28-29 is clearly conceptually parallel; Schürmann 1969: 202. 
The idea of God as Creator of all humanity is the basis of Paul’s approach 


to Gentiles with the gospel; less specific but similar in force is Acts 14:15. 
Old Testament 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


NIV New International Version 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 


United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


NIV New International Version 


LXX Septuagint 

1 Plummer 1896: 106; Manson 1949: 46 (who strongly defends this 
view); Dupont 1968: 97-115 (who argues for a middle course between 
literalism and parable); Carson 1984: 111; Nolland 1989: 177 (who defends 
the plausibility of Jesus’ reporting this event to his disciples). On the other 
end of the spectrum apparently is Crossan (1991), who does not even 
discuss this event in his portrayal of Jesus. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 133-34 [Matt.], 278-80 [Luke]) places all the sayings of this 
unit in black type, thereby indicating rejection of a tie to Jesus. The 
consensus of the seminar is that the text is legendary, like Greco-Roman 
biography, and that the sayings were authored by Q following the LXX. The 
seminar calls it an “ordeal story,” but this generic form category does not 
explain the explicit uniqueness of this confrontation account, a point that 


negates this argument. Manson 1949: 45-46 rightly challenges the 


description of the account as legendary (see the discussion of form below). 
LXX citations reflect only Luke’s sensitivity to his Greek audience and are 
not evidence of the text’s origin, since MT renderings would work (Nolland 


1989: 177). 

NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 


OT Old Testament 

2 Schürmann 1969: 218-19 sees both Mark and Q as contributing to 
Luke, as does Bultmann 1963: 254. 

3 Luce 1933: 115. On the other hand, Matt. 4:11 and Mark 1:13 both 
note the ministry of angels to Jesus at the end of the temptation, a note that 
Luke lacks. 

2 Schürmann 1969: 218; so also Schneider 1977a: 99; C. F. Evans 1990: 
256 (who incorrectly calls this the majority view); and Manson 1949: 42—43 
(but with no details other than the claim that Matthew’s order makes “a fine 
dramatic climax” so it is hard to imagine Luke’s altering it if it were the 
original). 

a Hendriksen 1978: 230 has a full discussion. He tends to emphasize a 
perceived priestly theme in Luke, but this is the point of the writer to the 


Hebrews and not a part of Lucan Christology at all (see Schweizer 1984: 


81-82). 


6 Jeremias, TDNT 1:141, alludes to the second Adam motif here, a point 
supported by the extension of Luke’s genealogy back to Adam. That the 
close of the temptation account involves the temple shows a Palestinian, as 
opposed to a Hellenistic, viewpoint (see the exegesis of 4:9). 

On Fitzmyer’s view, see the opening paragraph of the sources and 
historicity section. Bovon 1989: 202 also argues that the account depicts the 
victory of faith in the face of opposition. In his view only two texts parallel 
this account’s point about refusing miracles as signs: Dan. 3 and Sipra 227 
on Lev. 22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231). But only the latter is really 
parallel in showing that one does not reveal signs to someone who is 
unworthy. On Jesus’ resisting temptation or persevering in trial, see Luke 
22:28; John 6:15, 26-34; 7:1-4; on his refusal to do signs, see Luke 22:39- 
46; Heb. 2:17-18; 4:15; 5:2. For the history of this text’s exegesis, see 
Kö;ppen 1961. 

Berger 1984: 337 §7, who also notes a parallel to T. Job 27.3-5. There is 


one distinction here: Job never talks with his adversary, so the parallel is not 


exact. 

a Bovon 1989: 194 notes that the anaphoric use of the article with 
nveðua in each Gospel argues for the age of the tradition; Bovon cites 
Jeremias 1980: 115; Deut. 8:2. On fiyeto, see Wiefel 1988: 100. Paul has 
this expression: Rom. 8:14; Gal. 5:18. 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 


10 Bovon 1989: 195 speaks of a time of divine revelation, but this is too 


specific for Luke 4. Jesus is simply “led” by the Spirit. For a study 


emphasizing the parallels with Israel, see Brawley 1992. 
OT Old Testament 


NT New Testament 

a Carson 1984: 112. In Bovon’s short excursus (1989: 196-97) on the 
term devil, he notes that Luke uses öıdßoAog and oatavac seven times each 
in Luke-Acts. The reference to ö1dßoAog in Luke 4:2 is possibly Luke’s 
choice, though Matt. 4:1, 8 renders this judgment as less than certain. Matt. 
4:3 uses 0 TleipaC@v and Matt. 4:10 oatava, which Luke lacks. In 4:1-13, 
Luke speaks only of the ö14ßoAog, avoiding Matthew’s variation of terms 
and Mark’s reference to Satan. 

12 Schürmann also rejects any repetition of the manna miracle as being 
in view here. For details on the Jewish practice of fasting, see the exegesis 
of 5:33. 

13 Matthew has eight uses to Luke’s four, and Luke never uses this term 
for Jesus fasting: Matt. 4:2; 6:16 (twice), 17, 18; 9:14 (twice), 15; Luke 
5:33, 34, 35; 18:12. See also Exod. 34:28, as Schulz 1972: 179 notes, where 
wilderness fasting means only no water or bread as opposed to no food at 


all. 


OT Old Testament 
14 Glickman 1983: 226-27. Nolland 1989: 179 says that the test is 
exploitation of Jesus’ privilege of sonship, since the Son has access to the 


powers of the Father. “Son of God” here has a special force for Jesus’ 


unique filial relationship to God, since Jesus can access such power. But C. 
F. Evans 1990: 258 ties viöc to 3:22, so that it means “servant of God” or 
“king.” Nolland’s view is more likely. Satan is not testing regal authority, 
but something more significant. 

15 Liefeld 1984: 864; Schulz 1972: 187 n. 98; Foerster, TDNT 5:486; 
Manson 1949: 44. The picture of the “high mountain” is almost regal 
imagery and recalls how rulers often lived high on a mountain over their 
subjects. Such “heavenly journeys” are not unusual: 2 Cor. 12:2-3. C. F. 
Evans 1990: 258 cites as parallel Deut. 34:1—4, where Moses sees the 
promised land from a mountain. 

16 Sasse, TDNT 3:888 8C3a; Michel, TDNT 5:158; Bovon 1989: 199 n. 
35. K dopoc is found in Luke 9:25; 11:50; 12:30; and Acts 17:24. 

4 Note that £uot is also in the emphatic position; Plummer 1896: 111. 
Matt. 4:8 speaks of the kingdoms and their glory, while Luke stresses what 
they have: “authority.” 

u Schürmann 1969: 211 n. 176 notes that this difference suggests a 
source and also notes some ten passages in Luke—Acts where Rome is 
treated mostly positively: Luke 3:12-14; 20:20-26; 21:12-13; 22:25; 23:4, 
13-16, 22; Acts 10:1-11:18; 13:6-12; 16:11-40; 18:12-16; 25:1—26:32. 
However, Luke is capable of attacking the leaders of Rome, though that is 
not his usual approach; see Acts 4:24-29. 
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— Fitzmyer 1981: 516 notes that @ éav Bé% is a technical phrase in 


Aramaic legal documents. Satan claims that he has this right. 


OT Old Testament 


20 On 60éa, see BAGD 204 82; BAA 410 82; Schweizer 1984: 83; and 


Hendriksen 1978: 235-36 (who cites 2 Chron. 9:9-28; Eccles. 2:1-11; Rev. 
18:12-13). Kittel, TDNT 2:237, suggests translating the term “radiance.” 
The term alludes to the splendor and value of these kingdoms. 

21 Greeven, TDNT 6:763-64 and n. 59, observes that the objects of such 
actions in the NT are God, his agents, or false gods. The agents always tell 
the supplicant to rise, and the bowing to false gods is always condemned 
(Acts 14:13-16; Isa. 41:5-7, 21-22). 

= Bovon 1989: 200 n. 36. IIpooKuv&o is also found in Acts 7:43; 8:27; 
10:25; 24:11. It always has a religious force for Luke. ’Evonıov with a 
genitive is common in Luke (twenty-two times, including 1:15, 17, 19, 75, 


76; 5:18, 25; Plummer 1896: 112). 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

23 Even if one is uncertain about or uninterested in what can be known 
exactly about the event, one still has to describe the narrative’s perspective 


on what is taking place. 


= Schrenk, TDNT 3:236; Hyldahl 1961. The expression for the locale is 
almost unique for Jewish sources. 

22 Plummer 1896: 113 raises the suggestion, but is not sure of it, while 
Glickman 1983: 234 is for it. 

au Pesikta Rabbati 36.2 (= Braude 1968: 680-83); Kirk 1972: 95-98; 
Wiefel 1988: 102. However, the Jewish text is late and it speaks only of his 
standing on the roof of the temple. 

al Perhaps this is one of the touches of the account that guarantees its 
ancient origin. In general, Hellenistic Jews cared less about the temple than 


did Semitic Jews (Acts 7:47—48). The Semitic point of view fits the setting. 


NT New Testament 


28 Schulz 1972: 180 regards the addition as Lucan, but the evidence is 


not there to make this conclusion. 


LXX Septuagint 

23 C. F. Evans 1990: 260 says Luke sees the psalm as about the Son of 
God, but this is not necessary. It need refer only to the righteous for the 
point to apply. 

au Satan’s argument appears to be that “there should be no martyrs”; so 


Nolland 1989: 181. 


OT Old Testament 
al Creed 1930: 63 cites Acts of Peter 32 and Lucian, Lover of Lies 13, 
while Fitzmyer 1981: 511 notes Josephus’s description of Theudas in 


Antiquities 20.5.1 §§97—98. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 

32 The verb dpiotnui is used only by Luke in the Gospel tradition. Luke 
also loves to make temporal notes using ypu Luke 1:20; 17:27; 21:24; Acts 
13:11; Nolland 1989: 182. 

33 Luke 22:43 involves a text-critical problem and thus is disputed, 
though I regard it as Lucan. 

34 For a defense that most changes are Luke’s altering of Matthew, see 


Goulder 1989: 291-97. 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


OT Old Testament 

39 Fitzmyer 1981: 515 cites Prov. 9:1-5; Sir. 24:19-27; and Wis. 16:26. 
These texts reveal the general theme, but they have no teacher-disciple 
context, so this explanation is problematic. Bovon 1989: 198 also argues for 


a Matthean lengthening but gives no reason. 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 


= Marshall 1978: 173 notes the options. Schulz 1972: 180 argues that 


Matthew is secondary. 


37 Dupont 1968: 58-59. So also Schulz 1972: 180, citing for the use of 


this verb Acts 2:16 and 13:40, which themselves may reflect traditional 
expressions. Nolland 1989: 181 gives the most plausible explanation: Jesus 
refuses to match yeyparttaı, which the devil used in 4:10. The form eipntou 
does not appear elsewhere in the NT, which suggests a traditional use more 
than a Lucan change. 

1 Those who do not accept Johannine chronology do not discuss the 
timing of these events, since they believe that one cannot determine the 
timing. 

2 Details on such questions and form issues will be taken up in each 
pericope, but a general observation is made here. For the significance of the 
Marcan parallels, see the introductions to 9:7-9 and 9:18—20 and excursus 
9. Of course, these remarks are most relevant to those who hold to Marcan 
priority. Those who see Matthew as first and Mark as last will not discuss 
what Luke has done to the Second Gospel, but rather what Mark has added. 
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Locations implied in the text are in square brackets 
OT Old Testament 
1 Goulder 1989: 299, accepting both omissions as likely explanations, 
believes that Luke used Mark. For a different view on the kingdom 
omission based on an alleged Lucan reduction of a connection between the 
kingdom’s coming and repentance, see Conzelmann 1960: 114. 

a Goulder also notes how this fits the use of the phrase their synagogues 
in Matthew (4:23; 9:35; 10:17; 12:9; 13:54). On Jesus’ authority and 
teaching, see Matt. 7:29; 11:1. Still, such summaries may not be sourced in 
Matthew only, but in oral tradition about Jesus’ teaching. 

3 Bovon 1989: 208 says that the Spirit in Luke is primarily the Spirit of 
prophecy and filling. Another way to say this is that the Spirit is the enabler. 


NT New Testament 


$ Fitzmyer 1981: 524 has a bibliography on the synagogue. See also 
Safrai 1976c; C. F. Evans 1990: 264-65. 


OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 
5 Nolland 1989: 186 notes the variety of phrases used to describe the 


Spirit’s activity: 4:1, 14, 18; 5:17; 10:21. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

6 But praise of God for Jesus or his work also appears in 2:13, 20, 28; 


7:16; Wiefel 1988: 103. 


Old Testament 

Tiede 1980: 30—47 develops this theme along with other OT prophetic 
portraits that influence Luke’s perspective. He argues that the Gentile issue 
and its defense is a major Lucan concern that is a motivation for this 
critique, a point with which I totally agree; so Bock 1987: 259, 277-78. The 
people not only reject Jesus, but they also refuse to be sensitive to his 
expanded, inclusive mission. 

2 Matthew repeats the question about the source of Jesus’ wisdom after 
the questions about his kinship. 


a Mark notes a few exceptions. 


4 In fact, Luke differs from the potential parallels here. Matthew and 


Mark both mention that Jesus taught in the synagogue, while Luke speaks 


only of entry. But the difference may be because of Luke’s additional detail 
about reading Isaiah. 

2 Again, there are small differences: Mark does not mention Joseph, the 
father, while Luke and Matthew do. 

6 Luke notes this citation in a shorter form than do Matthew and Mark. 

Z One could argue that this equals the crowd’s offense in Matt. 13:57 and 
Mark 6:3, but the Lucan reaction comes later in his account. 

B Bultmann 1963: 31-32 (where he calls the account an apophthegm or 
pronouncement story, which he believes grew into this full-blown account); 
Creed 1930: 65; Schneider 1977a: 106—7; Klostermann 1929: 62; Fitzmyer 
1981: 527; Tannehill 1972; C. F. Evans 1990: 266-67 (who notes a series of 
Lucan expressions in the account); Goulder 1989: 299. For a summary of 
the recent discussion and a full bibliography on this passage, see Schreck 
1989, while Corrington 1993 evaluates a redactional reading of this text 
with other types of readings. 

a Leaney 1958: 50-54. Schürmann 1969: 227-28, 241—42 says the 
source is Q; so also Busse 1978: 113-14 (though he sees Q’s influence as 
more conceptual than verbal, which makes Luke very responsible for the 
account); Nolland 1989: 192. 

10 Schramm 1971: 37 n. 2 shows that the word order and word choice 
in Mark 6:4a are not close to Luke 4:24. Note especially Mark’s use of 
&tioc in contrast to Luke’s é6extdc, which is the key term in the verse. 
However, Luke’s term may be influenced by Luke 4:19. 


= Schramm 1971: 37; Marshall 1978: 179. Ernst 1977: 168-69 sees 
Luke’s hand in many but not all changes. Bovon 1989: 207-8 sees an 


additional source beyond Mark, either Q or special Lucan material, and 
despairs of being able to sort out what came from where, beyond the basic 
elements in 4:18-22 and 4:25-27 originating in the additional source. 
Crossan 1991 fails to discuss this text, a significant omission in a life-of- 
Jesus study. This omission may well suggest that Crossan regards none of it 
as going back to Jesus. 


This latter category is also called legend, where the point is to tell about 


and exalt the main figure, rather than to give teaching. The term legend in 


form classification is not necessarily pejorative, though the other name for 
the form, “story about Jesus,” is less susceptible to confusion and 
misunderstanding. Both terms are often applied where there are strong 
supernatural elements. Many times the classification does express doubt 
about historicity, but this is not necessarily the case. There is no doubt that 
this account exalts Jesus, but there is nothing overtly supernatural about it, 
outside of the revelatory claims that Jesus is making. Given the prominence 
of teaching, a pronouncement account is likely. 

Combrink 1973; Talbert 1982: 54-55; Tiede 1988: 103. I present Tiede’s 


suggestion. See also the further discussion in 4:18. 


Old Testament 

The examples set by “medical missions” or by Christian “food drives” 
are instructive about how to apply Luke 4, and they are but the tip of the 
iceberg. Much more could and should be done by the church in these areas 
if it is to reflect those concerns. Jesus’ teaching does possess a “poor- 


ology”—a concern for the theology of the poor and to the poor. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

l> Schweizer 1984: 88 incorrectly says that all six Sabbath passages 
(4:16-30; 4:31-37; 6:1-5; 6:6-11; 13:10-17; 14:1—6) lead to dissension, 


but there is no mention of controversy in 4:31-37. 
m. Mishnah 
Meg. Megilla 


m. Mishnah 


1a Schürmann 1969: 228; Ellis 1974: 96; Marshall 1978: 181. For the 


wording of the Shemoneh Esreh, see Schürer 1973-87: 2.456-61. 
17 Schrage, TDNT 7:810-26, 828-33; Schürer 1973-87: 2.423-63, esp. 


447-54; Safrai 1976c: 927-33; Billerbeck 1964. 


Ber. Berakot 
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OT Old Testament 
m. Mishnah 
Meg. Megilla 


m. Mishnah 


Meg. Megilla 
b. Babylonian Talmud 


Meg. Megilla 

le For a variety of regulations on the reading of the Law, see Josephus, 
Against Apion 2.17 8175; Acts 15:21; m. Meg. 2.4; 3.4; 4.1-2, 4, 6, 10. I 
draw heavily on the Mishnah here, despite its later date (ca. A.D.. 170), 
because synagogue tradition as liturgy was likely to have been conservative 
in its development and because the synagogue was an old institution by this 
point. 


= M. Meg. 4.3 indicates what happens if ten men are not present. 


LXX Septuagint 
MT Masoretic Text 
LXX Septuagint 


LXX Septuagint 

20) Sloan 1977: 39-41; Rese 1969: 219. Isa. 58 has Sabbath imagery, 
while Isa. 61 has Jubilee imagery. 

= Talbert 1982: 54-55; Tiede 1980: 35. For a definition of chiasmus, 


see the exegesis of 1:17. 


OT Old Testament 


22 For details, see Bock 1987: 319 n. 68; J. A. Sanders 1975: 80-81. The 
idea of anointing, the establishment of justice, and the picture of restoration 


are shared in Isa. 42:1, 3-4; 49:4, 7; 61:1-2. Tg. Isa. 61:1 clearly reads the 


text this way: “The spirit of prophecy from before Lord Elohim is upon 
me.” But it is wrong to read the OT passage as only about Isaiah, as C. F. 
Evans 1990: 269 does. Salvation in Isaiah is depicted in terms of God’s 
exodus pattern and is too comprehensive to refer only to Isaiah. Judaism 
was right to read the text ultimately in terms of the eschaton. This is another 
typologically fulfilled text like Luke 3:4-6; see the discussion of typology 
there. 

23 Sloan 1977: 38-41. One could also suggest that the Isa. 58 connection 
was made to underline the very type of ministry that Jesus did exhibit on the 
Sabbath. His activity fulfilled expectation in line with the general ethical 
call of Isa. 58:1-13, esp. v. 13, where the Sabbath theme appears; see 
Carroll R. 1992. 

a Nolland 1989: 196 sees both ideas present, with the prophetic note 
dominant. This is a better way to see the passage, though whether the 


prophetic note is primary for Luke (as opposed to its use in the original 


setting) is questionable. 


OT Old Testament 

a Note also the commentary on these events in Acts 10:35-43 with its 
image of Jesus the anointed Lord promised in Scripture. More support for 
this point comes later in the discussion of the infinitives of the citation. 

26 11QMelch applies Isa. 61 to Melchizedek; J. A. Sanders 1975: 89-91 
(who adds 1QH 18.14-15); M. Miller 1969; Nolland 1989: 196 (who notes 
CD 2.12 and 1QM 11.7). In 1QM 11.7, the figure has priestly and messianic 


qualities. 


27 J. A. Sanders 1975: 83-88, where he mentions six passages, three of 


which have an eschatological focus: Lam. Rab. 3.9 on 3:49-50, Yalqut ha- 
Makhiri on Isa. 61:1, and Tg. Ps.-J. Num. 25:12, where Isa. 61 is linked 
with Mal. 3:1. 

= For a balanced treatment of this passage as it relates to current 


sociopolitical issues, see Pilgrim 1981: 64-84. 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

23 Bock 1987: 109. In Isaiah, the announcement of the prophet coincides 
with the salvation, but the deliverance is God’s, not the prophet’s (Isa. 40:9; 
41:27; 52:7; esp. 51:16). 

OT Old Testament 

30 Sloan 1977: 33-36. Grundmann, TDNT 2:59, sees a clear messianic 
allusion (Isa. 49:8-11; 58:6-8), though what the Isaiah texts show is the 
presence of decisive deliverance more than a direct allusion to Messiah. 


'Eviavtög recalls not only Isa. 61:2, but also Lev. 25:10, which teaches 


Jubilee. 
NT New Testament 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 


Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


Sl One could also stand; Philo, Special Laws 2.15 862; Acts 13:16. 


NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


a Note the definite construction: 7} ypagn avtn: “this scripture.” 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


33 Jeremias 1958: 44—46; Marshall 1978: 185-86, who notes (though 


leaning to this view) that the next is also possible. 


34 The word marvel suggests too much approval to English ears. 


OT Old Testament 


33 Ps. 45:2 [44:3 LXX]; Col. 4:6; Acts 14:3; 20:32; Schürmann 1969: 


234 n. 92. Nolland 1989: 198-99 argues that it refers to the cause of marvel: 


the words were endued with the power of God’s grace. But this also is too 
positive, given their rejection. 

36 Schürmann 1969: 236 §d notes that the expression vidc Iaong might 
conceal an Aramaism. He also sees a connection to John 6:42 and suggests 
that Luke’s version is old. 

37 It is important to recall that the passage has probably been relocated 


here to reflect a typical scene; see the introduction to this unit. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


LXX Septuagint 

38 Euripides, Fragments 1086, 1071; Oepke, TDNT 3:205; Creed 1930: 
68; Marshall 1978: 187; Cicero, Letters to His Friends 4.5.5; Gen. Rab. 
23.4 on 4:23; SB 2:156; P. Oxy. vol. 1 #1 logion 6; Gospel of Thomas 31; 


Nolland 1979. On iatpdc, see BAGD 369 81; BAA 750. 
MT Masoretic Text 

39 O’Neill 1959; Luke 4:24; 12:37; 18:17, 29; 21:32; 23:43. On the 
authenticity of these statements, see Marshall 1978: 187-88. Auny, 


transliterated from JAX (.dmén), means “let it be so.” 


OT Old Testament 


40 Plummer 1896: 128 notes two grammatical-stylistic points: emi plus 


the accusative refers to duration of time: “the heavens were closed for three- 
and-a-half years” (Acts 13:31 and 19:10 are stylistically parallel); and Auuög 
is masculine, which reflects common usage over the use of the feminine. 


These points do not influence the passage’s meaning. 


OT Old Testament 
al On Zarephath, see Josephus, Antiquities 8.13.2 §320; Fitzmyer 1981: 


538. 


OT Old Testament 
a2 For ei pn (in this context: adversative “but”), see Klostermann 1929: 


65; Marshall 1978: 189; BDF 8448.8. 


NT New Testament 

43 Luke 7:11-17; 17:12-19; Wink 1968: 44; Jeremias, TDNT 2:928-41; 
France 1971: 48. 

44 Brawley 1987: 6-27 challenges the argument that the passage is a 
paradigm for the rejection of the nation or for the inclusion of Gentiles. The 
view that Brawley rejects is probably overstated, but his critique may also 
go too far. Brawley is right that Israel is not permanently rejected in Luke’s 
view, but an allusion to potential inclusion of outsiders, including Gentiles, 
cannot be excluded. Such an allusion can exist without insisting that it must 


also include the idea that Israel is cut off. 


NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


= Luke 9:52 and 20:20 are grammatically parallel; BDF §390.3, 8391.3. 


MT Masoretic Text 
a See the use of mopevo in 4:42; 7:6, 11; 9:51, 52, 56, 57; 13:33; 17:11; 
22:22, 39; 24:28; Fitzmyer 1981: 539; Ernst 1977: 174-75. “Jesus’ hour 


had not yet come”; Nolland 1989: 201. 
NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

af On the elements of Lucan and non-Lucan style in the verse, see 
Schiirmann 1969: 227 n. 45. He argues that the name Nazareth and the 
reference to Jesus’ being reared in Nazareth are not Lucan, since avatpeéga@ 


is used in Acts 7:20-21 and 22:3. Tpégo (to rear) occurs only here in the 


NT with this meaning, though Luke 23:29; Rev. 12:6, 14 are close in sense: 
“to nourish, nurture” (BAGD 825; BAA 1645-46). 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


LXX Septuagint 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
1 See the discussion of sources in 5:1—11, where this latter option is 
slightly preferred. Those who hold to Matthean priority have a similar view 
of Luke’s placement, since Matthew’s order is temptations (Matt. 4:1-11), 
summary of Galilean ministry using a citation from Isa. 9 unique to 
Matthew (Matt. 4:12-17), and then the disciples’ call (Matt. 4:18-22), 
which parallels Mark 1:16-20. Aland 1985: §§20, 30, 32, 34. 

2 Aland 1985: 835. Note especially Mark 1:22a and Luke 4:32a. The 
latter part of Luke 4:32 is a condensed version of Mark 1:22b. Those who 


see Mark coming from Luke speak of expansion. One difference is that 


Luke repeats the point that Capernaum is in Galilee, while Mark lacks such 
a note. 

a Fitzmyer 1981: 542. Those who opt for Matthean priority see Mark 
following Luke here, because only Luke narrates the miracle that follows 
and so Mark simply took Luke’s introduction to that miracle. Actually Matt. 
4:13 is closer to this introduction than is Matt. 7, but in sequence Matt. 4:13 
belongs with Luke 4:14-15 and Mark 1:14a. 

4 Aland 1985: 836. For the list of differences, see Fitzmyer 1981: 542; 
Schramm 1971: 85-88. 

z It should be noted that the rationale for Mark’s following Luke over 
Matthew here is not clear. The Marcan omission of the Sermon on the 
Mount or the Sermon on the Plain is hard to explain, if Mark is a summary 
Gospel, even given that Mark records less teaching of Jesus than do the 
other Gospels. He does possess the Olivet Discourse, which shows he is not 
averse to presenting teaching as such. 

One can specify their form: 4:33-37 is an exorcism, 4:38-39 is a 
548, 552. On the classification of miracles, see the first additional note on 
4:33. 

Fitzmyer 1981: 555 calls this account a pronouncement story, while 


Bultmann 1963: 155 is more specific, calling it an “I-saying,” which is his 


category for a commission statement. 
However, Theissen’s conclusion that this description reflects Luke’s 


subordinationism is imprecise; see Bock 1937: 66-69. In Luke, Jesus 


Christology from the “earth up” for the benefit of the reader. See Bock 
1994c: 102-17. 
The term “Two-Thirds World,” although etymologically at odds with the 


derivation of “Third World,” has achieved considerable currency in and 


better describes those countries. 

Nolland 1989: 204 notes that in the ancient world exorcism falls between 
magic (Paris Magic Papyrus, lines 3007-85) and medicine (Philostratus, 
Life of Apollonius 4.20; Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185). Jews and non- 
Jews believed in magic (Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; Lucian, Lover 
of Lies 16, 30-31). But these healings often included potions or other aids 
that Jesus does not use. The healer in Lucian’s account, a Syrian from 
Palestine, charged a large fee for the service. Lucian also notes the 
exorcist’s use of “Egyptian works” and “imprecations in the Egyptian 
language.” Surveying recent work on the question, Crossan 1991: 304-10 
compares magic, miracle, and medicine and equates miracle to magic. But 
this grossly underestimates Jesus. The range of Jesus’ miracles suggests the 
presence of power far beyond anything magical. Jesus does not rely on 
potions or aids, but uses only his word. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 42) argues that because Jesus did not use magical formulas or 
incantations, the disciples did not preserve his actual words for the 
exorcism. But the logic of this argument for a lack of remembrance is not 
clear or compelling. The very dissimilarity of Jesus’ style compared to other 


such events in the ancient world might make what he did say memorable. 


BDE A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 


of Chicago Press, 1961) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

U Luke 4:33, 35, 41; 7:33; 8:2, 27, 29, 30, 33, 35, 38; 9:1, 42, 49; 10:17; 
11:14 (twice), 15 (twice), 18, 19, 20; 13:32. These references tend to cluster 
in the Galilean ministry section, as Luke shows less interest in demons 
when he moves into Jesus’ teaching in Luke 9-19. On demon possession, 
see the second additional note on 4:33. 

je Luke 4:36; 6:18; 8:29; 9:42; 11:24; Foerster, TDNT 2:16; Hauck, 
TDNT 3:428. On demons in Judaism, see Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185 
(“spirits of wicked men who enter the living and kill them unless aid is 


forthcoming”); 1 Enoch 19.1; Jub. 10.5; T. Ben. 5.2; C. F. Evans 1990: 279. 


In the OT, daipoviov occurs in Ps. 90:6 [91:6 Engl.] and to nveüna TO 
aKadaprov in Zech. 13:2. 

13 Foerster, TDNT 2:8-9. Marshall 1978: 193 notes this contrasts to 
Jesus, the Holy One, in 4:34. 


T. Zeb. Testament of Zebulun 
T. Moses Testament of Moses 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
14 Avékpaćev in 4:33 gives the remark’s urgent mood in contrast to 


1:42, where a synonymous verb (dvagwveo) is used positively of praise. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

1s Schürmann 1969: 247-48 n. 194 prefers the imperative and cites 
Luke 22:51 and 4:41 as conceptual support. He says the use of the 


interjection in prose is rare. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


OT Old Testament 
16 Schürmann 1969: 248 n. 195. Seesemann, TDNT 5:117—18, rightly 


calls it a “defensive formula,” not a confession. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

IZ Procksch underplays, however, the messianic sense of the title. Note 


especially 1:35. 


18 Ellis 1974: 100. The Hebrew term is 393 (gä«ar, to shout at, exorcise), 


the Aramaic 13 (gé.ar, to exorcise); Zech. 3:2; Ps. 68:30 [68:31 MT]; 
106:9; Jub. 10.5-9; 1QapGen 20.28-29; 1QM 14.10; Kee 1967—68; 
Stauffer, TDNT 2:625-26; Jastrow 1903: 261; BDB 172. 

= Ellis 1974: 100; Plummer 1896: 134. Compare Tob. 8:1-3; Josephus, 
Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49 (where the reference is to the powers that 
Solomon—a regal figure—possessed over evil forces); Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 85. Nolland 1989: 210 notes eight different methods 
that Jesus used in his various healings in Luke, all of which involve his 
word or personal touch. 

20 Grundmann, TDNT 2:301-2; Tannehill 1986: 83. On power: Luke 
4:14; 5:17; 6:19; 8:46; Acts 10:38; on miracles: Luke 19:37; Acts 2:22; on 
authority: Luke 10:19. 

al Bieder, TDNT 6:992. The other NT uses are Matt. 9:36; 15:30; 27:5; 


Luke 17:2; Acts 22:23; 27:19, 29. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

22 Bertram, TDNT 3:6, notes that the crowd’s reaction is a typical ending 
to a miracle story; Mark 1:27; Luke 5:9. C. F. Evans 1990: 281 notes that 


the reaction is like the comment of a chorus in similar accounts. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

=a On mupetoc, see BAGD 730-31; BAA 1462; Van Der Loos 1965: 
553; K. Weiss, TDNT 6:956-59; Galen, De Differentiis Febrium 1.1; SB 
1:479; Hobart 1882: 3-5. 

24 Rejecting a medical term are Fitzmyer 1981: 550 and Cadbury 1926: 
194-95, 203; but see also Hengel and Hengel 1959: 340—41. Cadbury 
shows that the terminology itself is not limited to physicians, but is quoted 
by laypeople, e.g., Aulus Cornelius Celsus and Alexander of Aphrodisias, 
the second of whom cites Galen almost verbatim (the source of both 
citations appears to be Archigenes). Thus, this language had come into 
popular use. 

25 On how the ancients attempted to treat fever, see Van Der Loos 1965: 


553-54 and n. 3. 


T. Sol. Testament of Solomon 


26 Danker 1988: 112 (who calls it a demonic effect); Marshall 1978: 


195; Creed 1930: 71; Nolland 1989: 211-12 (who speaks of the presence of 


“demonic force” as opposed to possession). On the idea of rebuke, see Luke 
9:21, 42, 55 (other Lucan uses of ¿mto are 4:41; 17:3; 18:15, 39; 19:39; 
23:40). 

27 Tlapaxprina occurs sixteen times in Luke—Acts and elsewhere in the 


NT only twice at Matt. 21:19-20; Plummer 1896: 157; Creed 1930: 71. 


'Eolotnni appears eighteen times in Luke-Acts and not at all in Mark or 
Matthew; Schramm 1971: 88. 

28 Luke never uses Öwıoc, which is found in Mark’s account five times 
and in Matthew’s seven times, including the parallels in Mark 1:32 and 
Matt. 8:16; Schramm 1971: 88. 

= On voooc, see Oepke, TDNT 4:1091; Matt. 4:23-24; 8:17; 9:35; 10:1; 
Mark 1:34; Luke 6:18; 7:21; 9:1. 

30 Plummer 1896: 138; Schneider 1977a: 116; Fitzmyer 1981: 553. 
Against this argument is Farmer 1964: 128-30, who sees Mark combining 
both Matthew and Luke; but see Fitzmyer 1972. 

Sl Maurer, TDNT 8:161; Schrage, TDNT 8:288 n. 129; Lohse, TDNT 
9:431-32 §C4. In the Marcan examples, this is often requested of Jesus; 


Nolland 1989: 213. 


1QapGen Genesis Apocryphon 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

ee On éxaotoc, see BAGD 236; BAA 476. Eic(pia/év) EKaotog is used 
in Luke—Acts eight times (of which six are in Acts); Matthew once; and 


Mark not at all; Schramm 1971: 88. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


= Marshall 1978: 197; Ernst 1977: 182; Hendriksen 1978: 269-70. See 


the exegesis of 4:35a for fuller discussion. Other demonic confessions are 
Mark 1:24; 3:11; 5:7; Luke 4:34; 8:28; Acts 16:17; 19:15; Matt. 8:29; 
Friedrich, TDNT 3:708; Grundmann, TDNT 3:900 §B1. 

a Luke has only one of Mark’s two temporal descriptions here and has 
different wording by referring to the coming of day. Mark speaks of “in the 


morning, before the day,” that is, daylight. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 
so Matthew has no parallel to this summary; Aland 1985: 839. Matthean 
prioritists who see Mark as the last Gospel argue that Mark followed Luke. 
= See the exegesis of 2:49 for a discussion of dei, which is also found in 


9:22; 13:33; 17:25; 19:5; 22:37; 24:7, 26, 44. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

az Though millennium is not a Lucan term, it is used to describe the 
earthly character of this future rule; Bock 1992a. The kingdom of God in 
Luke refers to a total program—promised in the OT and detailed in the NT 


—that is inaugurated and then realized in stages. There are not two different 


kingdoms offered during Jesus’ ministry: one before rejection like the OT 
earthly kingdom and another more spiritually focused kingdom offered after 
Israel’s rejection. Jesus always offered the same kingdom. It was always 
coming in two stages, since Jesus’ suffering and rejection by his own were 
in the OT design (Isa. 52:13-53:12). This view is contra Saucy 1994 and his 
explanation of Matthew. To make his distinction work, Saucy underplays 
the kingdom of heaven/God language and its implication in Matt. 18:1, 3-4, 
23; 19:12, 14, 23-24; 21:31, 43; 23:13; esp. the parable introduced in 20:1 
—texts that come after Israel’s rejection. The kingdom to come is the full 
kingdom, with Israel possessing a central role. But the present kingdom is 
grounded in the messianic hope presented in Ps. 110:1 and 132:11, 17 (Acts 
2:14-41; Eph. 1:19-23; 4:7-10). The arrival of the Spirit is the sign of the 
arrival of the Christ and his kingdom with blessing (Luke 3:15-18; 24:49; 
Acts 2:30-36). One should be careful about stating Matthew’s theology 
without reflecting on how the Book of Acts contributes canonically to the 
biblical teaching about the church and the kingdom. The change in 
emphasis within Matthew’s kingdom portrait does show the changing role 


for Israel in that program during the church era. 


NT New Testament 


ag One simple example is the picture of glorification as “already” in 


Rom. 8:30 and “not yet” in almost all other NT uses. 
39 On this theme of Luke, see Bock 1992a and Feinberg 1988. See the 


exegesis of 10:9, 18; 11:17-20; 17:20-21. 


40 Van Der Loos 1965: 78-79, 110-13 notes that not all disease is 


possession nor is all possession disease. On the distinction between 
miracles and magic, see Witherington 1990: 156-60; on Luke’s antimagic 
polemic, see Garrett 1989, who defers from answering any historical 
questions, staying at the literary level. 

al Gundry 1982: 138 notes that Matthew will mention exorcisms later. 
Carson 1984: 204 argues that Matthew omits the account to condense the 
presentation of Jesus’ authority. The omission is still odd, because the 


passage fits Matthew’s theme. 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 

1 Fitzmyer 1981: 561-62, who regards Peter’s cry to the Lord and 
acknowledgment of sin in Luke 5:8 as problematic in a preresurrection 
setting. He regards it as a postresurrection event that was already a simple 
miracle story when Luke received it (in L). 

Z Plummer 1896: 147 lists seven points of dissimilarity between these 
accounts. My parenthetical comments in Brown’s list above show some of 
the questions raised about this connection. Note also the similarities listed 
by Bovon 1989: 228-29: Jesus face to face with Peter, Peter’s prominence, 
Jesus’ instruction, the new attempt to catch fish, the obedience of the 


fishermen, the miraculous catch, the reaction of Peter, and the promise. He 


sees an original promise to Peter, which the church expanded in two 
directions: Luke in terms of discipleship and John in terms of call. 
a Godet 1875: 1.255 (who is not shy about seeing distinct events 
elsewhere); Liefeld 1984: 876. As already noted, Fitzmyer and Schweizer 
tie the account to John 21. 

= Such would be the view of anyone who thinks that Mark is later than 
Luke. They would also mention Matt. 4:18-22 in this discussion. See Aland 
1985: 841. 

a Creed 1930: 73 mentions J. Wellhausen as holding this view. Luce 
1933: 127 also discusses this option. 

6 So hold most scholars. For discussion, see Schneider 1977a: 122-23; 
Marshall 1978: 199; Fitzmyer 1981: 561 (who speaks of L, where the 
postresurrection tradition was already moved back; Luke simply used L and 
joined it to Marcan material); Ernst 1977: 184-85 (who goes on to say that 
Luke is not merely embellishing Mark); Van Der Loos 1965: 670; Schramm 
1971: 37—40 (who sees mostly Marcan material); Dietrich 1972: 25-38 
(who explains why Mark alone cannot be the source). 

Z Tiede 1988: 116-17 cites OT parallels from Exod. 3, Judg. 6, and Isa. 6 
as similar in tone, since they are also “call” texts. 

Bultmann goes on to note that the account is really a legend because of 
its supernatural flavor. He regards John 21:1-14 as a later variant of this 
tradition. Bultmann’s legend classification reflects his worldview, which 
shuts out the possibility of miracle. 

This classification describes its function most precisely. See also 


Hubbard 1977 and Tiede 1988: 117 (who prefers to call the account an 


“epiphany-call” story to emphasize the disclosure of divine presence). 
religious self-witness. He sees the account as related to commission. It is 
one of many miracles on the sea (John 21:1-14; Mark 4:35—41 = Luke 
8:22-25; Mark 6:45-52 = Matt. 14:22-23); Berger 1984: 309-10. 


Interestingly, all the sea miracles involve only disciples. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

2 The Matthean text has a textual problem, but the phrase is probably 
present, since it has excellent distribution. 

12 Danker 1988: 115 argues that the phrase equals the expression good 
news of the kingdom in 4:43. This is possible, given the Lucan form of the 


parable of the seed in 8:4-15. For Bovon 1989: 230-31, it is God’s saving 


message and covenant promise that are in view. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 


Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


OT Old Testament 

ta Other Gospel writers call it simply a sea (ddüAa000; Matt. 4:18; 15:29; 
Mark 1:16; 7:31; so also the LXX: Num. 34:11; Josh 12:3; BAGD 350; 
BAA 711 §2). Luke’s language is precise, while the other evangelists’ 
language reflects popular usage. Luke uses 8GAaooa only three times: Luke 


17:2,6; 21:25. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

14 Peter is always listed first: Mark 3:16; Matt. 10:2; Luke 6:14; Acts 
1:13. Peter has the key role in Matt. 14:28; 17:24; 18:21; 26:40; Mark 5:37; 


8:29-33; 9:2—5; 14:37; Luke 22:8. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

15 Aiktua is also plural, indicating that there is a crew on this boat. On 
the use of öiktuov, see T. Dan 2.4; T. Abr (A) 8.10 (= J. Charlesworth 


1983-85: 1.886) (BAGD 198; BAA 399). Perhaps these negative figurative 


uses in Judaism help set up Jesus’ positive metaphors later? On fishing in 
Palestine, see Bishop 1951. 

16 Blomberg 1984b, where he also raises the additional question of a 
purely metaphorical, not historically intended, miracle in Matt. 17:27. Even 
if Blomberg is right about Matt. 17 as a saying, which is uncertain, his 
category of “metaphorical miracle” to describe it seems unhelpful by 
introducing confusion in the classification of genuinely miraculous material 
that also has metaphorical elements. What this miracle and the saying tied 
to it show is that the miracles served as “audiovisuals” of deeper realities 


(see also Luke 5:19-26; 8:26-39; 11:14-23). 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


17 BAGD 443 82; BAA 901 82; Luke 12:27; Acts 20:35; John 4:6; Matt. 


6:28; Josh. 24:13; Plummer 1896: 143. 


18 On Jesus’ word as powerful, see Matt. 8:8, 16; Luke 7:7, 14; Mark 


1:24-25; 2:10-12; 4:39; Kittel, TDNT 4:107. 
13 Does katévevoav refer to signaling with their heads or voices because 
their hands are busy, as Nolland 1989: 222 suggests? Cf. the use of signals 


in 1:62. Métoyoc appears only here in the Gospels; Hanse, TDNT 2:831. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 

A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 
20) For Luke’s normal way of naming Peter (“Simon ... called/named 

Peter”), see Luke 6:14; Acts 10:5, 18, 32; 11:13. On the text-critical 

problem that this unique wording produces, see Marshall 1978: 204. A few 

manuscripts (e.g., D, W, family 13) omit Ilétpoc. The uniqueness of the 


phrase speaks to its originality. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

al Rengstorf, TDNT 1:330, says that Peter is regarded as a sinner “by the 
community.” Van Der Loos 1965: 671 agrees with the above assessment of 


the fishing occupation, while Schürmann 1969: 270 n. 54 disagrees, noting 


that no evidence exists for this view of fishermen in the first century; so 


also SB 1:187. Schürmann is surely right here. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

22 On Gaypéw, see BAGD 340; BAA 688. The term is used only twice 
in the NT: here and 2 Tim. 2:26. 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

23 For the relationship of Luke 5 to John 21, see the introduction to this 
pericope. 


The only other leper healing in Luke occurs in 17:11-19. In addition, 


Luke 7:22 and Matt. 10:8 mention such healings in summary remarks. 


Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


Jubilees 
é Many regard the tradition as circulating so loosely with regard to 
chronological placement and/or historical reality that they do not pursue 


such questions. 


3 Matt. 4:12-17 is a summary of the Galilean ministry and OT promise; 


Matt. 4:18—22 is the call of the first four disciples; and Matt. 4:23-25 
describes in broad terms Jesus’ ministry of preaching and healing. 
4 So also Hendriksen 1978: 289; for a set of parallel units where 
Matthew seems more chronological, see the introduction to 5:27-32. 
a Matthean and Lucan agreements include their use of Küpıe (Luke 5:12; 
Matt. 8:2); their spelling the Greek term for “immediately” as e0dEwg (Luke 
5:13; Matt. 8:3) versus ev0Uc in Mark 1:42; and their lack of the double 
negative (undevi in Luke 5:14 and Matt. 8:4 versus pndevi undev in Mark 
1:44, which is more emphatic). 
6 Luke omits a second mention of cleansing, and Matt. 8:4 and Mark 
1:44 share the verb brave versus ArteAB@v in Luke 5:14. 

Z So the wording of Mark 1:44 and Luke 5:14, which includes a specific 
reference to cleansing that Matthew lacks. 
a Only Schramm 1971: 91-99 suggests that Luke used a written source. 

_ Fitzmyer’s other three points are stylistic alterations: (1) Mark 1:40 has 
the leper fall at Jesus’ feet, while Luke 5:12 has him falling on his face; (3) 
Luke omits any mention of sending the leper off, unlike Mark 1:43; and (4) 
Luke 5:15 notes the crowd’s reaction and gathering, while Mark 1:45 stays 
focused on the leper’s talking to others. 

10 For example, Luke does not mention Capernaum as the site; he does 
not note specifically the presence of four men; and Luke is the only one to 
note that the Lord’s power was with Jesus (5:17), to describe the roof as 


having tiles (5:19), to specify the scope of the audience (5:17), and to note 


how quickly the healing occurred (5:25). The omission of a specific site and 
the mention of Jesus’ power reflect consistent Lucan style. 

at It comes in Matt. 9:1-8 after these events: the leper’s cleansing (Matt. 
8:1-4 = Luke 5:12-16 = Mark 1:40-45), the centurion’s slave’s healing 
(Matt. 8:5-13 = Luke 7:1-10), a summary (Matt. 8:14-17, like Luke 4:38- 
41 and Mark 1:29-34), Jesus’ rejection of some who wish to postpone 
discipleship (Matt. 8:18-22 = Luke 9:57--62), the stilling of the storm 
(Matt. 8:23-27 = Luke 8:22-25 = Mark 4:35-41), and the Gadarene 
demoniac’s healing (Matt. 8:28-34 = Luke 8:26-39 = Mark 5:1-20). 

Bultmann 1963: 212, 240; Fitzmyer 1981: 572; Berger 1984: 314; 
Theissen 1983: 321. Fitzmyer notes that M. Dibelius’s classification of this 


account as a tale is certainly wrong. Dibelius classifies many miracle stories 
as tale, reflecting perhaps other presuppositions. 

Bultmann 1963: 66, in describing Mark 2:1-10. The pronouncement is in 
Luke 5:20, 23-24. 


Theissen notes that such accounts combine healing and exposition but 


that exposition dominates. Similarly, Berger 1984: 85 speaks of the binding 
together of Chrie (his term for “sayings”) and miracle. 

1s So Fitzmyer 1981: 573 and Wiefel 1988: 116 rightly, against 
Conzelmann 1960: 43 and Schneider 1977a: 130, who see a reference to 
Judea, no doubt because of 4:44. Of course, if Judea is broadly understood 
in that verse, then Galilee is included in that earlier reference as well. See 
the exegesis of 4:44. 

16 BAGD 471 (with bibliography); BAA 957; Van Der Loos 1965: 465— 


68; Michaelis, TDNT 4:233-34; Harrison, NIDNTT 2:463-66; SB 4:745- 


63; Pousma 1975: 138-39. A€mpa occurs in the NT only in Matt. 8:3 = 
Mark 1:42 = Luke 5:12-13. A related term, Aerıpög, appears in Luke 4:27; 
7:22; 17:12; Matt. 8:2; 10:8; 11:5; 26:6; Mark 1:40; 14:3. 


OT Old Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


m. Mishnah 
Neg. Nega.im 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

2 On the role of purity in Judaism as a stage on the way to holiness, see 
Neusner and Chilton 1991; m. Sota9.15. On the Pharisees’ concern for 
purity, see Witherington 1990: 56-59, who speaks in particular of the 


haberim, the overly strict Pharisees. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

18 Busse 1979: 110—14 argues that the idea of the leprosy “going out” of 
the man in 5:13 suggests an exorcism (he also notes Luke 4:32, 36; Acts 
10:38). Bovon 1989: 240 is uncertain. However, the departure of the fever 


of Luke 4:39 is described in different but similar terms: kpfikev. 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 


m Matt. 8:4 and Mark 1:44 use the simple A&yo here. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

20 Hendriksen 1978: 291. Fitzmyer 1981: 575 notes a Qumran text on 
this topic: 11QTemple* 48.17—49.4. At Qumran, lepers were also isolated to 


prevent additional defiling. 
m. Mishnah 


Neg. Nega.«im 


al This phrase is not always translated. It appears in Luke in various 


combinations fifty-one times. Eyéveto with an additional kai and a finite 


verb occurs twelve times, including 5:1, 12; 8:1, 22; 9:28, 51. 

22 Luke mentions Capernaum in 4:23, 31; 7:1; and 10:15. The reference 
in 7:1 negates Bovon’s inference (1989: 243) from 4:42—44 that in the rest 
of Luke Jesus does not return to Capernaum. Jesus’ itinerant ministry does 
bring him back to his home base. Luke just chooses not to note that detail. 

23 Josephus, Antiquities 13.5.9 8171; 13.10.6 88293-98; 17.2.4-3.1 
8841-51; 18.1.2 811; Jewish War 2.8.14 88162-63; C. F. Evans 1990: 298- 
99, 

as The Mishnah is an anthology of the tradition, and the Talmud is 
commentary on the Mishnah. I have consistently noted these sources as 
background to the ancient Jewish perspective on various events. Since it is 
an older work, the Mishnah is of more value here than the Talmud. Yet, one 
must also be careful with mishnaic references since it is a late-second- 
century document. Still, the Mishnah’s roots in a conservative theological 


tradition suggest that much of what is present in it may be older. 
NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

= Schürer 1973-87: 2.381-403; R. Meyer and H. Weiss, TDNT 9:11- 


48. For Luke and the Pharisees, see Carroll 1988. 


2 Mark will not specifically mention Pharisees from Jerusalem until 


Mark 3:22, the Beelzebub incident. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 
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BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


NT New Testament 

al The four terms are y@A6c (lame), used fourteen times in the NT, six 
times in Luke—Acts (e.g., Luke 7:22; 14:13, 21); kvAAOc (maimed), used 
four times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 15:30-31), not used by Luke; mapaAutikoc 
(stricken with palsy, paralytic), used ten times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 4:24), 
not used by Luke; and rtapaAeAune&vog (paralytic), a perfect passive 
participle of mapaAvo, used five times in the NT, four of which are in 


Luke-Acts (Luke 5:18, 24; Acts 8:7; 9:33). See Van Der Loos 1965: 436 n. 
3. 


28 Both BAGD 429 and BAA 872 define Kk&paqog in Luke 5:19 as “roof 


tile” (see their bibliographies for details); LSJ 940. Nonetheless, the 
meaning “clay” is possible, as in 2 Sam. 17:28 and Shepherd of Hermas, 
Vision 4.1.6 §22. 

— If so, the less natural lexical meaning is not necessary; Marshall 1978: 


213; Kelso 1962: 544; Van Der Loos 1965: 441 n. 3. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

a Tiede 1988: 122 notes that to always associate disease with a specific 
sin can be cruel. In this text, the condition is present as evidence of the 
fallen state of the human race and the disorder in creation, which Jesus has 
come to put right again. Luke 13:1-5 is also against assuming a specific 
reference here. That sin is a general reality in the creation explains why 
creation groans until full redemption comes (Rom. 8:19-25). When James 
(5:16) calls for confession of sin in the face of sickness, he simply 
recognizes that sin may be involved (note the third-class condition in James 
5:15; so also conceptually 1 Cor. 11:30). Illness may or may not be related 
to specific sin. 

31 On the noun Ageotg, see Luke 1:77; 3:3; 4:18 (twice); 24:47; Acts 


2:38; 5:31; 10:43; 13:38; 26:18. 


OT Old Testament 

a This is a good example of three-way variation that clearly deals with 
the same event. The tradition about Jesus was preserved, but there was not 
an insistence that it always be verbally fixed. The thrust of what was said 


and thought was key in the preservation. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
OT Old Testament 

NT New Testament 

m. Mishnah 


Sanh. Sanhedrin 


b. Babylonian Talmud 


Pesah. Pesahim 
33 On Jewish views of forgiveness of sin, see Nolland 1989: 236, who 
notes key studies: Sjö;berg 1938; Thyen 1970; Gradwohl 1974; and Klauck 


1981. 
b. Babylonian Talmud 


Ned. Nedarim 

34 Forgiveness expressed as a passive (as in James 5:15: “he will be 
forgiven”) shows that God does the forgiving. B. Ned. 41a reads, “No one 
gets up from his sick-bed until all his sins are forgiven.” 

So On d1aAoytopoc, see BAGD 186 81; BAA 372 81; Schrenk, TONT 
2:97 $B1. The term is often negative in the NT (Rom. 1:21; 1 Cor. 3:20; 
Mark 7:21; Matt. 15:19; Luke 2:35; 6:8; 9:47), with Rom. 14:1, where it 
means “reasoning,” being the only neutral use of the term. Matt. 9:4 has a 
synonymous term: €vOvpNOICc. 

36 Friedrich, TDNT 6:844 n. 400, notes that such ability was seen as 
prophetic by later Judaism. 

37 Tiede 1988: 122 compares the statement rhetorically with other such 
“easier” statements in 16:17 and 18:24-25. Common in Judaism, this kind 
of remark involves difficult comparisons and is to be pondered over. Jesus 


connects the two issues by his remarks and actions. The remarks make his 


miracle an audiovisual of a more basic spiritual reality. 


38 Even when Peter graciously says that the nation acted in ignorance 


against Jesus (Acts 3:17), the miracles stand as testimony against those who 
rejected Jesus. In fact, Peter’s speech in Acts 3 is a presentation of Jesus in 
light of a healing. 

39 As noted in the introduction to this unit, Matt. 8-9 has some 
rearranging in it. 

40 Mark reads dote efiotac8ai mavtac (so that they were all amazed). 
Matt. 9:8 speaks of the crowd’s fear, as well as of their glorifying God. 

al Matt. 9:8 uses an aorist verb for glorify, while Luke 5:26 has an 


imperfect and Mark 2:12 a present infinitive. 
LXX Septuagint 


NT New Testament 

42 Jdt. 13:13; Wis. 5:2; Sir. 43:25; 2 Macc. 9:24; 4 Macc. 2:14. 
Ilapadéogé0c means something beyond belief or explanation; Kittel, TDNT 
2:255. 


Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

expressed by Luke. 


For the two important unique Lucan features see n. 1. Others include the 


lack of a setting (cf. Jesus’ moving along the sea in Mark 2:13), the absence 
of a reference to the son of Alphaeus (Mark 2:14), and Luke’s being clear 
that Levi’s banquet is for Jesus (Mark and Matthew simply speak of a 


banquet). Other differences are stylistic touches. Matthew’s version is closer 
to Mark’s than to Luke’s. 

3 Mark 1:16-20 and Luke 5:1-11 are two form parallels; Bovon 1989: 
252; Berger 1984: 316 (discusses the parallel in Mark 2:14); V. Taylor 
1935: 75. Schürmann 1969: 287 speaks of an apophthegm for the whole 
account, which combines a call with a controversy account. 

4 Bultmann 1963: 18. Berger 1984: 80-81 speaks of a “Chrie,” which is 
his category for apophthegm. 

2 That Matthew differs in placement from Luke and Mark speaks for this 
conclusion. The events were tightly linked, but where to speak of them, at 
the time of the call or the time of the meal, was left open to choice. 

= Mark 2:14 and Matt. 9:9 have eisev. Luke’s term, also found in Luke 
7:24 and 23:55, is more intense than the other Synoptics. Matthew uses 
edoa four times, Mark twice, and Luke three times. Its presence seems to 
reflect Luke’s conscious choice of wording. 

r Matthew never mentions Levi, while Mark 2:14, agreeing with Luke, 
calls this man Levi. Mark 2:14 gives the fullest name, calling him Levi son 
of Alphaeus. James son of Alphaeus is listed with the Twelve in Matt. 10:4; 
Mark 3:18; Luke 6:15; Acts 1:13 (see the exegesis of 6:15). In addition, 
Mark’s list of the Twelve has Matthew, not Levi. These factors have 
produced the discussion. Strathmann, TDNT 4:234, calls Mark’s description 
of the name more accurate, but it is unclear why this contrast to the other 
Synoptics is necessary. What is present are alternative names for the same 


person. Mark simply has more detail. 


B Carson 1984: 223-24, in critique of Pesch’s view. Fitzmyer 1981: 590 


is uncommitted, though he appears to lean toward equating the two names, 
calling two names “theoretically possible,” while noting the debate of the 
early church. For examples of double names, see Acts 1:23; 12:25; 13:9; 
double Semitic names include Joseph Barnabas (Acts 4:36) and Joseph 
Caiaphas (Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 §35). 
2 Luke 14:33 has a similar phrase. The parallels of Matt. 9:9b and Mark 
2:14b are otherwise virtually identical. Luke uses a vivid imperfect tense, 
which he prefers, instead of the aorist of Matt. and Mark to say that Levi 
“followed” Jesus. Note also Mark 1:18, 20; 14:50; and Luke 5:11; 
Schürmann 1969: 288 n. 9. 

10 Bammel, TDNT 6:907 n. 203, notes that those who fail to leave all 


behind fail to be in the inner circle. 


LXX Septuagint 

11 Gen. 21:8; 26:30; Esth. 1:3; 1 Esdr. 3:1; see also Luke 14:13. Aoyn 
refers to a meal given with hospitality: “a banquet”; Grundmann, TDNT 
2:54. 

12 Matt. 9:10 and Mark 2:15 are explicit from the start about tax 
collectors and sinners. 

13 Liefeld 1984: 883-84. E. Sanders 1985: 174-211 connects the idea of 
sinners to those who charge interest against the command of Lev. 25:36-38 
and argues that, whoever they are, not all of them are “common people.” He 
sees Jesus’ offense as offering sinners hope of God without requiring the 


legal restitution that Judaism asked for from sinners. If later Jewish 


materials are a help in understanding the Jewish attitude, the view was that 
such sinners would have used their money or their bodies for immoral 
purposes: Tg. Ong. Gen. 13:13; t. Dem. 3.4-9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.88— 
89); SB 1:498-99. On a difference of opinion within Judaism about 
association with “common people,” see m. Dem. 2.2-3. This last text shows 
that clean food was also a key concern. Not every religious Jew would have 
been disturbed by Jesus’ effort, but some clearly would have been. Table 
fellowship, along with clean and unclean food, would be a key concern to 
some of Jewish background. Appeal may have come from a broad reading 
of Lev. 10:10. As the rest of the passage makes clear, Jesus does not ignore 
the need to turn to God (Luke 5:32), but he emphasizes God’s grace and its 


availability to help as the first step, rather than as a later result. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 


Strathmann, TDNT 4:235; Luce 1933: 134; Fitzmyer 1981: 591; 


Schürmann 1969: 289-90; Vö;lkel 1978; Jeremias 1931; E. Sanders 1985: 


174-211. 


t> This point is true regardless of what one believes the original order of 


the Gospels was, since Matthew and Mark both lack these details. 
16 Walker suggests that openness and challenge of sin cannot be put side 


by side. He opts for the challenge to sin. 


17 Schürmann 1969: 291 n. 28 notes that Mark and Matthew reflect an 


Aramaism with oi ioyvovtec. If so, the alteration of wording is Luke’s 
rendering of the figure. The other difference is that Matt. 9:12 and Mark 
2:17 agree against Luke in their introductions to Jesus’ saying: “and 
hearing, Jesus/he said,” versus Luke’s “and replying, Jesus said to them.” 
All the Synoptic writers use ioyb@ (Matthew four times, Mark four times, 
Luke eight times in his Gospel and six times in Acts), but Luke is the only 
Gospel writer to use bytaiv@ (Luke 5:31; 7:10; 15:27). Two of Luke’s three 
uses have Synoptic parallels. 

In Jewish imagery includes Isa. 3:7; Jer. 8:22; 2 Chron. 16:12; Sir. 
10:10; and esp. Sir. 38:1-15 (a fascinating text that thanks God for doctors 
and medicine, while also calling for prayer and sacrifice); Bovon 1989: 259 
n. 24. Note Luke 4:23 for another use of physician imagery. In the list 
above, positive physician imagery occurs in the Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Sir. 
38 texts. Isaiah and Jeremiah allude to the image of the physician as a figure 


for the leader who heals. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


13 Matt. 9:13 at this point uniquely adds an allusion to Hos. 6:6. Mark 


and Luke lack it perhaps because the allusion would not be clearly 


perceived by their Greek audience. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

20 Only Luke explicitly mentions repentance. Mark 2:17 and Matt. 9:13 
are very similar otherwise. On repentance, see Behm, TDNT 4:1001-2 


SE. II.2. 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


NT New Testament 


Although each pericope could be discussed separately, I introduce them 


here consecutively so that the overall unit remains clear. 

£ Other rearrangements may be found in 4:16-30; 5:12-26; and 6:12-16. 
For details, see the introductions to these units. 
3 Fitzmyer 1981: 595 attempts to explain these agreements; but their 
presence suggests the complexity of the source problem. 


4 In the Gospel of Thomas 47b-c, the Synoptic order is reversed. 


2 So V. Taylor 1966: 214-15 defends the authenticity of Mark 2:23-26 
and suggests that the time of the event is somewhere between late April and 
June, because the grain is ready for harvest. Concerning the move from a 
saying about a human to a saying about the Son of Man (like that in Mark), 
all that is required is for Jesus to see himself as God’s representative to 


humanity, a concept bound up in the Son of Man discussion and a 


connection that is quite possible for Jesus here. Matthew and Luke drop the 
humanity remark because it is an intermediate step in the argument (see 
excursus 6). 

6 On this passage and various views on the authenticity issue, see also 
Roloff 1970: 55-62; Lohse, TDNT 7:21-24; Lohse 1960: 84-85; Daube 


1972-73: 7-8; and France 1971: 46-47. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


Old Testament 


Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

Bultmann 1963: 18-19; Fitzmyer 1981: 595; Berger 1984: 80. Bultmann 
believes that even the first saying was added to this setting, which was 
created by the church, arguing that the situation in the saying is “indefinite.” 
But all metaphors (which Mark 2:19a is) are allusions and indirect 
statements. The objection does not have force. 


Bultmann 1963: 18-19, 103, where he argues that Luke’s addition is 


clearly secondary because of its absence in the parallels. But can one rule 


out Luke’s finding such material in his additional research? See Fitzmyer 
1981: 595. 

For a defense of the authenticity of Mark 2:18-20, and thus of its 
has roots in an eyewitness and was told to reveal Jesus’ mind about fasting); 
Cranfield 1959: 107-11; Marshall 1978: 223 (though he regards it as 
possible that Luke 5:36-39 may be a separate tradition). Bovon 1989: 256 
also sees a distinct tradition, since Luke’s saying has a parallel in the Gospel 
of Thomas 47, though in a different order (Luke: garment [5:36], then wine 
[5:37-39]; Thomas: the reverse). Teaching through word linkage was 
popular in Judaism. When done with the Scriptures, it was called gezerah 
shewah. 


Bultmann 1963: 16-17, who argues that the passage is the work of the 


church to justify its “Sabbath customs” (or, rather, its lack of them). This 
view was rejected in the discussion of authenticity. Bovon 1989: 269 sees 
the church drawing on an authentic saying in the tradition. Berger 1984: 80, 
309 calls the passage apophthegm, Chrie, and Sabbath conflict. 

Schürmann 1969: 300-301, 306 speaks of a Sabbath conflict for both 
6:1-5 and 6:6-11. In addition, a controversy saying is the focus of 6:6-11. 
It is hard to know whether a conflict pronouncement story or a miracle 
account is present, since both elements exist. The issue is whether the 
miracle or the saying is more central, which is a tough call. Bultmann 1963: 
12 calls it a controversy account occasioned by a healing of Jesus. Bovon 


1989: 273 rightly calls it a mixed form, combining a controversy with a 


miracle account. 


12 Talbert 1982: 65-67 treats 5:30-6:11 as a unit because of the shared 
theme of controversy and the shared discussion of the new lifestyle of the 
way with Jesus. Tannehill 1986: 172-76, esp. 173, discusses 5:17-6:11 as a 
unit of five controversies and notes how Luke tightened the connection in 
5:33. 

13 This argument applies, no matter what view of Gospel priority one 
has, since both Matt. 9:14 and Mark 2:18 set out the distinct occasion of the 


pericope clearly. 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


MT Masoretic Text 


T. Jos. Testament of Joseph 


NRSV New Revised Standard Version 


Jub. Jubilees 

14 One other Synoptic difference needs notation. Luke uses what some 
see as the narrower term for petition: S€noic. The distinction that d€noic = 
petition and mpooevyn = prayer is not present in the NT, and the reference in 
5:33 appears to be general. For the distinction, see Greeven, TDNT 2:807, 
though he acknowledges that it is harder to argue for the distinction in 


nouns. 


MT Masoretic Text 

15 SB 1:500-18; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1101-3; Bovon 1989: 260. Jeremias 
notes that nowhere in Judaism is Messiah the bridegroom. Stauffer, TDNT 
1:654 n. 39, cites 2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 2:15, 38; Deut. Rab. 3.12 on 10:1; Pirge 
de Rabbi Eliezer 41 (= Friedlander 1916: 322); Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Bahodesh 3 on Exod. 19:17 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.219), where 
God comes forth as a groom to meet Israel his bride. In Mekilta de Rabbi 
Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 15:2 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.26-27), 
Akiva cites several texts from the Song of Songs as applying to Israel as the 


bride of God, making it clear that this book was read as a marriage between 


Israel and God. 
NT New Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

16 For this view are Schürmann 1969: 296; Hendriksen 1978: 309; 
Wiefel 1988: 121 (perhaps). Against it is Marshall 1978: 226. Bovon 1989: 
261 thinks that any specific allusion to the cross or ascension is unlikely 


and prefers to refer only to the period of the church. The key terms are 


ànapOñ in Luke and two forms of aïpo in Isa. 53. 


17 Tiede 1988: 130 cites Acts 5:31 and 11:18 as evidence of a “new era” 


of repentance. Acts 1:1—11 discusses Jesus’ departure. The problem with 
this suggestion is that it treats repentance as if it is a fresh theme in Acts, 
since Tiede speaks of a “new phase” of repentance. But repentance is a 
constant theme in Luke (5:32; 10:13-15; 15:1-32). 

13 Such metaphors are often called “similitudes”; Hauck, TDNT 5:753; 
Marshall 1978: 226. 

= Danker 1988: 128-29 and Luce 1933: 136 overdraw the difference. 
Marshall 1978: 227 is more balanced. 

20 Luke alone refers explicitly to the cloth as kaıvög, which here means 
“unused.” He uses the term three times in the verse, so it has a touch of 
emphasis. I translated it “new” to keep the parallelism and linkage clear. It 
usually refers to a qualitative newness; Bovon 1989: 263. So here it means a 
new and better teaching. Luke returns to the use of véoc in 5:37-38 in 


agreement with the Synoptic parallels; Behm, TDNT 3:448; Matt. 9:17; 
Luke 22:20. On this metaphor, see Maurer, TDNT 7:961 84a. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
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OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 
21 Paul raises such issues in 1 Cor. 7:17-24; 8-11; and Rom. 14-15. 
While not rejecting Jewish worship forms, he did not regard them as 


required. His approach parallels Jesus’. 


m. Mishnah 

af The Sirach parallel goes the other way by noting that a new friend is 
like new wine: one does not enjoy it until it has matured. The -Abot parallel 
also favors the old over the new. Jesus’ reversal of the standard metaphor is 
one of his typical twists on cultural imagery. 

23 So correctly, Carson 1984: 279-80. No path is being made for Jesus 
as an authority nor is there a reference to excessive travel on the Sabbath to 
do kingdom preaching. 

24 Matthew and Luke use different forms of the verb: Matthew has an 
infinitive, ċoðíew, while Luke has a verbal form, oiov. Mark 2:23 speaks 
only of plucking (tiAAovtec) and assumes that eating took place. 

22 For a defense of the Pharisees’ likely presence in Galilee, see 


Witherington 1990: 61-66. 


MT Masoretic Text 
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b. Babylonian Talmud 


Sab. Sabbat 


m. Mishnah 
Hag. Hagiga 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
Jub. Jubilees 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

26 "E&eotıv will be central in many disputes: Luke 6:2 = Matt. 12:2 = 
Mark 2:24; note also Matt. 12:12; 14:4; 19:3; 22:17; 27:6; Mark 3:4; 12:14; 


Luke 14:3; BAGD 275 81; BAA 556 81. 
MT Masoretic Text 


OT Old Testament 

al Fitzmyer 1981: 609. Josephus, Antiquities 6.12.1 §8242—43, does not 
mention the bread in describing the account. SB 1:618-19 notes the 
rabbinic accounts; b. Menah. 95b cites a remark by Rabbi Shim<on (ca. 
A.D.. 150). 

28 Because of potential misunderstanding, Luke and Matthew omit the 
reference that Mark 2:26 makes to Abiathar son of Ahimelech, a difficult 
reference that may be an ambiguous literary reference, rather than a 
historical one. Most see Matthew and Luke removing an error here. So, for 


example, Fitzmyer 1981: 605 argues for the removal of an error, but it is 


only an ambiguity, if the reference is literary. 
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29 Liefeld 1984: 887. Similar examples existed in Judaism, such as the 
priority of giving birth or burying the dead versus staying ceremonially 
clean. Witherington 1990: 68 speaks of the Sabbath’s being a day of 


renewal and restoration, so that eating a meal is quite appropriate. 


OT Old Testament 

au Matt. 12:5-7 speaks of another example where the priests work in the 
temple without profaning themselves; it also mentions the prophetic 
principle that God desires mercy, not sacrifice. Mark 2:27 refers to the 
Sabbath’s being made for people, not people for the Sabbath. 

ae Hooker 1967: 95-99 is very clear in showing the narrow application 
of this passage, as well as citing the Jewish background behind it. 

a Danker 1988: 131 alludes to the promises of Ezek. 34:20-24 and 
37:24-28 as helpful background. Jesus is more than a prophet or teacher. 

33 Borsch 1967: 322-23 also argues for this more representative reading, 
which is grounded in kingship and not necessarily in explicit messianism. 
As well, he argues for ties to Adam. The latter connection is less certain 
here, but Borsch also sees Mark 2:28—and thus Luke 6:5—as authentic. 

34 BAGD 548 82; BAA 1112 82; Van Der Loos 1965: 438-39; Bovon 


1989: 274. The term €npoc means “withered,” so that the hand has suffered 


atrophy. The term also appears in the parallel Matt. 12:10 = Mark 3:3; and 
Luke 6:8; John 5:3; Matt. 23:15; Heb. 11:29. 


m. Mishnah 
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SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


m. Mishnah 


Sab. Sabbat 
5 


39 On the combination scribes and Pharisees, see Luke 5:21; 7:30; 


11:53; 15:2; Mark 7:5; H. Weiss, TDNT 9:38. 

36 Riesenfeld, TDNT 8:147; Schtirmann 1969: 306 n. 48; Bovon 1989: 
274 n. 24; Ps. 37:12 [36:12 LXX]; Dan. 6:12 (with tnpém); BAGD 622 
81aB; BAA 1258 81a. Today, mapatnpéw (to watch lurkingly) makes one 
think of a spy novel. 

37 The phrase here may reflect an Aramaism; Fitzmyer 1981: 611. On 


ebploka, see BAGD 325 81b; BAA 765 8I.1e. 


m. Mishnah 


38 For the background of a possible Sabbath violation, see the discussion 


above following the discussion of sources and historicity. On Sabbath 
conflicts related to healing, besides the parallel Matt. 12:10 = Mark 3:2, see 
Luke 13:14 and 14:3; Beyer, TDNT 3:130. 
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33 Luke 6:33 (twice) and 6:35 use the term dyadono1eo; Ernst 1977: 
205; Schürmann 1969: 308; Busse 1979: 140 perceptively notes the 


conceptual tie to 9:11 and 4:18. 


OT Old Testament 

au Jesus often heals at synagogues: Mark 1:23-27 = Luke 4:33-36; 
Mark 1:39 = Matt. 4:23; Mark 3:1-5 = Matt. 12:9-13 = Luke 6:6-10; Matt. 
9:35; Luke 13:10-17; Schrage, TDNT 7:830 n. 210. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

al Luke uses the optative in indirect questions; BDF 8385.1, $386.1; 


BDR 8385.1, §386.1. 
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NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 
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BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
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United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 
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B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

a2 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 


century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 
11QTemple Temple Scroll 


s Temple Scroll 
23 Among those who support this approach are Schürmann 1969: 302; 
Vogt 1959; Buchanan and Wolfe 1978; and apparently Danker 1988: 130. 


Marshall 1978: 230 is uncertain of the origin. 
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UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 

44 For more recent discussion, see Käser 1968; Schürmann 1969: 304 n. 
29; Marshall 1978: 233; Fitzmyer 1981: 610 (who ties it to the apocryphal 
gospel tradition); Wiefel 1988: 123 (who rejects a connection to Jesus); and 


Bovon 1989: 267. 
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NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 

1 The plucking of grain on the Sabbath (Matt. 12:1-8) and the healing of 
the man with the withered hand (Matt. 12:9-14) come after the choosing of 
the Twelve (Matt. 10:1—4). 

2 Matt. 10:2 opens the list of names by noting that “these are the names 
of the twelve apostles.” The phrase otc kai ATTOOTOAOUG ovópaocev (whom 
he also named apostles) in Mark 3:14 is bracketed in UBS—NA to express 
uncertainty concerning its originality. 

3 Marshall 1978: 237 notes that Luke may have had an alternate list of 
the Twelve, but he regards the evidence as weak. Schürmann 1969: 318-19, 
323 is confident that Luke had a form of what he calls the “Catalogue of the 
Apostles” (a name that notes the passage’s form), which differed from Mark 
and derived from Q. Bovon 1989: 278 also sees additional source material 
here beyond Mark, since the apostolic list had various forms, as Acts 1:13 
shows. Nolland 1989: 265 speaks only of the influences of another 
tradition. Though he is less certain of another full list used by Luke, he 
thinks one existed because of the inclusion of Judas son of James and the 


absence of Thaddaeus. The differences in the lists will be noted in the 


exegesis. 


= Guenther 1985: 31. Nolland 1989: 265-68 has a full discussion, 


though he sees too much distance between Paul’s and Luke’s views when he 
argues that Luke limits the term ånóotodoc to the Twelve. One of the ways 
that Luke indicates respect for Paul is by calling him an apostle in Acts 
14:4, 14 and by showing that Paul does everything that Peter did as an 
apostle. Nolland decides that the Lucan use reflects a later title. The use of 
the phrase the Twelve as a fixed technical term in the earliest Christian 
material—even when the Twelve are not present (1 Cor. 15:5)—also speaks 
for the authenticity of å&nóotoñog here. 

2 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2—5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

Bovon 1989: 279 see three elements—summary account, short history of 


an election, and list—that indicate the formation of a community. 
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Z Rom. 11 sees a clear future for Israel and a future role in God’s plan; 
Burns 1992. They will be grafted into the vine again one day. For another 
set of arguments against this Israel-church connection, see Witherington 
1990: 128-29, who also notes that the Twelve were called to help gather a 
community. 

2 Matt. 10:2 opens the list of names by noting that “these are the names 
of the twelve apostles.” The phrase otc kai AntooTöAoug @vOLAGEV (Whom 


he also named apostles) in Mark 3:14 is bracketed in UBS-NA to express 


uncertainty concerning its originality. 
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BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


m. Mishnah 
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MM The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri 
and Other Non-literary Sources, by J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan (repr. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 
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B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
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G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 
a M. Smith 1971 argues for a late origin, but Hengel 1961 argues for 
ideological unity between the early group and later Zealots, as does M. 
Stern 1976: 578-79. Much of Josephus’s Jewish War 4 condemns this 
radical group for their activity in A.D.. 66—70; especially descriptive is 
4.6.3 88381-88. Nolland 1989: 271 also prefers a distinction between the 
Zealot party and Luke’s term. Witherington 1990: 81-88, 96-98 supports 
Hengel. Against this connection is R. Brown 1994: 689-93. 

2 Nor should the name ’Iak@ßou([son] of James) be read as the brother 
of James; but so T. Beza, an approach rightly rejected by Plummer 1896: 
175. 

10 Simon-Peter, Thomas-Didymus, Matthew-Levi, Bartholomew- 
Nathanael (apparently, see the exegesis of 6:14); Plummer 1896: 172, 174; 
Schürmann 1969: 317-18 n. 49; Jeremias 1971a: 232-33. These variations 


suggest that the tradition of the list of the Twelve existed in various forms. 
LXX Septuagint 


MT Masoretic Text 

u The view goes back to E. W. Hengstenberg; Godet 1875: 1.306. 

12 Carson 1984: 239 (undecided between this and view 1); A. Ehrman 
1978; Arbeitman 1980. Fitzmyer 1981: 620 calls this view highly unlikely 


but gives no reason. 
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1 Aland 1985: 878. Extrabiblical parallels are the Gospel of Thomas 54, 
68-69 and the Acts of Paul 5-6 (Bovon 1989: 295). Thomas’s order is poor, 
persecuted, and hungry.we 

2 The number of Matthean beatitudes rests on some text-critical issues, 


but most see eight here. 


OT Old Testament 

a Even Marshall 1978: 247, who is more hesitant than most to recognize 
additions in the tradition, seems to allow that the woes may be an early 
church commentary added to the tradition; he calls the arguments for an 


addition stronger, but without arguing that it is the case. 


OT Old Testament 
4 It is precisely these kinds of difficulties that cause many in NT studies 


to move in a more literary direction. Such study concentrates on the “final” 


text, with the result that many are leaving behind the issues of source, 
tradition, and historicity. While the focus on the final text that appears in 
any Gospel is a good and healthy development, the abandonment of 
historical issues is not so valuable. Still, when one makes a historical 
judgment on sources, one must recognize that it is simply a judgment. 

a It should be noted that others argue for a change to the third person by 
Matthew, e.g., Manson 1949: 47. Schürmann 1969: 329 argues that Luke’s 


source had a second person, while Jesus used the third person originally. 
OT Old Testament 


NT New Testament 
6 On Guelich’s view of Matthew’s and the sources’ postsermon work to 
expand the Beatitudes in light of the Psalms and Isa. 61, see pp. 115-18. 

r; See Bovon 1989: 310 for a slightly different breakdown and with 
additional comparisons to Didache 1.3—5 and Justin Martyr’s Apology 
1.15.9-10; 1.14.3; 1.16.1. 

8 Three of the four NT uses of this term are in Matthew: 5:47; 6:7; 18:17 
(3 John 7 is the other). 

3 This point is valid regardless of how one sees the issue of the 
relationship of the sermons, since the material is still used. If there were two 
sermons present or if what we have is an anthology, then what is seen in 
Luke is a sermon less controlled by legal concerns. However, the point is 


especially true if there was only one sermon. 


admonishment, while regarding 6:39-40, 43-45, 47-49 as parabolic. Bovon 


1989: 330 calls 6:46 a warning. 
Old Testament 


NT New Testament 

AL The closest possibility is the comparison with the priesthood in 
Hebrews, but here only Jesus is noted. Ellis 1974: 112 accepts the Mosaic 
imagery but not the Aaronic; Marshall 1978: 241 regards the Mosaic picture 
as possible; Nolland 1989: 275 argues persuasively against it. Nolland notes 
that the OT texts are a call to keep people away from the mountain (e.g., 


Exod. 19:12) and that the OT mountain setting is not related to teaching. 


OT Old Testament 

La Fitzmyer 1981: 623 is skeptical of the new Moses emphasis in Luke, 
but underplays the Mosaic allusions in Acts. If the motif is present, it is 
clearer in Matthew than in Luke, though even in Matthew it is not certain. 
For the motif in Matthew, see Davies and Allison 1988: 423-24; against its 
presence in Matthew is Carson 1984: 129. 

13 Whether in fact the same occasion as Matthew is in view is a separate 
question that is treated in excursus 7. Of course, those who see different 
sermons in Matthew and Luke have no problem in dealing with the 
difference in location. Seeing an anthology is not a problem either, since the 
setting becomes representative. 

14 Hendriksen 1978: 334 argues for this locale; Marshall 1978: 241-42 
calls it possible. Davies and Allison 1988: 422 mention Karn Hattin (Horns 
of Hattin) as another suggestion, but they prefer not to adopt a specific 


location, since for them the Matthean sermon is a collected representative 


sermon, as opposed to a sermon in a single place (see excursus 7 for 
details). Edersheim 1889: 1.524 argues against Karn Hattin. 

a If this approach is taken, then literary compression is probably 
present. 

16 If Carson is right, then the possibility of a sermon compilation is 
increased, but there is no indicator in Matthew or Luke that a long period is 
in view. Neither can it be ruled out. 

iz Strathmann, TDNT 4:51. Schürmann 1969: 321 adds to the new 
Moses motif here by alluding to the people meeting Moses in Exod. 19:12, 
14, 17, 21-25; 20:18-21; 24:2; 34:3, 29-30. But how certain is this in light 
of the various groups noted here? There is no idea of Jesus’ receiving new 
revelation from God in the journey up the mountain, only the picture of 
communing with him in prayer. As was mentioned above, the OT texts keep 
people at a distance versus engaging them. 

18 Fitzmyer 1981: 624, Schürmann 1969: 322, and Bovon 1989: 286 are 
certain about the Gentile allusion (Luke 2:31-32; 3:6; 4:25-29). Ernst 1977: 
212, Marshall 1978: 242, and Tiede 1988: 136 are more cautious. 

= The syntax of 6:17-18 is complex, so my translation paraphrases the 
passage. Oi in 6:18 is resumptive and probably refers back to Aaod in 6:17 
or to both Aaod and öyAog, though the latter term resurfaces explicitly in 
6:19. 

a Danker 1988: 137 notes that Jesus’ ultimate battle is with Satan (Col. 


1:12-14). 
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a Acts 3:1-10 (the lame man healed by Peter); 6:8 (Stephen as a man 
full of power); 8:6-7 (Philip’s healing work in Samaria); 9:34 (Aeneas the 
paralytic healed by Peter); 9:36-42 (Dorcas raised by Peter); 14:9-10 (the 
lame man at Lystra healed by Paul [cf. Paul’s caveat in 14:15]); 20:9-12 


(Eutychus raised by Paul); 28:3-9 (Paul heals many in Malta). 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

This point is valid, no matter how one views the Synoptic problem, 
because in either view much of the material in Matthew was available to 
Luke. In fact, for holders of Matthean priority, the remarks that follow are 


especially valid. It is clear that Luke has made choices in his presentation. 


Old ‘Testament 
See the discussion of the rich and the poor in the exegesis of 1:51-53 


and 4:18 and the introduction to 4:16—30. 


I agree, only adding the importance of God’s promise as the basis for the 


call. 


Temple Scroll 


Temple Scroll 

23 Godet 1875: 1.311. The structure of Matt. 5:3-12 is similar, though it 
lacks the woes and thus the explicit addressing of adversaries. 
OT Old Testament 

— Koch 1969: 7; Hauck, TDNT 4:368 (who suggests this distinction); 
Fitzmyer 1981: 632-33; Klostermann 1929: 78-79. Guelich 1982: 63-65, 


109-11 discusses the options in detail and rejects the absolute distinction. 
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NRSV New Revised Standard Version 
LXX Septuagint 

LXX Septuagint 


OT Old Testament 
= “Blessed is/are the one(s) who ... because (Ötı).... ” Guelich 1982: 63 
and Fitzmyer 1981: 632-33 discuss the form of beatitudes. 


LXX Septuagint 
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G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

= Bovon 1989: 297 gives three arguments: the form’s normal style is in 
the third person; the remark “blessed are the poor” anticipates a third 
person; and the fourth beatitude’s wording influenced Luke to speak in the 


second person here. He notes against the third person Jesus’ tendency not to 


use customary style and Matthew’s tendency to do so. 
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1QH Thanksgiving Hymns/Psalms (Hödayöt) 
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— Marshall 1978: 252; Schürmann 1969: 335-36. Jeremias 1971a: 239- 
40 notes that these warnings of persecution occur in every strand of Gospel 
tradition, showing their widespread presence and association to Jesus. 


Schürmann notes conceptual Lucan parallels in 11:49-52 and 12:11-12. 


They sound like Matt. 5:11. For a pre-Easter setting, he notes Matt. 10:28— 


31, 34-39; Mark 6:14-29; 11:1-11, 15-18 as giving evidence of pre-Easter 
tension. 

au Daube notes Isa. 63:7—19; Sir. 47:12—22 (esp. 47:21-22); 48:1-12 
(esp. 48:11); and Luke 1:67—79, where shifts of person occur at the end of 
lists, as well as the structure of 6:37—38, where the last line is longer than 
the three preceding lines. I already noted Ps. 127:1-2 LXX in the exegesis 


of 6:20. 
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BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
t. Tosepta 


Hul. Hullin 
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Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

al It is unlikely that Christians as a body were banned this early from 
any synagogue, though individuals might have been. The Book of Acts 
shows that Christians could still enter the synagogue, until they forced the 


issue and Jews reacted by turning them out. 
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32 Schürmann 1969: 334 n. 63 shows that the term is not a technical 
term for the end-time judgment, though he opts too narrowly for a 


synagogue connection. 
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33 Luke 10:13-15 = Matt. 11:20-24; Luke 11:42-52 is like parts of 
Matt. 23; Luke 17:1 does not have a parallel woe in the Synoptics; Luke 
21:23 = Matt. 24:19 = Mark 13:17; and Luke 22:22 = Matt. 26:24 = Mark 


14:21. 
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BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
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Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
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34 On this topic in the Synoptics, see T. Schmidt 1987. In arguing 
against making too much of the criticism, Schmidt is correct, but his book 


perhaps overreacts in the other direction. More balanced is Pilgrim 1981. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 


Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
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LXX Septuagint 


so Marshall 1978: 258, however, sees a shift of audience from outsiders 


to insiders in this verse; so also Ernst 1977: 224. But see T. Schmidt 1987: 


141. 
36 Such differences lead some to speak of multiple forms of the tradition 


or of two settings. 
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G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

BZ 1QS 1.10; 2.4-9; 9.21-23; Ellis 1974: 114; Guelich 1982: 226. The 
leaning of the imprecatory Psalms in this direction is what makes their tone 
so difficult. Because Jesus’ ethic is a heightening of old standards, they 
appear in antithesis in Matthew. It is right to call for God’s justice, but it is 
also important to seek the best for fellow humans. God’s justice is in place 
and will occur, as the eschatological remarks of the sermon make clear. But 
the disciple seeks the enemies’ transformation and hopes that they may 
come to know God so that they can enter into God’s grace and kindness, 


while escaping his wrath. 
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1QS Manual of Discipline (Rule/Order of the Community) 
T. Ben. Testament of Benjamin 


T. Jos. Testament of Joseph 

38 The OT has the call to love the neighbor in Lev. 19:18, but Judaism 
debated who the neighbor was, as Luke 10:25-37 shows. Bovon 1989: 313 
n. 21 cites Seitz 1969-70: 47: “Loving is thus a matter of ‘doing mercy,’ 
which is to stop at no frontiers, levelling all barriers erected by national and 
even religious hostility.” The call to love has no racial, national, social, and 
religious barriers. The disciple is to love all people. The implications of this 
are far-reaching in any culture in which disciples find themselves. 

33 This seems similar to a view that Bovon 1989: 318-19 calls the 
existential view, held by R. Bultmann, P. Ricoeur, and M. Buber. Practically 
speaking, it leads to a cosmopolitan philanthropy. This kind of activity 
might be an implication of this passage, but it is hardly the point. 
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BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
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SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


MT Masoretic Text 
a Danker 1988: 145 still sees this background in Luke. Marshall 1978: 
261 holds out the possibility of separate sayings. 
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Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
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al This kind of result is evidence of the remark’s rhetorical form. On the 
variety of applications of this teaching in the NT, see Nolland 1989: 297; 
Acts 8:2; 9:25; 14:5-6; 22:25; 25:10-12; John 18:22-23. In Acts 22:25 and 
25:10-12 Paul seeks legal protection against the unrighteous as he 
continues to minister. Acts 23:2—3 shows a retaliation for which Paul 


apologizes (23:5). Acts 4:24-31 shows how the church applied this truth. 


42 Luke 11: 9-13 has the material of Matt. 7:7-11; but does not have 
Matt. 7:12 there. 
43 Guelich 1982: 360 notes that the saying fits in both settings, while not 


explicitly advocating a repetition. 
OT Old Testament 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922—61) 
= Homer’s Odyssey 5.188—89 is sometimes mentioned as a parallel, but 


it is not nearly as close as the texts cited here. 
b. Babylonian Talmud 


Sab. Sabbat 


aa Though the mishnaic text cites Hillel, rabbinic scholars dispute 


whether such attributions prior to A.D.. 70 are trustworthy. At the least, this 
tradition is old, even if it is not from Hillel; see Neusner 1984: 63—88. 

46 The English translations by H. T. Andrews (in Charles 1913: 2.113) 
and Hadas 1951: 180-81 correctly look like the Golden Rule, while that by 
R. J. H. Shutt (in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 2.26) does not. 

a7 Of course, there are limits to this remark. The preferences one speaks 
about here are not in moral areas where God’s desire is clear, as if people 
are free to do as they wish without awareness of the moral implications. For 
how this worked out practically in Jesus’ confrontation with the Jewish 
leadership, see the insightful remarks of Manson 1949: 52-53, who replies 
to Montefiore’s charge (1930: 103-4) that Jesus did not carry out his ethic 


in practice. Manson emphasizes Jesus’ sense of disappointment and sorrow 
toward his enemies’ rejection of him; in addition, Jesus’ prophetic 
challenge shows his regard and concern for his enemies. Manson compares 
Jesus’ relationship with his opponents to that of modern politicians who 
disagree vigorously in debate but respect one another as people. 

48 Marshall 1978: 262; Van Unnik 1966: 289-95; 1 Macc. 11:33; Sir. 
12:1-6; t. Meg. 3.16 (= Neusner 1977-86: 2.292); Epictetus 2.14.18; 


Hesiod, Works and Days 352; Aristotle, Rhetoric to Alexander 1446. 
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Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


49 One senses that Bovon’s view (#4) is an attempt to avoid this 


syntactical problem. A purpose clause would mean that the purpose of 


lending is only to transfer money back and forth. 
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20 BAGD 83-84; BAA 167; Godet 1875: 1.326; Creed 1930: 95; 


Marshall 1978: 264; Fitzmyer 1981: 640; Schürmann 1969: 355 n. 90; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:533-34. 


1 Enoch 1 (Ethiopic) Enoch 
T. Moses Testament of Moses 
Jub. Jubilees 
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LXX Septuagint 
al The term oiktippo@v in Ps. 112:4 [111:4 LXX] is the key term in Luke 


6:36 as well. 
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2 Danker 1988: 150 cites Epictetus 2.14.12-13 to show how the Greeks 
viewed imitation of the gods: “It is of prime importance for those who 
would please and obey the deities to be as much like them as lies within 


their power. If fidelity is a divine characteristic, then they are to be faithful; 


if generous, they are to be generous; if beneficent, they are to be beneficent; 


if magnanimous, they are to be magnanimous. In brief, they are to do and 
say everything in emulation of God.” Christianity also has this goal in the 
context of monotheism, but in addition offers enablement to make it happen 


(John 14-16). 
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SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
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23 Black 1967: 181 argues that the play is on the Semitic terms in Matt. 
5:47—48: Selam (peace) and Selim (whole). 
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SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
b. Babylonian Talmud 


Sab. Sabbat 


b. Babylonian Talmud 


B. Mes. Baba, Mesi.a; 


o4 Note how the verse begins with kai, which shows that it elaborates 


the discussion of mercy in 6:36. 
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2° BAGD 144; BAA 288; Matt. 12:11; 15:14; Isa. 24:18; Jer. 48:44 
[31:44 LXX]. Its synonym Bd8poc is used of a grave or a ritual pit for 


sacrifices; LSJ 320 notes the BO8uvoc = BOBpoc equation. 
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26 On nép as a comparative meaning “greater than,” see Riesenfeld, 


TDNT 8:515; BAGD 839 82; BAA 1672 82. 
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af The contrast in the verbs at the end of the passage is key. BAeno is 
used figuratively with the meaning “to perceive” in Rom. 7:23; 2 Cor. 7:8; 


Col. 2:5; Heb. 2:9; 10:25; Michaelis, TDNT 5:344. 
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58 For katavoćo, see Luke 12:24, 27; 20:23; Acts 11:6; Plummer 1896: 
191. Nolland 1989: 307 argues that the force is that one should attend to 
nonjudgment and love of the enemy, not ethical minutiae. This is correct 
contextually, but the remark is so proverbial that the application is broader. 


Sin in general is in view. 
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SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

ad Democritus, Fragments 60. Danker 1988: 153-54 also notes 
Diogenes Laertius 1.36; Menander, Fragment 710; Petronius, Satyricon 57; 


and Persius, Satires 4.23—24. 


b. Babylonian Talmud 

so Hendriksen 1978: 362. Schürmann 1969: 372 notes that the second- 
person speech is against an original reference to the Pharisees, since they 
are rebuked in this way only in Luke 14:7-11. In addition, the term 
ÖTTOKPLINIG is not always used of Pharisees, as Matt. 24:51 and Luke 12:56 
show. He sees the address as to the disciples, but not limited to them. 

al See also the Gospel of Thomas 45a. On oampoc as “rotten, 
or “of no value,” see Bauernfeind, TDNT 7:97; Wiefel 1988: 139; Eph. 


4:29. 
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62 The saying’s proverbial character makes it difficult to be confident of 


explanations that argue for development of a single saying. 
63 On these plants and the various fruits, see Marshall 1978: 273; Barn. 
7.11; Matt. 7:16; Mark 11:13; 12:26; Luke 20:37; Acts 7:30, 35; James 


3:12; Rev. 14:18. 
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64 Double vocatives occur in 8:24; 10:41; 13:34; 17:13; 22:31. 
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Oo Fitzmyer 1981: 644; BDR 8466.3. On this construction, see also 
Matt. 10:32 and Luke 12:48. In other words, the subject of the start of the 
sentence (the participles) and that of the subsequent clause (“I [Jesus] will 


show you”) are not the same. 


66 Schürmann 1969: 382 n. 19. Luke uses the comparative ðporog in 


6:47, 48, 49; 7:31, 32; 12:36. 

67 Bovon 1989: 341 notes correctly that Luke lacks Matthew’s 
apocalyptic thrust, since the First Gospel has the remark in a context about 
judgment. He argues that Matthew is more original since he is closer to 
Palestinian weather patterns. But see the discussion (immediately below) on 


the issue of weather imagery. 
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BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 

68 Guelich 1982: 412, 404; Marshall 1978: 275; Rengstorf, TDNT 6:603. 
For Bpoyn (only in Matt. 7:25, 27 in the NT), see BAGD 147 and BAA 294. 

69 Josephus, Antiquities 2.10.2 §250, describes the protection developed 
to fight swollen rivers in Egypt; also Job 40:23. For nàńppovpa (only here in 
the NT), see BAGD 669 and BAA 1345. 

20 Toy0o with the infinitive occurs in 8:43; 13:24; 14:6, 29, 30; 16:3; 
20:26; and four times in Acts; Plummer 1896: 193; BAGD 383 82b; BAA 


778 82b. 
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A This conclusion fits Matthew more naturally. It might be an 
implication of Jesus’ remarks in Luke, but it is hardly explicit in the 


context. 
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B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

22 The high number of hapax legomena in Luke 6:47—49 suggests the 


presence of a source. See also Marshall 1978: 274. 
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NT New Testament 
Old Testament 
Old Testament 


New Testament 

73 Bovon 1989: 298 lists other reasons: Luke’s knowledge of the woe 
form (10:13; 11:42-52; 17:1; 21:23; 22:22); Lucan opposition of rich and 
poor; Lucan opposition of hungry and filled in 1:53; Lucan vocabulary 
(rArv, KaAüg cinoo, and návteç oi KvOportot); and the second-person 
address of the woes (which fits Luke’s second-person beatitudes). But 
Schiirmann argues that Luke never creates woes and that the verses 
evidence non-Lucan vocabulary in using tAoUoloc and newáo; see 1969: 


337-38 nn. 86, 88, 96, and 105. 
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J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
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NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 

= Manuscripts reading both variants are A, D, L, ©, ©, Y, family 13, 
Byz, and some Syriac. Manuscript W omits both uses of yap, splitting the 


75 X, and B. It is the 


difference. Omitting the agreement with 6:32 are P 
strength of the strictly Alexandrian witnesses that causes many to go for the 
omission of agreement, along with the argument of harmonization. Besides 
fitting the structural harmony of the passage as a whole with its numerous 
parallelisms (e.g., see the next additional note), the adoption of the variants 
is supported by wider family distribution. 

25 Omitting the verb are pt p’> and B. Note that the switch of one 
manuscript, X, which here includes the verb (in parallel to 6:32 and 6:33) 
but does not include the variants that would make 6:33 parallel to 6:32, 


changes the judgment of text-critics about this variant versus those in 6:33. 
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A Tiede 1988: 147—48 sees 7:1-9:50 as a unit (which he calls 
“Identifying the Messiah of God”) in which Luke describes the 
“christological drama” of demonstrating who Jesus is. Tiede argues that 
7:1-50 presents Jesus as the prophet of God. But “the one to come” (7:18— 
23) is not a prophet, but the promised deliverer. In addition, 8:1-3 deals 
with response, not proclamation, and therefore belongs with the emphasis of 
chap. 7. Tiede is right that Christology is a major concern until 9:50, but the 


chapter divisions, which came centuries after Luke was written, are 


misleading, and it is therefore better to divide 7:1—9:50 into three units— 
7:1-8:3; 8:4-9:17; 9:18—-50—for reasons that I shall make clear in the 


exegesis. 
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1 Since the passage is unique to Matthew and Luke, most speak of Q as 
the source or at least as one of the sources; Bovon 1989: 346-47; Wiefel 
1988: 141-42. 

2 Bovon 1989: 346 n. 5 notes that among many Protestant scholars this 
has been the major position for some time and that only recently have 
Catholic commentaries like those of Schürmann, Schneider, and Fitzmyer 
come to accept this approach. 

3 Schulz 1972: 237-38 and nn. 410-11, on the basis of Lucan 
vocabulary in 7:3-6. Most of the cases of Lucan vocabulary depend on 
Acts, which must also be reckoned to have traditional material, so that some 
of Schulz’s evidence is not as strong as it at first appears. Here also belongs 
Fitzmyer 1981: 649, who sees as Lucan vv. 1a, 3b—6d, 7a, part of 9, 10a. 

4 Schürmann 1969: 395-96; Carson 1984: 200; Liefeld 1984: 897-98. 
Also noting four options is Busse 1979: 142 n. 3: (1) Luke added the detail, 
(2) Luke is truer to Q than is Matthew, (3) Luke had another source, and (4) 
Luke received a pre-Lucan expansion of Q. Busse cannot decide between 


views 1 and 4. Wiefel 1988: 142 opts for view 4. 


19:1-10; 23:39-43. Four of these seven accounts (7:36-50; 17:12-19; 


19:1-10; 23:39-43) are unique to Luke. (For the view that 7:36-50 is 
uniquely Lucan, contra Aland 1985: 8114, see the discussion of sources for 


that unit.) 
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L On the idea of ànootéàào not referring to a special commission, see 
Rengstorf, TDNT 1:403—4. The main reason for rejecting a commission is 


that the simpler synonym néuno is used in 7:10. 
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Z BAGD 189; BAA 379-80; Foerster, TDNT 7:990 §D.II.1a. Of eight 
NT uses of d1a0@Coa, six are in Luke—Acts: Matt. 14:36; 1 Pet. 3:20; Luke 


7:3; Acts 23:24; 27:43, 44; 28:1, 4; Plummer 1896: 195. 
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SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

8 Schrage, TDNT 7:813-14, 818 n. 123, remarks that such an attitude 
usually produced a gift to a synagogue. Luke 7 is unique in speaking of the 


synagogue itself as the gift. Schrage thinks it is a small synagogue. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

g In Luke, the friends speak for the centurion, and the centurion “speaks 
with” Jesus through them. Luke is more detailed here than Matthew, who 


has probably telescoped events and thus spoken of the centurion directly. 
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au Marshall 1978: 281 notes four expressions that are frequent in Luke: 
616, EHAULTOD, AELO@, and Epyopat mpc. 
11 On the authority of Jesus’ word, see Matt. 7:29; 8:8; Luke 5:5; Mark 
1:25-26; 4:39; Kittel, TDNT 4:107. On cures from afar, see the texts 
frequently discussed with this one: Matt. 8:8, 13; John 4:50-52; Lohse, 


TDNT 9:432. Ps. 107:20 stresses healing by a word; Nolland 1989: 317. 
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Bovon 1989: 357—58 notes the OT similarities (returning the son to the 


parent, the widow, and recognition that God’s messenger is present) and 


differences (Jesus’ taking the initiative, instantaneous resuscitation, and the 
crowd’s response). Bovon references the key study of this passage by 
Harbarth 1978. For the connections to 1 Kings, see Brodie 1986, though he 


overdraws the case for framing around this OT book. The differences 


between the OT and the event reveal that the event controls the details (see 


C. A. Evans 1990: 115 and Evans in Evans and Sanders 1993: 223-24). 
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Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
b. Babylonian Talmud 

Taan. Ta-anit 

b. Babylonian Talmud 

Pesah. Pesahim 
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2 Though some see parallels to 4:14-30 and 5:1-11 in the other Gospels, 
I argue that both of these texts are largely uniquely Lucan, though 4:14-30 
is a relocated pericope reflecting both Mark 6:1-6 and special Lucan 
material (see the discussion of sources for both texts). 
perhaps Acts 20:7-12 also are in this form. That it ends with a confession 
causes Berger 1984: 312 to classify it as epideixis, so the text’s goal is the 
admiration of Jesus. 
a In this context, ¿ñc refers to an elided ypovw (time); Bovon 1989: 360 
n. 28; BAGD 276 82; BAA 558 82. 
2 TIöAıc is used in its broadest sense of inhabited area here and refers to a 


village; BAGD 685; BAA 1375 81; Bovon 1989: 360-61 notes the present 


size of Nein, as does Schürmann 1969: 399. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
6 Jeremias, TDNT 6:921. No archeological remains of a gate or of the 


city wall have yet been found; Nolland 1989: 322. 
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of Chicago Press, 1961) 

r; Semahot 8-11 (= Zlotnick 1966: 57-80; see Lerner 1987: 389-91), an 
extratalmudic tractate, deals with the deceased. M. Ber. 3.1-2 and b. Ketub. 
17a say that if a procession is small, one is to interrupt the study of Torah to 
participate, but if the group is large enough, one should continue studying; 
SB 1:1047—48. Though the Ketubot tractate is late, it reveals the importance 


to Jews of community involvement in mourning. 
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8 Matt. 9:36; 14:14; 15:32; 18:27; 20:34; Mark 1:41; 6:34; 8:2; Plummer 
1896: 199; Bovon 1989: 362 nn. 43-44. The other Lucan uses of 


orAayyvi£onan, Luke 10:33 and 15:20, are both in parables. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

a Marshall 1978: 285 notes that Luke 19:34; 22:61; and 24:3 are not 


exceptions to this observation, though he also notes that the final decision is 


still open; Creed 1930: 104. Hahn 1969: 81-82 argues that Luke, though 


introducing the title himself, reflects traditional usage. 


Sanh. Sanhedrin 

t. Tosepta 

Neg. Nega:im 

b. Babylonian Talmud 
B. Qam. Baba; Qamma. 
m. Mishnah 

Mo.ed Qat. Mo.ed Qatan 
m. Mishnah 


Šab. Šabbat 
10 


On mourners, see m. Meg. 4.3; Danby 1933: 206 nn. 9-10. M. Ketub. 
4.4 argues that a minimum of two flutes and one wailing woman should be 
present; also Semahot 12.5 (= Zlotnick 1966: 81). T. Judah 26.3 protests 


against too much extravagance in the funeral procession for Judah. 
m. Mishnah 


Ber. Berakot 


m. Mishnah 


Mo.ed Qat. Mo.ed Qatan 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


NRSV New Revised Standard Version 


NT New Testament 
u BAGD 759; BAA 1516; Creed 1930: 104; Gen. 50:26; T. Reub. 7.2; 
MM 581. A plank is in view because the man arises directly upon Jesus’ 


call. 


NT New Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 


MM The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri 
and Other Non-literary Sources, by J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan (repr. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 


Old Testament 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


Old Testament 


Putting Luke 7 in the larger context of 6:20-8:18, Bovon 1989: 369 
notes the mix of speaking (6:20-49; 7:18-35; 8:4-18) and action (7:1-17, 
36-50), with a summary in 8:1-3. Word and deed are side by side as Jesus 
moves through Galilee. The arrangement is Luke’s, since there is a mix of 


material from Mark and Matthew, as well as unique Lucan material. 


point is not clear from Acts 19. They may be disciples of Jesus who did not 
yet know about the Spirit. 


John’s first hint that he knows who Jesus is (on this, see below); (2) the 


passage is a reproach by the early church to John’s disciples for not 
responding to Jesus; and (3) the question is a real query, but is not 
messianic, a view just discussed above and rejected. The passage cannot be 
a reproach from the early church to John’s disciples since the disciples who 
know only John are not pictured as rejecting Jesus in Luke-Acts, but as 
responding to him upon hearing about him and without knowing about the 
Spirit (Acts 19:1-7). If there is such a conflict in the background, Luke has 
kept it totally hidden. 


Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, edited by J. P. Migne (161 
vols.; Paris, 1857—66) 


Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, edited by J. P. Migne (161 
vols.; Paris, 1857—66) 


It must be noted, however, that Luke is less explicit about John’s 
awareness of the voice at the baptism than is Matt. 3:17. Luke is not clear 
about who heard the heavenly endorsement. 

2 For example, Luke 8:1 and 10:16, whose Matthean parallels come 
before Matt. 11:2-19 in Matt. 9:35 and 10:40. These accounts are a 
summary and a proverbial saying, so placement is hard to determine. 

6 For Q as the basic source, see Schürmann 1969: 413, 418; Marshall 
1978: 287; Fitzmyer 1981: 662-63; Tiede 1988: 153; Wiefel 1988: 148; 
Bovon 1989: 369. Those who prefer Matthean priority argue that Luke used 


Matthew. Luke 7:20-21, 29-30 does not have a parallel in Matthew. 
OT Old Testament 

OT Old Testament 

m. Mishnah 


. Mishnah 


= 


by 


. Mes. Baba; Mesi.a, 


m. Mishnah 


< 


egal. Seqalim 

£ The phrase kai TIPOOKAAEOAHEVOG S600 TIVAG TOV LABHTOV AUTOU Ó 
‘To@avvne (and calling two of his disciples, John ...) is in 7:18 in the UBS- 
NA text and in 7:19 in the Majority Text. English translations also reflect 
this dual placement: in 7:18: NRSV, GNB, JB/NJB, NIV, NAB; in 7:19: 
RSV, NEB/REB, ASV, KJV, NASB, Moffatt, Goodspeed. 


1QS Manual of Discipline (Rule/Order of the Community) 


4QPBless Patriarchal Blessings (formerly 4QpGen 49) 


MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

a Schürmann 1969: 408 n. 8, 409 argues that John’s question speaks of 
kingdom hope in general. John’s question was, “Do you bring the kingdom 
and the promise of God?” This may be a correct way to view the question’s 
force, but behind it must lie a messianic implication, when the other options 
are rejected. This may be why Marshall 1978: 290 speaks of a vague 
messianic expectation. Wiefel 1988: 149 notes two options for “Coming 
One”: an allusion to Dan. 7:13 [Theodotion] with its apocalyptic judge or to 
Hab. 2:3, which at Qumran was used with apocalyptic, eschatological force. 


On Hab. 2:3, see Strobel 1961b: 265-77. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
a Schürmann 1969: 410 n. 18, 396 n. 49 cites Matthean contraction in 
12:2-6, 46-50; 8:14-15, 28-34; 9:18-26; 14:2; 18:1. On arguments for 


Lucan expansion, see the additional note on 7:20-21. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


NT New Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


NT New Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 


Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 


B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 
10 Only the reference to lepers is not found in these OT texts; 


Schtirmann 1969: 412. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 

i Later Jewish tradition shows a connection between the eschaton and 
healing: Pesikta Rabbati 15.22 (= Braude 1968: 336-37), where Isa. 35:5-6 
is used; Aggadat Bereshit 69.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); 


possibly 1QH 18.14-15. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

12 For a figurative force are Fitzmyer 1981: 671, 673-74; Hendriksen 
1978: 395-96; Arndt 1956: 212; Marshall 1978: 294; Ernst 1977: 250; 
Schürmann 1969: 416 n. 53 (who mentions that such a reed, Phragmites 
communis, could grow to a height of sixteen feet). 

13 See 1 Kings 14:15. B. Ta.an. 20a stresses tenderness, not 
resoluteness: “Man should strive to be tender like a reed, not hard like the 
cedar,” a text that commends a characteristic the exact opposite of John’s; 


Manson 1949: 68. 


14 On ipatiopoc, see BAGD 376; BAA 764; Exod. 3:22; 12:35; other 


NT uses are Luke 9:29; John 19:24; Acts 20:33; 1 Tim. 2:9. On évéo€oc, see 
BAGD 263 82; BAA 530-31; other NT uses are Luke 13:17; 1 Cor. 4:10; 
Eph. 5:27. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

15 The perfect tense yeyparıtaı emphasizes the current validity of the 


passage. 

NT New Testament 
LXX Septuagint 
MT Masoretic Text 
LXX Septuagint 


NT New Testament 

48 Matt. 11:10 agrees exactly with Luke except that €y@ precedes the 
initial verb in the verse; Mark 1:2 agrees exactly with Luke except that the 
final phrase (€umpoo8ev oov) is missing. Marshall 1978: 295 suggests that 
Mal. 3:1 was linked early on in Judaism (via gezerah shewah) to Isa. 40:3 


by their common use of 119 (pänä, to prepare). 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 

17 For discussion of options, but with a different solution, see France 
1971: 91 n. 31, who sees all the allusions in Malachi referring to God. Mal. 
4:3 [3:21 MT] may point to Messiah, but a clear reference does not exist; 
Bock 1987: 322 n. 87. 

18 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 6:25-28 (where Enoch and Elijah [referred to as 
“men who were taken up”] are tied to the eschaton); Sir. 48:10 (where it is 
said that Elijah’s return is predicted in the “prophecies of doom”); Exod. 
Rab. 32.9 on 23:20-21 (where Exod. 23:20 and Mal. 3:1 appear in the same 
discussion). 

a On yevvntoig yuvaikav, see Job 11:2c [not in MT]; 11:12 [4 MT’s 
sense]; 14:1; 15:14; 25:4; Biichsel, TDNT 1:672. Fitzmyer 1981: 675 gives 
Qumran parallels from 1QS 11.21; 1QH 13.14; 18.12-13, 16, 23-24. He 
also notes Gospel of Thomas 46.1. The parallel in Matt. 11:11 is the only 


other NT use of the phrase. 


20) It is likely that nıkpötepog is to be taken as a superlative. BDF (860, 


8244) discusses the construction, but does not mention this verse. Fitzmyer 
1981: 675 erroneously attributes this form of the remark to the early church; 
see the introduction to 7:18—35. The blessedness of the pikpótepog is 
frequent in the NT: Matt. 10:42; 18:10, 14; Mark 9:42; Luke 9:48; Nolland 
1989: 337. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

2l Matt. 21:31-32 shows that such comments were in the tradition. 
Schürmann 1969: 422-23 argues that the comment may have been in 
Luke’s source. 

22 Creed 1930: 108 adds that, if the remarks are Jesus’, then the 
reference to hearing should contextually refer to Jesus’ comment about John 
and not to the response to John’s ministry, a connection that is very unlikely, 


given the reference to John’s baptism in 7:29. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

23 Of twelve NT uses of BovAn, nine are in Luke—Acts: Luke 7:30; 
23:51; Acts 2:23; 4:28; 5:38; 13:36; 20:27; 27:12, 42; elsewhere at 1 Cor. 
4:5; Eph. 1:11; and Heb. 6:17. In Luke’s use, the phrase centers on what 
God has done in Jesus; Bovon 1989: 379. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

— Creed 1930: 108. Against this idea is Schrenk, TDNT 1:635, who ties 
the phrase to God’s will, so that the idea is that “they rejected God’s will for 
themselves.” Word order favors Creed, though there is not much difference 


in the options. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


NRSV New Revised Standard Version 


Yeb. Yebamot 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 
23 Matt. 11:16 has thv yeveàv taútnv only. Luke’s expanded form is 


slightly more intense and individualizing; Schürmann 1969: 423 n. 112. 


OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 
MT Masoretic Text 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 

= Whatever the character of the tradition called Q, it seems that, if it 
existed, it had slightly different forms. 

ef In the NT, 8pnvéw (to mourn) occurs elsewhere at Matt. 11:17; Luke 
23:27; John 16:20; Stahlin, TDNT 3:152-54; avA€w (to play an instrument) 
at Matt. 11:17; 1 Cor. 14:7; öpy&onan (to dance) at Matt. 11:17; 14:6; Mark 
6:22; and kAaia (to cry), among others, at Mark 5:38-39; Luke 7:13; 8:52. 

28 Leaney 1958: 145; Godet 1875: 1.354-55; Creed 1930: 108; 
Schürmann 1969: 423-24; Fitzmyer 1981: 680. Geldenhuys 1951: 231 n. 15 
notes that the couplet has rhyme in Aramaic. 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to areal game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 


Légasse 1969: 299-301. 


30 The order of the images does not fit John and Jesus either, since 


dancing comes before mourning. 

31 Fitzmyer 1981: 680 raises the possibility that üptov (bread) is a 
generic reference to food, as in 2 Thess. 3:8, 12; Behm, TDNT 1:477 82. 

32 O Bantıorng occurs twelve times in the NT, seven of them in 
Matthew: Matt. 3:1; 11:11, 12; 14:2, 8; 16:14; 17:13; Mark 6:25; 8:28; Luke 
7:20, 33; 9:19; BAGD 132; BAA 266. Matthew is consistently the shorter 


edition in this pericope. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

33 Luce 1933: 160 and Schulz 1972: 380, with most, argue that Luke 
made the shift to the second person, but it is hard to know which direction 
the difference went. If the account has polemical roots, a second-person 


reference may have been the starting point. Schürmann 1969: 426 calls the 


remark an indictment of the audience. 
OT Old Testament 

MT Masoretic Text 

LXX Septuagint 

LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


34 Rengstorf, TDNT 1:327; Michel, TDNT 8:104. On Jesus and table 


fellowship, see Stählin, TDNT 9:161. 
35 Fitzmyer 1981: 681 notes that the wording does not equal the LXX, 


so it is unlikely that Luke has such an allusion in mind. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

36 On “wisdom’s children,” see Sir. 4:11; Prov. 8:32—33. On wisdom 
personified, see Prov. 1:20-33; 8:1-9:6; 1 Enoch 42; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
5:10; Wis. 7:22-11:1; Schürmann 1969: 427; Nolland 1989: 346. 

a Danker gives this view as an option in 1988: 169, unlike the more 
definitive statement in the first edition of his commentary (1972: 98-99). 

an If one source is present, this is the likely cause of the difference. For a 


view that places redaction with Luke, see Witherington 1990: 49. 


Old Testament 
39 Luke 3:18 and 6:6 seem to ignore any clean distinction. In favor of 
the distinction are Godet 1875: 1.345 and Plummer 1896: 202; against it are 


Elliott 1969 and BDF §306. 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


NT New Testament 


NT New Testament 

1 Thus, Luke does not use Matthew or Mark, but special material that is 
a variant of this tradition. Holders of this approach stretch back to Tatian 
and Chrysostom. 
2 For a good summary of the critical discussion, see Nolland 1989: 351- 
53, who relies on the approaches of Legault 1954, Lö;ning 1971, and 
Dupont 1980. Nolland also rightly rejects Brodie’s midrashic reading 
(1983) of this text as an internalization of 2 Kings 4:1-37. The points of 
connection between 2 Kings 4 and Luke 7 are too general to be compelling. 
In addition, the function of oil in the two accounts is too different (2 Kings 
4:3-7 versus Luke 7:37—38), and the bowing of the Shunammite in 2 Kings 
4:37 is a natural expression of respect, not unlike Luke 5:8. Luke 7:37-38 is 
filled with emotion, a background that 2 Kings 4 lacks. 

Bultmann 1963: 20-21 places the discussion in the section on 


apophthegms and controversy dialogues. He sees 7:48-50 as added later, so 


that the original key to the passage was 7:47. He also sees the account as a 
doublet for Mark 14:3-9. Fitzmyer 1981: 686-87 sees the parable inserted 
into the pronouncement story. The dubious assumption here is that an 
account cannot mix forms. The argument fails, since without the parable the 
Pharisee’s concerns in 7:39 remain unanswered; Nolland 1989: 351-52. 
Nolland prefers to call the passage “legend” since it is an example account, 
but he notes that doing so does not prejudice the account’s historicity. 


Berger 1984: 51-56, 256, 361 speaks of parable and dialogue side by side, 


and calls the account an apologetic defense of Jesus’ attitude toward 


sinners. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

a Jeremias 1963a: 126; Jeremias 1966: 48-49, esp. 48 n. 4; Sir. 31:12, 18 
(speaks of sitting); m. Ber. 6.6 (notes two types of sitting). While most of 
the other texts cited by Jeremias are talmudic, he does note OT texts such as 
Gen. 27:19; Exod. 32:6; Judg. 19:6; 1 Sam. 20:5, 24-25; 1 Kings 13:20; and 
Prov. 23:1. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
b. Babylonian Talmud 


Ber. Berakot 
2 The talmudic text is late, but that the woman in Luke is allowed in 
makes it likely that this was the custom. B. Ber. 31b relates a parable of a 
poor man who requests food from a king, suggesting a form of limited 
access, since he was able to force his way in to see the king (SB 4:615; 
Jülicher 1899: 2.291). However, it must be admitted that the parallel is 
distant. B. Ber. 41b relates an exchange between rabbis during a meal, but it 
is not clear that anyone else is there to hear it. Also relevant is b. B. Bat. 8a, 


where during a famine a rabbi opens his home to students, but not to the 


unlearned. When chastised by another rabbi for this, the rabbi relents and 


allows all to enter. The dilemma of the rabbinic passage is whether one 
should be generous. Thus, the extrabiblical evidence for an open meal is not 
great. Still, within the text the evidence suggests such an occasion. 

6 Plummer 1896: 210 suggests that she is a prostitute, citing Matt. 21:32 
as support. Rengstorf, TDNT 1:327, says that this interpretation of the 
terminology fits rabbinic expression, but gives no specifics at this point; 
Rengstorf’s article shows ġpaptœàós to refer to a wide variety of the 


ungodly, including the Sadducees (m. Ketub. 7.6). 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

ri Ellis 1974: 122. Derrett 1970: 267-68, 275-78 is confident that she is a 
prostitute (many of the points he makes depend on this view). 

8 Jeremias 1963a: 126, 132 opts for either a prostitute or a woman ina 
dishonorable vocation, by which he means either an immoral or a dishonest 
vocation; Jeremias 1969: 303-12; Fitzmyer 1981: 689; Black 1967: 181-83. 
Marshall 1978: 308 notes correctly that the sins seem to be hers, so that her 
reputation is not because of association with someone else; so also Wiefel 
1988: 154, who thinks she is a prostitute, as does Schürmann 1969: 431 n. 
8. 

2 Luke 7:37, 38, 46; 23:56; BAGD 529-30; BAA 1072; Michaelis, 

TDNT 4:800-801; Schürmann 1969: 432 n. 10. The importance of uúpov is 
shown by its use as perfume and its presence in the cult to purify priests, in 
the tabernacle for festal occasions, and by its use in burial to prevent stench 


and decay; Exod. 30:25-30; Josephus, Antiquities 3.8.6 8205; 19.9.1 8358; 


Luke 23:56. If this perfume were nard (Mark 14:3 = John 12:3), it would 
have cost about 300 denarii a pound, or the annual wage of a day laborer; 


BAGD 534; BAA 1080. 
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BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
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BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

10 1 Cor. 11:5-6; Godet 1875: 1.358. Jeremias 1963a: 126 n. 57 notes 
that such action in later times could bring grounds for divorce; see t. 
Sota5.9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 3.168) and y. Git. 50d (9.11) (= Neusner et al. 


1982-93: 25.254). 


an Friedrich, TDNT 6:844 n. 400, lists a few late Jewish and Christian 


texts that indicate a prophet’s discernment: Pseudo-Clement, Homilies 
2.6.1; 3.11.2; 3.13.1-2 (where a true prophet is said to be the “one who 
knows all things”); Lev. Rab. 21.8 on 16:3 (where Rabbi Akiva “sees ... in 
the Holy Spirit” that one of his pupils has received a message from home 


telling him to marry). 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

ie This is a better way to look at the account than to argue that Simon is 
rude, insensitive, or uninterested (e.g., Morgan 1931: 103 calls Simon 


supercilious; Alford 1874: 510 speaks of Simon’s disgust). 
NT New Testament 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


13 The phrase pn €xOVT@V atõv introduces a genitive absolute 


construction: “when they had nothing with which to pay back.” 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

14 Arndt 1956: 219; Luke 7:21 (of a blind person graced with sight); 
Rom. 8:32; 1 Cor. 2:12; Phil. 1:29; Eph. 4:32 (twice). The verb used in this 
soteriological sense is largely a Pauline term, while the noun ydpic is more 


widespread; Acts 15:11; Heb. 4:16 (twice); 1 Pet. 1:10; 2 Pet. 3:18. 


OT Old Testament 

1s Parables in Luke 10:36 and Matt. 21:31 also end with questions; 
Hauck, TDNT 5:754. 

16 Fitzmyer 1981: 690 and Marshall 1978: 311 mention that no specific 
verb for “to thank” exists in Aramaic or Hebrew. Thus, the sense of ayaTtam 
is something like that in Ps. 116:1 [114:1 LXX] or Josephus, Jewish War 
1.10.2 8198. See Wood 1954-55 and Jeremias 1963a: 126-27. Fitzmyer 
adds that in 1QH the Hebrew verb for praise (11717, hödä) is constantly used 


to express thanks. What is present is gratitude that also expresses 


appreciation and love. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

17 Plummer cites Socrates’ phrase as névv Op8dc; so also Godet 1875: 
1.359 and Bovon 1989: 393 n. 53. However, no reference is given in any of 
these sources. A check of Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, an electronic 
database containing most of the extant ancient Greek literature, did not 
surface the phrase in Socrates. This classical comparison should not be 
made until the texts are revealed. However, the general rhetorical pattern 
does fit a type of Socratic interrogation; see Daube 1956: 152; Aristotle, 
Rhetoric 3.18.2. 

18 Plummer 1896: 212 notes that the question whether he sees her 
(BAeneıc) is also a call to consider her actions. 

19 Luke 7:45-46 gives the other actions: kissing the feet and anointing 
the head with oil. The total lack of response by the Pharisee means that 
Jesus may be suggesting that the Pharisee has no love, rather than just a 
little. If so, he is in worse shape than either of the examples in the parable. 


But I reject this approach for rhetorical reasons (see the exegesis of 7:46). 
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Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
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Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 
MT Masoretic Text 
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Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
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TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

au Luke 15:20; Acts 20:37. Paul calls it the “holy kiss”: Rom. 16:16; 1 
Cor. 16:20; Danker 1988: 171. 

21 Fitzmyer 1981: 691 rejects a suggestion of a mistranslation of 


Aramaic here, as argued by Jeremias 1960b. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922—61) 
OT Old Testament 
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22 Liefeld 1984: 904 ties où yápıv to A&yo (I say) so that the conjunctive 


phrase syntactically explains the reason of Jesus’ reply, not the reason for 


forgiveness; Moule 1959: 147. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


NT New Testament 

= The causal 6ti clause relates love and forgiveness and makes love the 
evidence of forgiveness. 

24 Arndt discusses this sense for 611, which is also found in Luke 1:22; 
6:21; 13:2; Gal. 4:6; John 9:16; and 1 John 3:14. This might be called an 
“evidentiary” use of 6t1; what is seen is evidence of another spiritual reality, 
not the cause of it. Love is the product (result) rather than the cause (basis). 
The rain results in the windows’ being wet, so forgiveness results in love. 

22 Among those who argue for breaking up the account are Creed 1930: 
111-12; Luce 1933: 162-63 (who argues that Luke confused two points 
here); and Ernst 1977: 258-59. 

26 In 4QPrNab, a Jewish exorcist remits sins of the Babylonian King 
Nabonidus; Dupont-Sommer 1961: 322, esp. n. 3. The problem with this 
fragmentary Qumran parallel is that the method of expressing forgiveness to 


the king is not described in the text, but only summarized. Consequently, it 


can hardly carry the weight of the case for a prophetic understanding in 


Luke. See the exegesis of 5:24 and Bock 1991c: 117 and n. 26. 
OT Old Testament 
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Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 

An additional thirteen women or groups of women are featured in Acts; 
see Talbert 1982: 91. 

In the Josephean text just cited, a powerful woman, the wife of Pheroras, 


paid a fine for some Pharisees, who bargained for her favor by prophesying 


that God would take Herod’s throne from him and give it to them and her! 


(These Pharisees were slain when the king found out about their view.) 
Mishnah 

Mishnah 

Tosepta 


Berakot 

Fitzmyer 1981: 696; SB 2:164; Wiefel 1988: 157-58. Grundmann 1963: 
The late Tosepta text just cited gives the remark of a Jewish leader who 
rejoices that he is not a pagan, a woman, or unlearned. See also Leipoldt 
1955: 69-114 and Witherington 1979. 
19:44. See the introduction to 8IV (9:51-19:44). 

Other Lucan catalogues may be found in Luke 6:12-16 and Acts 1:13; 
Berger 1984: 224. 
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= K adeäfig is clearly temporal, denoting events that follow those of 


Luke 7; BAGD 388; BAA 788. It means afterward, but not necessarily soon 


afterward, as A. B. Bruce 1897: 518 correctly notes. It appears only in 
Luke—Acts (Luke 1:3; here; Acts 3:24; 11:4; 18:23). Acts 3:24 speaks of the 
sequence of prophets following Samuel—which spanned centuries. 

£ The phrase katà nód Kal kounv (from city to village) has a 
distributive force and is grammatically linked to the reference to traveling; 


Fitzmyer 1981: 697; Arndt 1956: 223; Schürmann 1969: 445 n. 5. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

a Creed 1930: 112-13 cites kai Eyeveto (it came to pass), Kadesfic 
(afterward), 6106E0@ (to travel through), ebayyeAtlo (to preach the good 
news), and &0d&veia (weakness) as Lucan vocabulary. 


3 Luke again distinguishes these categories; see the exegesis of 4:33. 


18 Talbert 1982: 92-93; Witherington 1979. On the escalated role of 
women in the later Jewish synagogue, see Brooten 1982. 
u On seven as denoting severe possession, see Marshall 1978: 316; 


Rengstorf, TDNT 2:630-31; cf. Mark 5:9. 


NT New Testament 

12 Tertullian, On Modesty 11, identifies the woman in Luke 7:36-50 
with the one in Matt. 26:6-13. Gregory the Great identifies the sinful 
woman with Mary Magdalene (Zahn 1920: 330-32 n. 33 lists the ancient 
texts). Ephraem the Syrian (On the Sinful Woman; On Our Lord 47) equates 
Magdalene, Mary of Bethany, and the woman of Luke 7—taking the error 
one step further. 

13 BAGD 303; BAA 615; LSJ 669; Josephus, Jewish War 1.24.6 8487; 
Antiquities 18.6.6 8194; SB 2:164; Marshall 1978: 317; Fitzmyer 1981: 


698; Hoehner 1972: 120, 303-5, 317 n. 4. 
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BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
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BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
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G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

14 So Schiirmann 1969: 447 n. 29. Hengel 1963 argues that these 
women became important witnesses in the church, as their involvement in 


the resurrection accounts makes clear. 


l> The feminine relative aïtıveç makes clear that the ministry of only the 


women is in view here. 

Jeremias 1963a: 150 n. 81 protests against a name like “parable of the 
seed among the soils,” when he complains about the title “fourfold field.” 
On Jeremias’s view, see the exegesis of and the additional note on 8:11. The 
title “parable of the sower” comes from Matt. 13:18. 

2 Cranfield 1959: 146. The distinct placement of these discourses in 
Matthew and Mark—i.e., gathered versus being scattered throughout Luke 
—shows that either multiple traditions about Jesus’ kingdom teaching or an 
anthology of his teaching on the kingdom was available in the church. 
Matthew and Mark represent a summary of this teaching. 

A Luke’s departure from Matthew here poses a challenging problem for 
those who hold to the two-Gospel hypothesis. The rationale is not clear if 
Luke has access only to Matthew. The Lucan arrangement seems to suggest 
additional input from elsewhere. 

4 Bovon 1989: 405 is close to this view, though he thinks that Luke had 
a written source for the interpretation of the parable, while other alterations 
reflect either oral tradition or Luke’s theological emphases. 

a These verbal differences will be detailed in the exegesis. Fitzmyer 
1981: 700 notes four striking cases where Luke and Matthew agree against 
Mark in Luke 8:4-8 (he also notes numerous changes that do not make 
much difference in meaning). The four Luke-Matthew agreements are an 
extra TOD in Luke 8:5a = Matt. 13:3, an extra abtov in Luke 8:5b = Matt. 
13:4, the omission of Kal kapmov ovk Eöwkev in Luke 8:7 = Matt. 13:7, and 


ó Exov in Luke 8:8 = Matt. 13:9. See the exegesis for details and evaluation. 


6 D. Wenham 1972. Schürmann 1969: 461 agrees only for 8:9-10. 


Fitzmyer 1981: 700-701 apparently rejects this suggestion but without clear 
support. 

Z Fitzmyer 1981: 699-702, 706-7, 710-13 represents this approach; so 
also Bultmann 1963: 199-200 (on the Mark 4 parallel). Fitzmyer argues 
that the Lucan interpretation focuses more on the soils than on the fate of 


the seed. The point about vocabulary also applies to the Marcan 


interpretation, which is also seen as secondary. 


OT Old Testament 
a In Deut. 28-32 and throughout the prophets, failure to obey brought 
judgment and exile, and repentance brought deliverance. 
2 On the relationship of Luke to Mark, see Marshall 1978: 318. The 
differences in wording show interpretive paraphrasing by the evangelists in 
this material, but it is in line with Jesus’ original teaching and authentically 
reflects his teaching. For major arguments defending the authenticity, see P. 
Payne 1980. 

an Schürmann 1969: 452 n. 57 notes that the construction is Lucan, since 
only a few of the fifty-six Lucan examples are paralleled in Matthew or 
Mark. The introduction is Lucan. 

u Seed as a metaphor for the word is common in the ancient world; 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 25; Pseudo-Plutarch, Liberal Education 4 (2B); Plato, 
Phaedrus 276B-77A; Klauck 1978: 192-96. ‘O omeipwv is generic in force 


and should be translated “a sower”; Arndt 1956: 229. Zneipar is an 


infinitive of purpose: he went out “to sow his seed.” On the generic article, 


see BDF 8252 and BDR §252b. 


T Masoretic Text 


22 Jub. 11.11, 24; m. Sab. 7.2; Linnemann 1966: 115-16; Kistemaker 
1980: 17; Jeremias 1966-67; and Jeremias 1963a: 11-12. P. Payne 1978-79 
discusses the debate about the Palestinian order of sowing and plowing. 

ta Matt. 13:7 has čnvićav; Mark 4:7, a compound form, ovvénvićav; 
Luke, yet another compound form, &nénvićav. For Luke’s term (only here 
and in Luke 8:33 in the NT), see BAGD 97 and BAA 195. 

14 Note also the distinct pronouns for the subject: Matt. 13:7 has &AAa, 
Mark 4:7 GAAo, and Luke étepov. Matthew is consciously alluding to the 
plural, while Mark and Luke have the singular. 

l5 Gen. 26:12 speaks of Isaac’s hundredfold yield, but that text has no 
clear connection to Luke. It is debated whether this is a normal or 
exaggerated yield; Nolland 1989: 371-72 opts for a high yield. On the 
ancient custom of measuring a yield twice, see Song Rab. 7.3.3 on 7:3. 
Normal yields ranged from sevenfold to tenfold (Schürmann 1969: 454 n. 
78), so that a hundredfold return is exceptional. 

15 Plummer 1896: 219 notes that figures as large as three-hundredfold 
are given for grain in Babylon; Herodotus 1.193. 

A? Only Luke has this variation. Matthew uses emt for the last three soils, 


while Mark has eig for the last two. Creed 1930: 114-15 notes a possible 


Semitism in Ertoinoev Kaprıöv (yielded fruit) (see Luke 3:8). 

18 Since Luke uses KaAög ten times in Luke—Acts, including twice in 
Luke 8:15, the change is hard to explain. Bovon 1989: 412 n. 54 attempts to 
explain this variation as emphasizing the ground’s quality. 

13 It is interesting that in Matt. 13:8 = Mark 4:8, these distinctions are 
noted in the reverse order: Mark ascends to hundredfold, while Matthew 


descends to thirtyfold. 
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BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
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Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

20) BAGD 223-24 811.3; BAA 451 811.3. This optative is a Lucan 
expression, since he uses it so frequently in contrast to the other Synoptics. 
el Matthew stresses why Jesus taught the crowd with parables, while 
Mark just notes that the question was about parables and adds specifically 
that the conversation was given in private. The difference with Luke is easy 

to explain, since Matt. 13 = Mark 4 has multiple parables; Marshall 1978: 


321. 


22 Matt. 13:11 and Luke have a plural reference to mysteries, while 


Mark 4:11 has the singular. Bovon 1989: 413 sees the influence of oral 
tradition here. 

23 Arndt 1956: 230 notes that no decretal theology is explicit in the 
reference to one’s being given the mysteries, since that would require an 
aorist tense. But despite Arndt’s note, the implication of God’s sovereign 
direction, though not a formal decree, is present. A grammatical parallel to 
this use of Duiv is found in 1 Cor. 1:18, where nuiv is thrown forward in its 
clause. 

= Luke does not cite the text explicitly, but summarizes. This is not a 
softening of the reference, but his typical effort to shorten and summarize. 
For studies on the use and interpretation of Isa. 6:9-10 in Judaism and the 


early church, see Hesse 1955; Gnilka 1961; C. A. Evans 1989c. 
NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BDFA Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian 
Literature, by F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1961) 

< Others suggest that ïva indicates result. So Danker 1988: 177 argues 
that (va expresses not purpose, but tragic realization; but see 9:45 and 
11:50. Jeremias 1963a: 17 suggests that the parables’ purpose is to fulfill 


the scriptural promise and thus he sees an ellipse. However, the Isaiah 


passage is key and is negative. Judgment is expressed here because of 


hardness of heart. 
MT Masoretic Text 
MT Masoretic Text 
LXX Septuagint 


NT New Testament 

26 Matthew’s difference with Luke and Mark may serve only to relate 
parabolic teaching to a context larger than the parables themselves. Earlier 
failure to respond leads to judgment. Isaiah’s text points to the analogy 
between the current rejection and the generations of old, a common theme 
in Luke (Luke 11:37-54; 13:31-35; Acts 7:51-53) and the NT (Matt. 23). 

27 For ôéðota as the elided verbal idea in the clause starting with Toig ôè 
àoroic, see Fitzmyer 1981: 708. 

28 On pvotńhpiov as revealing God’s plan, see Dan. 2:17-23, 27-30; cf. 
also Ps. 25:14; Prov. 3:32; Amos 3:7; Bornkamm, TDNT 4:814-15, 817-18. 
ae The Qumran scrolls also refer to the “secrets of God” X°, rzy >I): 
1QpHab 7.8; 1QS 3.23; 1QM 3.9; 16.9, 14; 17.9, 17 (Fitzmyer 1981: 708). 
On pvotnptov in the NT, sometimes referring to “new” revelation and other 
times to “clarifying” revelation, see Bock 1994a: 80-85. In these parables, 
LLOTNpIOV refers to “clarifying” revelation, which means that additional 
truth is connected to old promises, since Matt. 13:51-52 compares the 


mystery kingdom parables to old and new things. 


30 On “those outside” as traditional terminology, see Schiirmann 1969: 


460 n. 110; 1 Cor. 5:12-13; Col. 4:5; 1 Thess. 4:12; 1 Tim. 3:7. 

31 Also for authenticity is Marshall 1978: 321. Fitzmyer 1981: 706-7 
accepts the assertion as coming from Jesus but not its placement in this 
setting. For more on the relationship between the Isaiah Targum and the NT, 
especially Mark, see the additional note. For more on authenticity, see the 
discussion of sources and historicity in this unit. 

Be Luke 12:1-12; 16:1-13, 19-31 are good examples. Parallels exist for 
most of this material, so this is not a uniquely Lucan theme. 

33 It is important to note that Jeremias’s complaint is only about the later 
origin of the parable’s interpretation. Jesus does make these interpretive 
remarks privately to the disciples at a different time from the giving of the 
parable, but the elements of obstacle are in the original imagery and so 
demand interpretation as well. This distinction, however, does not entirely 
resolve the debate, since other points are also raised to argue for the 
eschatological view. 

34 Marshall 1969 notes that the many Lucan touches in the parable do 
not alter its basic meaning. See the additional note for more defense of the 
parable’s authenticity and a critique of Jeremias’s position. 

3a Marshall 1978: 324 and Fitzmyer 1981: 713 take the pronoun in the 
phrase €otv ... aütn as a predicate, yielding, “The parable means this. ...” 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 21 prefers a reference back to 8:9 and translates, “This 
parable is. ...” There is little difference in the options. Bovon also notes that 
this use of the verb recalls Jewish usage, where apocalyptic visions are 


interpreted. He cites Klauck 1978: 88 n. 273 for details. 


36 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 9:29-33; Plummer 1896: 220. The imagery of 2 


Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 8:41—44 is close to this parable; Fitzmyer 1981: 712; 
Schiirmann 1969: 463 n. 131. 1 Enoch 62.8 speaks of sowing saints. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


Jub. Jubilees 

37 Creed 1930: 116 notes that Luke uses both oataväc and é1aBoAoc. In 
fact, Luke uses each term seven times in Luke-Acts; Bovon 1989: 408 n. 
32. It is hard to explain this difference as a conscious change because of 
stylistic preference; so correctly Marshall 1978: 325. 

= “When anyone hears the word and does not understand”; Kistemaker 
1980: 26. This Matthean touch pictures Satan as capitalizing on an initial 
lack of response. The blame is not only the devil’s and may be a point 
parallel to Luke’s mention of the word’s being trod under foot in 8:5. The 
detail is important, because it suggests the danger of taking the word lightly 
and indicates the exposed position that rejection of God’s word produces. 

39 So Ernst 1977: 269. Some see a Paulinist touch here. Plummer 1896: 
220 suggests that the Lucan conclusion in 8:12 may go back to Paul; Arndt 
1956: 230. Others suggest that Luke is using church terminology to make 
clear what Jesus means, a point that seems likely; Marshall 1978: 325; 


Fitzmyer 1981: 713. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 
NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 


LXX Septuagint 

40 1 Macc. 11:43; 1 Enoch 5.4; BAGD 126-27; BAA 254; Schlier, 
TDNT 1:513. Braun, TDNT 6:252, says that dpiotnıı Means apostasy. 

Al See the note on the soteriology of the parable in the exegesis of 8:12. 
The question theologically can be put this way: Faith saves, but is 
temporary faith saving faith? Can one leave Christ and still have the faith 
that saves? Or to ask it yet another way: Can one be saved without faith, 
since to fall away from faith is to no longer have it? That is the question this 
soil raises. It is clear that Jesus is not viewing this soil positively. Another 
way to say it is, If God “gifts” salvation in Christ, would he give it only to 
have the person throw it away? This seems unlikely. Regeneration changes 
the heart with regard to how God and Christ are seen (2 Cor. 6:17; Rom. 


8:14-16). 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


a2 On okavöaAllo as a term of gospel rejection, see Matt. 11:6 = Luke 


7:23; Matt. 13:57; 24:10; as a term for a “believer” stumbling into apostasy, 
see Matt. 18:6 = Mark 9:42 = Luke 17:1-2 (which see for details). 

43 Liefeld 1984: 907 cites John 8:31, 44 as examples. If S. Brown 1969: 
12-16, 30-31 is correct, then Luke changed the terminology to clarify the 
text’s meaning by leaving out terms capable of being misunderstood. 

44 The verbal form is found in 10:41; 12:11, 22, 25, 26. Mépipva is 
excessive self-concern over one’s welfare; Bovon 1989: 410 speaks of 
“egocentric worry.” 

a Matthew and Mark differ in viewing the worry as a collective unit 


versus particular cares. The other NT examples are 2 Cor. 11:28 and 1 Pet. 


5:7; 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

46 Other NT uses are Titus 3:3; James 4:1, 3; 2 Pet. 2:13. Mark has the 
synonymous erudunia; Stählin, TDNT 2:924-25; Büchsel, TDNT 3:171 n. 
36. Bovon 1989: 410-11 suggests that Luke made the change, because 


Mark’s term can be read positively by a Greek. 


CD Damascus Document 

47 For Bioc as manner of life, see Bultmann, TDNT 2:863 n. 262. For 
ovuTviyo, see BAGD 779; BAA 1556; Mark 4:7; Matt. 13:22 = Mark 4:19; 
Luke 8:42. For teAeomopéw, a NT hapax legomenon, see BAGD 810; BAA 


1616; 4 Macc. 13:20. 


48 In Luke the hearers are choked, while in Matthew and Mark the word 


is choked; Luce 1933: 168. The image is similar, for death of the person 
(the hearer) results in the death of what is in the person (the word). 

49 This combination is particularly appropriate for a Greek audience; 
Bovon 1989: 412 n. 53. It has an ethical thrust here; this is an ethically good 


person. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


NT New Testament 


ol) BAGD 422 81bß; BAA 860 §1bß. Key theological parallels are 1 


Cor. 11:2; 15:2; 1 Thess. 5:21; Heb. 3:6, 14; 10:23; Hanse, TDNT 2:829. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


MT Masoretic Text 
MT Masoretic Text 


NT New Testament 
So Plummer 1896: 222 sees Luke gathering in one place Matthew’s 
distinct texts. 
£ Matthew has similar, distinct sayings in other contexts; but these are 
not to be seen as parallel to the Marcan sayings: Matt. 5:15; 10:26; 13:12. 
Bovon 1989: 415 speaks of an antithetical word of wisdom. Bultmann 
1963: 81-82, 98 calls the sayings “double-stranded” mésallim, like secular 
proverbs; also Fitzmyer 1981: 716. Berger 1984: 118 speaks of a warning 


word for 8:18. Wiefel 1988: 161 also speaks of a masal (parable), as does 


Jeremias 1963a: 41, but this is unlikely. Luke seems aware of the proverbial 


character by his reuse of the material. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

= Schiirmann adds the point that Jesus is saying that these events do not 
occur in a corner (Acts 26:26). 
a A parallel in the Gospel of Thomas 5-6 has Jesus speak of all 


becoming manifest. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 
1 In Matthew, it is clear that Jesus is teaching about the source of his 
healing power, when this event occurs. The adverb is part of a phrase that 


reads, “while he was still teaching.” 


RSV Revised Standard Version 

2 Luke has the Beelzebub account later (11:14—23), in a series of 
accounts where the Pharisees come in for criticism since they do not 
respond properly to Jesus. If 8:19-21 is really linked to that event, then 
Luke 11 also confirms my judgment about the Lucan topical placement of 
8:19-21. 

2 Tlapayivouaı is probably Lucan: twenty-eight times in Luke—Acts, 
nine times in rest of NT, with three of these being in Matthew and one in 
Mark. The singular form of the verb reflects occasional Greek style in 
agreeing with the first subject; BDF 8135.1a; BDR 8135.1a; Marshall 1978: 
331; Luke 8:22; Acts 11:14. 

4 So also Danker 1988: 179 (with a little hesitancy); Ellis 1974: 127. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 725 rightly rejects this view, as do Schiirmann 1969: 470 n. 
197; Marshall 1978: 332; and Wiefel 1988: 162. 


NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


2 Luke often speaks of the “word of God”: Luke 5:1; 8:11; and twelve 


times in Acts; Schürmann 1969: 267 n. 29. 
1QH Thanksgiving Hymns/Psalms (Hédayot) 


PG Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, edited by J. P. Migne 
(161 vols.; Paris, 1857-66) 


PL Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Latina, edited by J. P. Migne (221 
vols.; Paris, 1844—55) 

6 For passages where the term does not denote a nuclear family member, 
see Matt. 5:22—24 (neighbor) and Gen. 13:8; 14:14; 24:27; 29:12 (kin). The 
major study of the options is Blinzler 1967. 


NT New Testament 

1 This miracle cluster is paralleled in Mark 4:35-5:43; Marshall 1978: 
332-33; Fitzmyer 1981: 726-27; Tiede 1988: 170; Wiefel 1988: 163 n. 1. 

i Those who see an anthology in Mark 4 will see less value in such a 
chronological note as this; so, e.g., Creed 1930: 119. At the least Mark 
indicates that the event took place in a setting that followed some type of 
parabolic kingdom teaching, a setting not unlikely, given that Jesus taught 
throughout the region. 

2 For those who hold to the two-Gospel hypothesis, Luke’s placement is 
a problem. Why would he move the account if Matthew is the only source 
he had? Also, why does Mark follow Luke and not Matthew? The only 
possible explanations in this view are that Luke decided on this 


rearrangement (for reasons that are not clear) or that he had an extra source, 


the introduction of which cripples one of the cornerstones of the two- 
Gospel approach: the avoidance of such extra sources. 

a See the introduction to 8:4-15, which tentatively argues that the 
parables were later than their topical placement in Mark 4 suggests. Note 
also the introduction to 8:19-21. 

4 Passages like this one are what makes doing a chronologically 
sequential life of Jesus so difficult, if not impossible. One can speak of what 
Jesus did in the various periods of his ministry, but there is too little 
chronological information to be certain of the order of all of these events. 

2 Carson 1984: 214 suggests that the discipleship emphasis is 
overdrawn, especially when it is treated as Matthew’s sole concern. Van Der 
Loos 1965: 649 argues that calling the boat the “ship of the church” 
originates in the “ship-yard of the imagination.” The miracle pictures 


spiritual truth, but it is not allegory, nor does it focus only on discipleship. 
OT Old Testament 

y. Jerusalem (Palestinian) Talmud 

Ber. Berakot 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
b. Babylonian Talmud 


B. Mes. Baba; Mesi.a:; 
6 Theissen 1983: 100 notes Greek parallels in ancient novels. In Greek 


circles, the rescue involves the appearing of a god; Homer, Hymns 33.12; 


Aristides, Hymn to Serapis 33. Such rescues are the affairs of divinity. 


Marshall 1978: 333 notes a parallel to Virgil, Aeneid 4.554-60. 


T. Naph. Testament of Naphtali 


MT Masoretic Text 


MT Masoretic Text 

Bultmann 1963: 215-16; so also Fitzmyer 1981: 727. Bovon 1989: 422 
speaks of a “victory of the hero (German Helden) over the elements,” a 
rescue miracle, as does Theissen 1983: 321. Bovon says it is like an 
exorcism, but is distinct. 

Berger 1984: 312 places the passage in his “epideixis/demonstratio” 
category. It is a revelatory account designed to create admiration. 
that miracles are not “apologetic proofs of Jesus’ mission ... or of his 
divinity”; rather they are “powerful manifestations and means whereby the 
dominion of God is established over human beings in place of the 
‘dominion of Belial,’ freeing them from the evil to which they have been 
subjected.” Miracles show a new phase of salvation history at work. This 
summary is correct in what it affirms, but needs qualification in what it 
denies. It is true that miracles are not explicit proofs of deity. Messengers of 
God did what Jesus did: Moses parted the sea, and Elijah and Elisha 
performed wonders, including raising the dead. But the bulk of Jesus’ 
miracles and their variety imply his authority. The miracles do not explicitly 


make Jesus divine, but they do raise the question of his person, as Luke 8 


shows. In addition, they defend his mission as grounded in God’s power, as 
11:14-25 argues. This is not an either/or issue; it is both/and. 

10 Geldenhuys’s remark assumes Mark’s setting, since Luke does not 
note that this happened on the day of the parable discourse. His timing is 
more general. See the next paragraph. 

u All we may have here is a Lucan stylistic introduction. In 5:12, Luke 
uses an equally ambiguous phrase: “one of the cities.” Schramm 1971: 125 
raises the possibility of another version of the tradition. It is possible, but 
not necessary. 

12 Fitzmyer 1981: 729 discusses points of Lucan style in the verse: év 
KIA TOV TIHEP@V (on one of those days), €yéveto SE (and it came to pass), 


and Kai avtoc (and he himself). 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


NT New Testament 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

ta AoitAaw may be onomatopoetic; so Arndt 1956: 327; Job 21:18; 38:1. 
The other NT uses are Mark 4:37 and 2 Pet. 2:17; BAGD 462-63; BAA 
940. Matt. 8:24 uses oeıouög (earthquake or storm), a term that may make 


apocalyptic associations with the event; BAGD 746; BAA 1493. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 
LXX Septuagint 
LXX Septuagint 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


LXX Septuagint 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

14 Matthew has the rebuke of the disciples before the stilling of the 
storm, a point that suggests that Luke had access to a Mark-like version of 
this account. 

= But each has distinct wording. For example, only Matthew calls the 
disciples “little faiths” (OAtyomoto1). Mark simply asks if they have no 


faith. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

ie Matt. 8:27 has a synonymous question: “What sort of man is this?” 
Luke and Mark have tic (who?), while Matthew has rtotanög (what sort 
of?). 

Overcoming such forces is important to Luke: Acts 13:6-11; 16:16-18; 
19:13-17; Schürmann 1969: 480 n. 54. 


Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
Jerusalem (Palestinian) Talmud 


Terumot 


2 Creed 1930: 120 and Luce 1933: 170-71 both call it a “strange story” 


and a “popular tale”; see also Bultmann 1963: 210—11. Plummer 1896: 228 
lists nine explanations offered for the material. 
3 For a discussion of the linguistic force of €yav Saipovia (having 
demons), see Hanse, TDNT 2:821-22. 

4 This added detail runs against Matthew’s tendency to constrict details, 
and thus suggests a source. Otherwise Matthew’s account here is briefer. 
3 Arndt 1956: 238 puts all of these events on the same day, while 
Marshall 1978: 335 suggests an allusion to Ps. 65:7 [65:8 MT] and the 
“tumult of the people,” though the verbal connection is vague. C. F. Evans 
1990: 383 notes Ps. 65:5-8 [65:6-9 MT]; 46:2-6 [46:3-7 MT]; Isa. 17:12— 
13, which are less than evident. Matt. 8-9 is topically arranged. 
6 That Matthew may have accompanied Jesus lends credence to the 
added detail of the second demoniac. The extent of the agreement between 
Mark and Luke leads most to see Mark as the source for Luke; so 
Schürmann 1969: 487; Schramm 1971: 90; Marshall 1978: 335; Fitzmyer 
1981: 733; Wiefel 1988: 165-66. Bovon 1989: 432 is so impressed with 
these agreements that he argues that this account stands against the two- 
Gospel (or Griesbach) hypothesis. What could have caused Luke to go his 
own way against Matthew? 

Bultmann 1963: 210 classifies it as a miracle of healing. Bovon 1989: 


432 and Theissen 1983: 321 call it an exorcism. Theissen also speaks of the 


liberation of an enslaved personality (pp. 89-90). Berger 1984: 311 puts it 


in his “epideixis/demonstratio” category (where he puts many miracles). He 


also speaks of the account as a “mandatio” that highlights Jesus’ authority 


and power. Pesch 1971: 354 notes the form elements in Mark: encounter 
(5:1-2), demon’s defensive reaction (5:6-7), exorcist’s command (5:8), exit 
of demon (5:13), crowd amazement and spread of exorcist’s fame (5:14a, 
18-20). 

The addition of the missionary emphasis at the end is called secondary 
on the assumption that multiple forms are not in the original tradition. But 
most now see that the tradition did reach Mark already in this form. This is 
an example against the supposed rule, which raises questions about the rule! 
But for development, see Kertelge 1970: 107. Another key study of this 
event also seeing stages in the development of the account is Pesch 1972; 
an earlier English version is Pesch 1971. However, Nolland 1989: 404 
rightly sees the double purpose tied to the influence of eyewitness memory, 
an observation that applies to many fixed-form accounts. The appeal to 
major stages of development is not necessary. 

3 All the parallels (Matt. 8:28 = Mark 5:2 = Luke 8:27) use this term; 
elsewhere at Matt. 28:9; Luke 14:31; Acts 16:16; and four times in John; 
Michel, TDNT 3:625-26. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
y. Jerusalem (Palestinian) Talmud 


Ter. Terumot 


10 Arndt 1956: 240 suggests something like the latter question; also 1 


Kings 17:18. 


11 On this title, see Luke 1:32, 35, 76. According to Josephus, 


Antiquities 16.6.2 §163, this was the Gentile way to refer to the God of the 
Jews; Luce 1933: 172. So also Plummer 1896: 229-30, citing Dan. 3:26; 
4:24 [4:21 MT]; 5:18; 7:18; Bovon 1989: 429 n. 4. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


12 On demons crying out to resist exorcism, see Grundmann, TDNT 


3:900; O. Betz, TDNT 9:294. 

13 This may also be the significance of the request in Luke 8:31 not to 
be sent into the abyss; Van Der Loos 1965: 387 n. 4. 1 Enoch 56.3; T. 
Moses 10.11-12; and T. Levi 18 reflect such an eschatological judgment 
(the T. Moses reference is disputed; see J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.932, 
933 n. g). 

ia On unclean spirits in the NT, see Hauck, TDNT 3:428 n. 12; in 
Judaism, see Zech. 13:2; T. Ben. 5.2; Jub. 10.1; 11.4; 12.20; T. Sim. 4.9; 


6.6. 


15 On ovvoprıälo, see BAGD 785; BAA 1566; elsewhere only at Acts 


6:12; 19:29; 27:15 (of a ship caught in a storm). 
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BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
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B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 
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Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

1s In Augustus’s time a legion was about six thousand troops, with an 
equal number of auxiliary troops; BAGD 467-68 and BAA 950. 

17 Mark has Erınpwta (asked) and A&yeı (says [historical present]); Luke, 
émmpatnoev (asked) and einev (said). Matthew’s shorter account lacks this 


exchange. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

ja Fitzmyer 1981: 739 argues that Mark is more original, but this is 
difficult to establish, given both Matthew’s and Luke’s independent 
indications of distinct apocalyptic imagery (“abyss” and “tormented before 
the time”). 

= Against Van Der Loos 1965: 389, who argues that the request in Mark 
not to be sent to a “distant country” means a faraway land, not Hades. He 
does cite a parallel in Tob. 8:3, where the odor of a burning fish so repelled 
a demon that he fled to the “faraway land” of Egypt (and thus could not 


seize Tobias). But one cannot be certain of this parallel’s influence on Mark. 
OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 
20 On üßvooos, see BAGD 2 82: BAA 3; Jeremias, TDNT 1:9-10. 
Perhaps the abyss is equivalent to Tartarus; see Rev. 9:1, 2, 11; 11:7; 17:18; 


20:1, 3; cf. Jude 6; 2 Pet. 2:4. 


OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 
Jub. Jubilees 


NT New Testament 

at Even Schramm 1971: 126 does not posit a distinct source here, 
though often he does. Some of these differences make one wonder if an oral 
source is not also behind Luke. 

ae Godet 1875: 1.386 implausibly suggests that Jesus was offended by 
the swine. For someone who declared all foods clean, this was hardly an 
issue. 

= “Qpunoev in Matt. 8:32 = Mark 5:13 = Luke 8:33 means to rush 
irrationally or with some emotion; Fitzmyer 1981: 739; Bertram, TDNT 
5:470; BAGD 581; BAA 1178; elsewhere only at Acts 7:57; 19:29. On 
ànonviyo (to drown), see BAGD 97; BAA 195; elsewhere only Luke 8:7 
(of thorns and thistles that choke); a related verb, ovunviyo, occurs in 8:14, 


42. 
T. Sol. Testament of Solomon 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 
= On ow@povodvta (of sound mind), see Luck, TDNT 7:1102, who 


speaks of the man’s being liberated from mania; cf. Acts 26:25. 


25 For fear after miracles, see 5:8, 26; 8:25, 47; at the transfiguration, 


9:34. 

26 Arndt 1956: 243 argues that their consciences feared more distress 
from God’s presence. Hendriksen 1978: 449 calls such fear sinful, because 
they showed no interest in the exorcised man. Danker 1988: 183 notes that a 
reference to possessions is unstated in Luke. 

al “Ot is causal. Fear caused them not to draw near to God and to avoid 
having anything to do with his messenger. The contrast to the rescued man 
is instructive. 

2 ‘Anav tò nAfdog is a Lucan expression; see Schürmann 1969: 486 n. 
100; Luke 19:37; 23:1; Acts 25:24. 

23 Luke 3:3; 4:18, 19, 44; 8:1, 39; 9:2; 12:3; 24:47. Of the Lucan 
examples only 12:3 is not a technical use of the term; also nine times in 
Matthew and twelve times in Mark (fourteen times if Mark’s longer ending 
is included). 

au Hendriksen 1978: 450 speaks more carefully of the man’s awareness 


of the “close relation” between Jesus and God. 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 

sl Josephus, Life 9 842, describes Gadara as located “on the frontiers of 
Tiberias.” Some of its coins include a ship; Marshall 1978: 337. 

32 So Cranfield 1959: 176. Plummer 1896: 227 speaks of Kersa, a locale 
near the lake, but he rejects Origen’s association of it with Gergesa. Arndt 
1956: 239-40 and Bovon 1989: 434 accept Gergesa as original in Luke. 
Liefeld 1984: 914-15 is rightly cautious about a solution, as is Nolland 


1989: 407. No clearly superior option exists between reading a regional 


reference or concluding that Gergesa is intended. 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 


United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 

33 Arndt 1956: 240-41 speaks of many commands; Danker 1988: 182 of 
an ingressive imperfect (“he began to command” or “was about to 
command”), which is probably better; so also Fitzmyer 1981: 738; BDF 
8328, 8329, 8331. Bovon 1989: 435 n. 44 calls the choice very difficult, a 
judgment with which I concur. 

Berger 1984: 117 thinks that the reason for the silence is that Jesus wants 
this resurrection to be legitimized only as God’s act and not through human 
witness. However, this is hard to see in light of Acts. Perhaps the point here 
is that this limitation applies to the preresurrection setting, but 7:11-17 is a 
problem for this perspective. It is simpler to see the silence as protection 
against a potential misemphasis about Jesus and his ministry. 

Plummer 1896: 233 cites the Acts of Pilate (= Gospel of Nicodemus) 1.7 
as the first text to name her Bernice (= Latin Veronica); Schneemelcher 
1991-92: 1.511. This apocryphal work is available in a fifth-century 


edition, though its roots may reach back to the second century. 


3 The extent to which this point is true depends on a textual issue in 8:43 


(see the additional note): if the longer text is present, then there is direct 
criticism of doctors; if the shorter text, then the critique is indirect. 

4 Fitzmyer 1981: 743 says that this work has to come from Luke’s hand. 
This is not clear for every detail, though some expressions do reflect Lucan 
style; see ##3-5. 

2 Bovon 1989: 443 and n. 4 acknowledges the possibility of oral sources, 
especially for 8:44. Schramm 1971: 127 notes that 8:42 with its use of 


bmayelv (to go) and the direct speech of 8:46 are not Lucan and could be 


from an oral source. 


OT Old Testament 
6 The next event in Mark is the synagogue rejection (Mark 6:1-6a = 
Luke 4:14-30), while Luke has the mission of the Twelve (Mark 6:6b-13 = 
Luke 9:1-6). As was noted in the introduction to 4:14-30, Luke probably 
moved this synagogue account forward in his Gospel to give a 
representative pericope of what Jesus’ ministry was like. 

2 In the four-miracle sequence, Mark seems to suggest a tight 
chronological linkage: “on that day” (Mark 4:35), “they came to the other 
side” (5:1), and “and when Jesus had crossed again to the other side” (5:21). 
Only the last link might suggest a break in time, though Jesus’ departure at 
the request of the Gentiles (Mark 5:17) may suggest a quick return. Luke’s 
links between the events are similar, though his initial link is looser: “one 


day he got into a boat” (Luke 8:22), “then they arrived” (8:26), and “now 


when Jesus returned” (8:40). Luke’s last link may suppose a break, but what 
was said of Mark also applies to Luke 8:37. 

8 Matthew’s arrangement shows that rejection comes despite confirming 
signs, since after this double miracle are two uniquely Matthean miracles: 
the healings of the two blind men and of the mute. 


Bultmann 1963: 214-15 (who argues that they were originally separate); 


Bovon 1989: 444-45 (who speaks of a “crescendo” in this pairing, 


especially since it includes two women); Fitzmyer 1981: 743; Theissen 
1983: 321. Berger 1984: 314, 317 speaks of a “supplication account” by 
putting it in his “deesis/petitio” category. It also teaches Jesus’ authority, as 


Berger’s placement in the “mandatio” form shows. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

10 For 6yAoc in Luke, see 4:42; 5:1, 3, 15, 19, 29; 6:17, 19; 7:9, 11, 12, 
24; 8:4, 19, 40, 42, 45; 9:11, 12, 16, 18, 37, 38; 11:14, 27, 29; 12:1, 13, 54; 
14:25; 18:36; 19:3, 39; 22:6, 47; 23:4, 48. In 8:40—56, 6yAoc is synonymous 
to Aadc (people), as 8:47 shows. “OyAoc recalls the interested group of 8:4, 
19. Pointing to 8:47, Bovon 1989: 446 sees a more expectant crowd and 
speaks of their eschatological hope as they await Jesus, but the term is more 


neutral here. Schiirmann 1969: 489 rightly speaks of their expectation of 


miracles, as Mark 6:53—56 indicates. See the exegesis of Luke 8:4. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

2 Num. 32:41; Judg. 10:3; Arndt 1956: 246. Fitzmyer 1981: 745 notes 
other uses of the name in the first century. Nolland 1989: 419 notes that if 
the name has Aramaic roots (7’U?, Jair), then it means “he [God] will 
awaken” (1 Chron. 20:5). 

12 As usual for Luke’s Gospel (four of seven occurrences), TapEeKAet is 
imperfect: “he was beseeching [him].” On such requests, see Matt. 8:5; 
14:36 = Mark 6:56; Matt. 26:53; Mark 1:40; 5:18; 7:32; 8:22; Luke 7:4; 


Schmitz, TDNT 5:794 §F1. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922—61) 

13 Mark notes her age—precisely as twelve, not approximately as in 
Luke—later in his account (5:42). 

da His phrase €oyatac Eyeı equals our slang term “has reached the end.” 
Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 133 notes the idiom in Phrynichus, Eclogues 389 
(which should be corrected to 8368). Mark also notes that Jairus asked 
Jesus to lay hands on the girl, a point also found in Matt. 9:18. Mark and 


Matthew cite the request, while Luke only summarizes it. 


m. Mishnah 


Zab. Zabim 

da Luce 1933: 174 is close to this and in addition regards such details as 
“legendary.” He suggests a cure by “auto-suggestion,” a rationalistic 
description that rejects the account’s portrait. On the Jewish tradition of 
healings by touch, see SB 1:520; Schürmann 1969: 491 n. 139. On such an 
attitude reflecting popular belief, see Nolland 1989: 417. Nolland 1986 
shows that the idea of “grace” as reflecting divine power is not a late 
Hellenistic concept; he cites Homer, Odyssey 6.235-36; Martyrdom of 
Polycarp 12.1; Protevangelium of James 7.3, as well as the OT: Gen. 39:21; 
Exod. 3:21; 11:3; 12:30; and Ps. 84:11 [84:12 MT]. He notes with particular 


care Ps. 45:2 [45:3 MT]; Sir. 12:16; Bar. 2.14; and T. Judah 2.1. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

16 Against Van Der Loos 1965: 514, who argues that Jesus did not know. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 746 argues that the question sounds “stupid,” and it does at 
first glance, as Peter’s reaction shows. But, given the emphasis in these 


accounts on Jesus’ control over events, the question calls for reflection 


about why Jesus would ask it. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

1? Van Der Loos 1965: 512-15 is right to separate the question of the 
Gospels’ view from that of the woman. See his questions (a) and (d). 

18 If this were magical power, why would touch be required? Not 
everyone who touched Jesus was healed, and he, conversely, healed without 
being touched. 

2 Schweizer 1984: 150 sees too much difference here when he argues 
that Luke leaves it up to the woman to come forward, while Mark has Jesus 


search for the woman. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 


Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 


B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

an A variant reading in Acts 9:6 uses Tp£uo to describe Saul’s reaction 
to the appearance of the Lord. For the sense of fear, see 2 Pet. 2:10. 

21 Note the continued use of dmayyéAA@ (to report; 8:34, 36, 47); 
Schniewind, TDNT 1:66 §B. Only in Luke does the woman mention that 


she touched him. 

22 Hendriksen 1978: 459 says that it was improper for a woman to speak 
publicly like this, but this is probably too strong. However, such speaking 
was rare (cf. 2:38). Jesus’ question all but required that she speak. 

23 Marshall 1978: 346 notes the Lucan terminology in 8:47: the use of 
the preposition ôtá with aitia (as in Acts 10:21; 22:24; 28:18, 20) and the 
use of Evortov with mac (as in Luke 14:10; Acts 6:5; 19:19; 27:35). 

24 Marshall 1978: 342 suggests that the scornful Jews of 8:54-56 were 
not worthy recipients of the report on the resuscitation. 

25 According to Arndt 1956: 247, this is the only place where Jesus 
makes such an address. However, he has missed 13:16, where a woman is 
addressed as a daughter of Abraham (noted by Tiede 1988: 176). Cf. the 
description of Zacchaeus as “son of Abraham” in 19:9. Bovon 1989: 450 
and n. 50 notes that the term suggests Jesus’ authority. See also Ps. 45:10 
[44:11 LXX]; Zeph. 3:14; and Lam. 4:21-22. The length of the woman’s 
problem suggests that she is older than Jesus. 

26 Luke 1:79; 2:14, 29; 7:50; 10:5-6 (those who respond to the kingdom 
message are called “children of peace”); 11:21 (a nontheological usage); 


12:51 (a confrontation text that asserts what Jesus does not bring, because 


of the division he causes among people); 14:32 (a nontheological usage); 


19:38, 42; 24:36; Acts 10:36. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 


B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


=; Mark has €pyovtoi(they came), Luke €pyetou (he came). Creed 1930: 


123 notes that this is the only historic present in Luke, a common 


construction in Mark. 


MT Masoretic Text 


28 The impression of Mark 5:40 is that the parents were with Jesus as he 


arrived. Luke’s language is compressed. 


23 This is certainly the impression of Matt. 9:24, though Matthew lacks 


a discussion of which disciples attended. Matthew last mentioned the 
disciples in 9:19. 
30 For details on the mourners’ customs, see the exegesis of 7:13; also 2 


Chron. 35:25; Jer. 9:17-18 [9:16-17 MT]. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

al Van Der Loos 1965: 569 takes Jesus’ remark about sleep to indicate a 
coma, ignoring the use of sleep as a common figure for death (see the next 
paragraph). There is no indication that the crowd has misread the situation. 


In fact, this view destroys the parallelism with 7:11—17. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 
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BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

32 Van Der Loos 1965: 572 cites OT precedent (Judg. 15:19; 1 Sam. 
30:12); more correct is Schneider 1977a: 199. In Judaism, see 1 Enoch 
22.1-14; 39.4-8. Nolland 1989: 422 notes a possible contact with 1 Kings 


17:21-22. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


RSV Revised Standard Version 
NIV New International Version 


NASB New American Standard Bible 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 


NT New Testament 

33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445-46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schtirmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

The best cases for this structure are made by Moessner 1983 and 
O’ Toole 1987b. Moessner notes four basic approaches to the unit before 
making a case that much of the passage previews a “prophet like Moses” 
motif in the journey section of Luke. O’ Toole correctly critiques Moessner 
as emphasizing the prophet too much at the expense of messianic 
categories, though for Luke the two concepts are very close, as Acts 3:13— 


26 shows. 


reign becoming evident to the disciples. Bovon 1989: 455 notes points of 
contact shared with Acts: (1) reception of power from the Lord (Acts 
26:15-18), (2) the juxtaposition of preaching and healing (3:1—26), and (3) 


mission that finds acceptance and rejection (13:51; 18:6). 


3 On the placement of the account, see Godet 1875: 1.396-97. This 


explains how the disciples knew how people saw Jesus. 

4 Fitzmyer 1981: 753 is too cautious here. Marshall 1978: 350 is correct 
in calling it “one of the best-attested facts in the life of Jesus,” following 
Manson 1949: 73; also V. Taylor 1966: 302. This tradition contains one of 
the few sayings of Jesus alluded to by Paul (1 Cor. 9:14). 

2 (1) Luke lacks an introduction like Mark 6:6b; (2) Luke speaks of 
authority over demons and diseases, not just unclean spirits; (3) the Twelve 
are specifically kingdom preachers; (4) Luke allows no staff and lacks 
mention of sandals; (5) Luke lacks the introduction in Mark 6:10; (6) Luke 
has additional instruction about lodging; and (7) Luke lacks mention of 


preaching and anointing at the end of the account. 


NT New Testament 

6 Interestingly, parts of 10:8-9, which is like 9:3-5 conceptually, show 
up in the Gospel of Thomas 14.4—but even this is not enough to raise the 
sayings’ credibility in the seminar’s eyes. 


Doubting the account’s historicity, Bultmann 1963: 145, 331-32 sees the 


assume incorrectly that a passage cannot have a mixture of narrative and 
saying material. Berger 1984: 333, 68 speaks of a commission speech and a 
summary account. 

g LvYKAAE® (to call together) occurs elsewhere in Mark 15:16; Luke 
15:6, 9; Acts 5:21; elsewhere in the middle voice at Luke 23:13; Acts 


10:24; 28:17; K. Schmidt, TDNT 3:496. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

3 Luke 4:14 (of guidance); 4:36 (over spirits); 5:17, 6:19, and 8:46 (for 
healing); 9:1 and 10:13 (over demons and miracles); 19:37 (praise for the 
miracles done by God through Jesus); Ernst 1977: 285; BAGD 207-8; BAA 
417-19. Achtemeier 1978 has a good discussion of miracles as a major 


Lucan theme; he also shows that these miracles are not tied to ancient views 


of magic nor based on the OT. 


NT New Testament 

Ja On the various ways to express the idea of preaching the kingdom, 
see K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:583 §3b, who notes that these expressions are 
most plentiful in Luke-Acts. 
= Luke prefers i&opar over the other Gospel writers, using it eleven 
times, compared to Mark’s once and Matthew’s four times. @epamteva is 
used by Matthew sixteen times, by Mark five times, and by Luke fourteen 


times. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


12 Black 1967: 216-17. This view goes back to J. Wellhausen’s 1903 
commentary on Mark. Oepke, TDNT 5:311 n. 6, mentions this view but 
prefers to see a contradiction here. Oepke notes that Wellhausen rejected 


this solution in the 1911 edition of his Mark commentary. 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

da Even Oepke, TDNT 5:312, esp. n. 7, who sees a problem in the 
verses, notes that long journeys in Palestine without footwear would be 
impossible. 

ia Fitzmyer 1981: 753-54; Ellis 1974: 137; m. Ber. 9.5 (a command 
with roots in Exod. 3:5); Schürmann 1969: 501 n. 20; Josephus, Jewish War 
2.8.4 §§124-27 (about the Essenes). On the contrast with the practice of 
Greek cynics and philosophers, see Schürmann 1969: 502 n. 24 and Bovon 
1989: 458 n. 20, who compares the disciples’ absence of possessions with 
the Levites and their being provided for through the tithe (Num. 18:21). 

ja For the latter, see Klostermann 1929: 103 (who rejects it) and Luce 
1933: 176 (who opts for a reference in Luke to switching homes). Such a 
remark in either of the alternative senses adds nothing to the instruction but 


the obvious. The idea of not switching homes is already implied in the 


command to stay in the house one enters. 


16 On Kovioptoc (dust), see BAGD 443; BAA 900; Luke 10:11; Acts 


13:51; 18:6. On €xtivaoow (to shake off), the verb used in the parallel Mark 
6:11 = Matt. 10:14, see BAGD 246; BAA 496; Strathmann, TDNT 4:503. 
Even though the tense of the Marcan verb is aorist and the Lucan verb is 


present (Marshall 1978: 354), there is no difference in sense. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

A? The opposite of a testimony against someone is found in 5:14, where 
the leper is to testify to God’s work; Danker 1988: 190. 

ia Relying on Mark 6:6 and suggesting that Luke 9:5 is influenced by 
10:8-11, Bovon 1989: 459 and Schürmann 1969: 504 say that Jesus worked 
the cities and left the Twelve to train in the towns. But this argument is 
circular (what is 10:8-11 influenced by?), for the Matthean parallel 
mentions cities as well (10:5, 11 [probably], 14). It is better to regard the 


switch as intentional to show ministry in towns and cities. Jesus’ woes in 


Luke 10:13-15 suggest that cities were involved in the mission. 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 

2 The shorter reading (i.e., i&08aı without any object) has been found in 
critical texts since Westcott-Hort. Recent texts bracket the object, 


expressing uncertainty about its presence, even though they retain it. 


Talbert 1986: 102 may overplay the differences between Luke and the 
other Gospels. Matthew and Mark clearly have Herod express the view that 
Jesus is John the Baptist raised from the dead. Luke has Herod ask only 
who Jesus is. But this is not really a significant difference; see the exegesis 
of 9:9. Talbert also notes that this is one of two passages where the question 
of Jesus’ identity is raised directly (9:18 is the other). 

In recalling the questions of 8:25, 28, this unit looks back to the miracles 
in Luke 8, which justifies seeing a unit running from 8:22 to 9:17. “Who 
Jesus is” dominates this section. 

a Fitzmyer 1981: 757 notes six Lucan modifications of Mark: (1) the 
Lucan use of the title tetpadpyne (tetrarch) (as in 3:1) versus the title 
Baowlevc (king); (2) a reference to tà yıvöueva návta (all that has 
happened) instead of just to miracles; (3) a unique reference to Herod’s 
perplexity; (4) the use of threefold 6ti for the reports of popular speculation 
about Jesus; (5) the “who is this?” question; and (6) the note about a desire 
to see Jesus. Most see no sources here outside of Mark; Schürmann 1969: 


508; Bovon 1989: 461-62; Schramm 1971: 128. 


NT New Testament 
2 The Ur-Markus hypothesis attempts to explain the omission, but there 
is no clear evidence of such a source. One might as well posit oral or other 

sources. The “doublet” explanation works only for some passages, and thus 
is not a comprehensive answer. Luke has no real equivalents to Mark 7:24— 
30; 8:14-21; and possibly 6:45-52. Other passages can be put in the 


“doublet” category: nature miracles (Mark 6:45-52), healing summaries 


(6:53-56), legal issues (7:1-23), healings (7:31-37; 8:22-26), miraculous 
provision of food (8:1—10), and the demand for signs (8:11-13). But Luke 
can have doublets, as his multiple Sabbath healings show (Luke 4:31-44; 
6:6-11; 13:10-17; 14:1--6). See excursus 9. 

V. Taylor 1935: 147; Fitzmyer 1981: 757. Bultmann 1963: 301-2 does 
not discuss Luke 9, but the longer parallel of Mark 6:14-29. Berger 1984: 


233 speaks of an “uncertain acclamation” present within the account. 
6 Auartop&o (to be perplexed) is used only in Luke—Acts in the NT: here; 
Acts 2:12; 5:24; 10:17; BAGD 187; BAA 376. 


MT Masoretic Text 
i On the Elijah hope in Judaism, see Luke 1:17; 7:26-27; Bock 1987: 


59-60, 295; Jeremias, TDNT 2:936. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


CD Damascus Document 
Old Testament 


Old Testament 
After this passage, only 9:37—43 is a public event, but even there the 


point is the disciples’ failure. Luke 9:10-17 and 9:37-43 are the last two 


public moments in the Galilean section. 
z Compare Matt. 14:19-20 = Mark 6:39-42 = Luke 9:14-17 in the first 
feeding account (the Johannine parallel is John 6:1-15). Bovon 1989: 467 
notes that the second Marcan feeding and John’s single feeding miracle 
show little influence on Luke 9:10-17. He does note two points of 
agreement between John’s miracle and Luke: (1) the reference to the 
crowds following Jesus in Luke 9:11 = John 6:2 and (2) the number of the 
crowd given as five thousand in Luke 6:14 = John 6:10. 

Schürmann 1969: 524 notes that the account is not a typical miracle 
account. There is no crowd reaction and no call for help. 

4 The idiom kat’ idtav means “privately, apart, alone” or “lonely” (when 
referring to an isolated place); BAGD 370 84; BAA 752-53; Luke 10:23; 
Acts 23:19, and fourteen times elsewhere in the NT. 

2 On the discussion of the exact locale of the city, whether it is on or just 
north of the sea, see Arndt 1956: 253-54. John 6:1 calls this sea the “Sea of 
Tiberias.” 

G So Arndt 1956: 254 argues for two Bethsaidas; otherwise Fitzmyer 
1981: 765-66; Godet 1875: 1.404—5 (who sees many places with this name 
along the lake, since the name is a generic description); Ptolemy, 
Geography 5.16.4. Cf. Josephus’s use of “Gaulanite” in Antiquities 18.1.1 
84 and “Galilean” in 18.1.6 823. A region is addressed, not just a populated 
locale, as the dilemma about food makes clear. Bethsaida may be nothing 
more than temporary “headquarters” for mission in the region. Arndt and 


Godet may be right about the Marcan reference being a distinct locale using 


a generic name. John 12:21 may confirm the distinction. 


z Arndt 1956: 255 notes that iç can mean “toward” as well as “into,” 


though whether Luke is being this precise is uncertain. He may simply be 


noting the center of activity. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

= ’EAoAeı could be translated “was continually speaking.” On AaAéw (to 
speak) in Luke, see Jaschke 1971. 

2 On pépa (day) with KAivo (to decline), see BAGD 436 82; BAA 887— 
88. Luke 24:29 speaks of the day “wearing down”; Plummer 1896: 243; cf. 


Jer. 6:4; Judg. 19:11. 
NT New Testament 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 

The latter option is expressed as the protasis of a conditional 
sentence, as is seen by the use of the subjunctive @yopdowpev with ei pnt: 


“unless we should go buy”; Marshall 1978: 360; BDF 8376. 


OT Old Testament 

11 For other OT and rabbinic parallels, see Van Der Loos 1965: 624-27, 
but these parallels deal more with the constant availability of food. 

12 John 6:9 mentions barley loaves. On this kind of food, see Van Der 
Loos 1965: 622 n. 3. SB 1:683-84 notes that barley bread was not well 


liked. 

OT Old Testament 

1QS Manual of Discipline (Rule/Order of the Community) 
1Q28a Rule of the Congregation (1QSa or Rule Annex) 
NT New Testament 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 


m. Mishnah 
Ber. Berakot 


NT New Testament 


OT Old Testament 
13 Arndt 1956: 256 mentions 1 Kings 17:15 and 2 Kings 4:5-6, though 


he rejects the view that this account was created to parallel the OT. 
OT Old Testament 

OT Old Testament 

MT Masoretic Text 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

14 Outside of the four uses in these parallels, Köpıvog occurs only in 


Matt. 16:9 = Mark 8:19. 


MM The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri 
and Other Non-literary Sources, by J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan (repr. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 

is That the other numbers of the account are insignificant makes it likely 


for this number as well. 


16 The image is messianic because of the banquet association. Note 


especially the explicit connection between teaching and food in Mark 8:14- 


21. John 6 with its discourse on the Bread of Life is conceptually similar. 


Old Testament 
1 The Marcan parallels for the first, second, and sixth passages are Mark 
8:31-32; 9:30-32; and 10:32-34. Tiede notes the historical plausibility of 
Jesus’ concluding that he would suffer such a fate. Such a deduction is 
logical in light of Herod’s concern (Luke 9:7-9), the execution of John the 
Baptist, and the threat that a Galilean prophet-king held for the fragile 
alliance between Pilate and the chief priests. 


Tannehill 1986: 214-15 notes that the question appears in various forms 


8:22-9:17 led to Peter’s awareness of who Jesus is. 
£ In the parallel in the Gospel of Thomas 13, Thomas is a major figure in 


the discussion and the wording is very different. 


3 Dinkler 1971 defends only Peter’s confession and the Satan saying 


(Mark 8:33 = Matt. 16:23) as authentic. Marshall 1978: 365 correctly 


accepts the whole unit. 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 


NT New Testament 


NT New Testament 

Bultmann 1963: 257 calls the account a “legend,” a supernatural account 
designed to bring honor to Jesus. This classification is not accurate because 
there is nothing particularly miraculous in the account nor does it have this 
category’s narrative features. Bultmann’s skepticism about historicity 
probably results in this erroneous classification. Since a disciple makes the 
pronouncement, the form is somewhat unique, but “acclamation” is a good 
description. What the disciple acclaims here, heaven will confirm with 


another acclamation at the transfiguration. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

2 Matthew has einav (said); Mark einav ... A€yovtec (saying); Luke 


anoKpiWévtec einav (replying said). 


6 Matt. 16:14 has 'Iepepiav Ñ Eva tõv npoontõv (Jeremiah or one of the 


prophets); Mark 8:28 has eig tv npopnT@v (one of the prophets); Luke 
9:19 has mpo@ntnes tic TAV APyaiwv Aveotn (one of the old prophets has 
risen). 
f Note avtoic (them) and the emphatic position of peç (you) in the 
question. 
& On the term Beo (of God) as tightly binding Jesus and God, see 
Stauffer, TDNT 3:104 n. 261; Mark 1:24; John 1:29; 6:33, 69; Luke 23:35; 2 
Cor. 4:4. Grundmann, TDNT 9:532, calls it a genitive of authorship: Jesus is 
the Christ sent from God. The expression tov xp10TOV tod 8eod is unique to 
Luke. 

3 An argument for a Matthean conflation of preresurrection and 
postresurrection titles here is unnecessary, since sonship to God is an OT 
regal image: Ps. 2; against Fitzmyer 1981: 774, who argues that xpıoTtög is 


preresurrection and ó vidc tod Heoü tod C@vtoc (Son of the living God) is 


postresurrection. 


NT New Testament 

$ For the major essays on this theme, see Tuckett 1983, especially the 
critique of Wrede by Dunn (pp. 116-31, originally Dunn 1970b), who also 
sees the historical roots of the secret residing in Jesus? ministry. 

= Dinkler 1971, published in the Bultmann Festschrift, defends much of 
the account’s historicity; Dinkler’s position is interesting in light of 


Bultmann’s rejection of the account. Fitzmyer 1981: 778-79, however, sees 


a strong Marcan hand and reflection in Mark’s presentation, while Dinkler 
defends only Peter’s confession and the Satan saying. 

3 Longenecker 1970: 71-74 cites the example of Simeon ben Kosebah, 
who, though seen as messianic, had a reticence to claim the title for himself; 
also Flusser 1959: 107. 

4 Bayer 1986: 163-64. Silence does not mean that Jesus rejects a 
political messiahship. Jesus is a political Messiah in Luke (Acts 3:14-26). 
He will exercise such authority one day, but the point is that he will not do 
so at this time. The misunderstanding that is so dangerous is one of timing, 
not substance. 

2 Luke 2:49; 4:43; 13:33; 17:25; 19:5; 22:37; 24:7, 26, 44. Grundmann, 
TDNT 2:23-24, notes that the term speaks of eschatological necessity, with 
roots in Dan. 2:28, 29 LXX; 2:45 Theodotion. 

6 Luke 9:44; 17:25; 18:31-33 (where dei is absent, but fulfillment is 
expressed); 24:7, 46-47. Other allusions to Jesus’ death are in 11:29-32; 


12:50; 13:31-35; 20:9-18; 22:19-20, 28; Fitzmyer 1981: 778. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

ri Josephus, Antiquities 7.11.6 8280; 8.8.1-2 88214, 218; Fitzmyer 1981: 
781; Delling, TDNT 8:220. However, no allusion to Hos. 6:2 is present in 
the reference to the third day, since this passage is never directly alluded to 


in the NT. The reference to rn&pa (day) is inclusive in each case, so that 


Friday, Saturday, and Sunday are in view in both “after three days” and “on 
the third day.” 

1 Bovon 1989: 482 n. 4 sees evidence of oral tradition in Luke 9:25-26. 
The Gospel of Thomas 55 has a saying like Luke 9:23, while Thomas 67 is 
like Luke 9:25. 2 Tim. 2:12 is like Luke 9:26. 

2 So Bultmann 1963: 82-83. As evidence of the individuality of the 
sayings, Bovon 1989: 481 notes similar sayings about cross-bearing in 
Matt. 10:38 = Luke 14:27, about losing one’s life in 17:33, and about 
denying Jesus in 12:9. Fitzmyer 1981: 782 is certain that the sayings were 


separate. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


11QTemple Temple Scroll 
= Temple Scroll 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 
Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 

3 Luce 1933: 186 is wrong to say that the remark is more literal in Mark 
than in Luke, for the contexts are identical. Fitzmyer 1981: 788 notes the 
OT parallels to saving one’s Woyn: Gen. 19:17; 1 Sam. 19:11; and Jer. 31:6 
LXX [48:6 MT]; Schiirmann 1969: 543 n. 111. Jewish parallels are found in 
b. Tamid 32a (“What shall a man do to live? They replied: Let him mortify 


himself. What should a man do to kill himself? They replied: Let him keep 


himself alive [i.e., indulge in luxuries]”) and b. Ber. 63b (“whoever abases 
himself for the words of the Torah will in the end be exalted”); SB 1:587- 
88. Bovon 1989: 482 speaks of the OT picture of the two ways (Deut. 
30:15-18) and compares Luke’s emphasis to the structure of Luke 6:47—49. 
Note how the Jewish emphasis on the law is replaced with an emphasis on 


Christ in the NT. 
NT New Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


MM The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament: Illustrated from the Papyri 
and Other Non-literary Sources, by J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan (repr. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H.L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

4 Plummer 1896: 249-50 actually lists seven views, but the four below 
are the most prevalent. In fact, some of his options are variations of the 
same view (see view 2). Scholars cited without documentation are listed in 
Plummer. 

5 


= 2 Pet. 1:3, 11, 14 speaks of power and Jesus’ lordship now, as we await 


entrance into the “eternal kingdom of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ.” 


OT Old Testament 
. On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 
563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 
136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 
especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 


change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 


the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 


Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 
(i.e., the facial appearance). 
2 Creed 1930: 132-33 cites E. Meyer’s complaint about the “rationalistic 


prejudice” of some critics in the 1920s. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

3 Fitzmyer is agnostic on historicity because it is “impossible to say 
exactly what happened.” He rejects a pure historical approach as 
problematic because it cannot explain Moses’ and Elijah’s presence, nor can 
it explain the disciples’ denials and defection later in Jesus’ ministry. These 
objections are not decisive, since they underestimate how people react when 
faced with death and the pressures of extreme persecution. Since the 
presence of Moses and Elijah is tied to eschatological hope, is Fitzmyer’s 
real objection to their “resurrected” presence? No doubt, the scene’s 
supernatural qualities have influenced how it is seen by interpreters. 


Fitzmyer also rejects a purely symbolic account, so his view is not clear. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


4 Fitzmyer gives four reasons why this view cannot work: (1) it cannot 
explain the presence of Moses and Elijah; (2) the verb opdw (to see; passive 
= to appear) is not limited to postresurrection events; (3) Jesus’ glory is 
never mentioned in a resurrection account; and (4) the form does not match 
resurrection appearances. See also Bock 1987: 324 n. 98; H. Miiller 1960: 
60; Stein 1976. 

2 For the history of interpretation of this passage, see Boobyer 1942: 1- 
47; Liefeld 1974: 162--65; Baltensweiler 1959. Since no sayings of Jesus 
appear in this passage, the Jesus Seminar does not discuss it. 

6 BDR 8442.4b n. 11; BDF §442.5. Grammatically, the temporal note is 
a parenthetical nominative; BDF 8144. 

z Bovon 1989: 493-94 discusses symbolic meanings about the new 
eschaton or the Feast of Tabernacles (he is uncertain which is indicated). 
However, the vague reference to “about” eight is against any symbolic 
meaning, especially since the number is not used elsewhere in this way in 
Luke. If we did not have Mark and Matthew, would one even raise the 
question of a symbolic sense? 

8 Luke 8:51 has the same order as here, but in the Lucan apostolic list in 


Luke 6:14, James precedes John, so Luke has no fixed order. 


Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, edited by J. P. Migne (161 
vols.; Paris, 1857—66) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


3 Michaelis, TDNT 4:247-48, describes the image as one of heavenly 


glory; so €faotpantov (gleaming like lightning); Ezek. 1:4, 7. Conceptual 

parallels occur in Ezek. 1:27-28; Dan. 10:6; Luke 24:4; Acts 1:10; Rev. 

2:17; 6:2; 20:11; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:97; 1 Enoch 38.4; 104.2; 2 Bar. 51. 
= Bock 1987: 115-16, 323-24 nn. 96-97. On the apocalyptic imagery, 


see Behm, TDNT 4:758; on God’s glory, see Ps. 104:2; Hab. 3:4. 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 
MT Masoretic Text 


NT New Testament 


At Two key studies on the Elijah motif in Luke are Brodie 1987 and C. 
A. Evans 1987b. Evans argues that Elijah reflects the motif of God’s 
election of his true people. 

aa In late Judaism, Moses and Elijah are linked eschatologically in Deut. 


Rab. 3.17 on 10:1; SB 1:756; Schürmann 1969: 557. 


OT Old Testament 
13 Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 8 (ca. A.D.. 150). The 


transfiguration is a counterargument to Trypho’s objection. 


OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

14 Grundmann, TDNT 7:650 n. 31, lists the Lucan expressions for the 
six phases of Jesus’ career: €060c (exodus) in Luke 9:31; óga (glory) in 
Luke 24:26; avadauBdave (taken up) in Acts 1:2, 11, 22; kaðñoða EX 
de€1Ov tod HeoD (seated at the right hand of God) in Luke 20:42; 22:69; and 
Acts 2:34; totnpt (standing) in Acts 7:55-56; and €épyouo (coming) in Luke 
9:26 and Acts 1:11. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 

A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 
15 To indicate sleep, Luke uses Umvoc (BAGD 843; BAA 1679; 

elsewhere in Luke’s writings twice in Acts 20:9) and Bapeo (to be heavy; 

BAGD 133; BAA 267; elsewhere in Luke’s writings only in Luke 21:34). 

In 22:45-46, Luke uses the synonymous Kolnda and kaG_evdo. It is clear 


that the disciples are in deep sleep, for the phrase BeBapnpevot Urtvo 


translates literally as “weighed down with sleep.” Balz, TDNT 8:554, 
speaks of disciples “drunk with sleep.” Bovon’s term “second 
consciousness” (1989: 498) is too visionary in force. He cites Gen. 15:12; 
Dan. 8:18; 10:9. 

16 So dtaypnyoprnoavtec (a NT hapax legomenon) is an ingressive 
aorist: “began to awaken fully” (Arndt 1956: 263). BAGD 182 and BAA 
365 argue for this ingressive sense, rather than suggesting that drowsiness is 


the point of the description. 


OT Old Testament 

17 Exod. 23:16; 34:22; Lev. 23:34; Deut. 16:13; Zech. 14:16-21; 
Marshall 1978: 386; Michaelis, TDNT 7:370; m. Sukka (esp. 3.9 and 4.5, 
which call the people to pray to God to deliver them, and 4.8, where Hallel 
Psalms are sung); Josephus, Antiquities 8.4.1 8100. 

18 Michaelis, TDNT 7:379-80, rejects a connection to the Feast of 
Tabernacles; but see Boobyer 1942: 76-79; Ellis 1974: 143; Daube 1956: 
30-32 (though some of his citations involve material that is much later than 


this period). 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 


Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 
Tg. Neof. 1 Targum Neofiti 1 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

13 Bovon 1989: 501-2, with most, sees prophetic imagery dominating, 
but he also correctly speaks of Sinai imagery as key. The emphasis is on 
God’s presence, but the confession is regal and messianic. Luke is not 
referring only to a “chosen one” like Moses. A synthesis of concepts exists 
here, not just one image. For Luke, even the “Prophet like Moses” is a 
regal-like figure, leading a nation to deliverance (Acts 3:17-26; 7:20-43). 

au Bock 1987: 115. 'O éxAextoc is the normal OT form: Isa. 42:1 LXX 
uses it as a description of Israel. In Luke 23:35, the people use 6 EKAeKtög 
to scoff at Jesus’ messianic claim; thus, the regal force for Luke is 


indisputable. 


LXX Septuagint 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 
J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 


NA Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by [E. Nestle], K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (26th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1979) 
This is the last of thirteen miracles in the Galilean section: 

unclean spirit cast out (4:33-37) 

Simon’s mother-in-law healed (4:38—39) 

miraculous catch of fish (5:1-11) 

leper cleansed (5:12-16) 

paralytic healed (5:17-26) 

centurion’s slave healed (7:1-10) 

raising of the widow of Nain’s son (7:11-17) 

stilling of the storm (8:22-25) 

Gerasene demoniac healed (8:26-39) 

woman with flow of blood healed (8:42b—48) 

raising of Jairus’s daughter (8:40-42a, 49-56) 

feeding of the five thousand (9:10-17) 

healing of a possessed boy (9:37—43a) 


2 Theissen 1983: 177 speaks of natural compression for Matthew and 
Luke, which is the view of those who hold Marcan priority. Busse 1979: 
254 n. 3 notes that Luke has 44 percent fewer words than Mark. 

3 Schramm 1971: 139-40 also sees another source. Matthean prioritists 
see Luke working with Matthew and must speak of Marcan expansion. 
Schneider 1977a: 218 is against another source, but Nolland 1993a: 506 
regards it as possible. Nolland (pp. 506-8) also details the scholarly 
treatment of the parallel in Mark. 

Bultmann believes that this pronouncement is secondary in Mark, a 


conclusion based on the false assumption that forms cannot be mixed. 


Wherever miracle and pronouncement occur together, Bultmann concludes 


that one element is secondary. 
2 ‘Eäfig appears five times in the NT, all in Luke-Acts: Luke 7:11; here; 
Acts 21:1; 25:17; 27:18; Bovon 1989: 508 n. 21. 


NT New Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

6 On the Jewish attitude toward epilepsy, see Van Der Loos 1965: 401-5, 
who notes that Balaam and Saul were thought by some to have suffered 
from the disease (Num. 24:4; 1 Sam. 19:24). David feigned epilepsy before 
Saul (1 Sam. 21:13 [21:14 MTJ). The ancient figure probably alludes to a 


fear of the influence of the moon. Greek culture also tied epilepsy to the 


moon’s activity. 


SB Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, by H. L. 


Strack and P. Billerbeck (6 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1922-61) 
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BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 


Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


OT Old Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 

/ Luke has three of the four NT uses of mpoodya: here; Acts 16:20; 
27:27; 1 Pet. 3:18. A similar verbal difference (pepw ~ &y@) appears in 
Mark 11:2, 7 = Luke 19:30, 35. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


LSJ A Greek-English Lexicon, by H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, and H. S. Jones 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1968) 


RSV Revised Standard Version 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 


Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 


B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

8 BAGD 496; BAA 1006; Grundmann, TDNT 4:541—42. Meyaàsıórtng is 
used in Acts 19:27 of Artemis; in 2 Pet. 1:16 of Christ; in Dan. 7:27 of the 
nations; and in 1 Esdr. 1:4 [1:5 NRSV] of Solomon. A related term is found 


in Luke 1:49. 
OT Old Testament 


LXX Septuagint 
1 Marshall distinguishes these oral sources from the presence of another 


written source, which is Schramm’s view; 1971: 130-31. 
LXX Septuagint 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


2 The suggestion that Aóyovç (words, matters) refers to the recent 
miraculous events (so Rengstorf 1968: 126) is to be rejected, since yap 
looks ahead. 

3 Bayer 1986: 193-94. Appealing to possible oral tradition, Marshall 
1978: 394 more cautiously notes that péAAet reflects an Aramaic participle 
and thus perhaps the saying’s ancient form. Colpe, TDNT 8:444, speaks of a 
possible “unabbreviated special tradition,” though he also sees the church 
developing this tradition. Fitzmyer 1981: 812 sees Luke’s dependence only 
on Mark, though he has trouble explaining Luke’s abbreviated prediction. 
Bayer 1986: 197 makes a good case against the Lucan short form as the 
original form, arguing that Luke has abbreviated the tradition. Against a 


second source is Nolland 1993a: 512. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

4 Note the passive progressive construction: fv napakekañvppévov (was 
being hidden). Marshall 1978: 394 notes that this construction with amo 
(from) is a Hebraism; Ezek. 22:26; BDF 8155.3. Citing Exod. 7:13-14 
(“Pharaoh’s heart was hardened”), Tiede 1988: 193 argues that the passive 


is ambiguous about the concealer’s identity. Such remarks are usually tied 


to God’s sovereignty (1 Cor. 1:30; 2:6-9). Regardless, the implication is 


that such concealment can be overturned only by attention to God’s 
message. Nolland 1993a: 514 holds out the possibility of Satanic binding, 
noting that by 24:25 the disciples are seen as responsible for failing to 


understand. Nolland may be right. 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 


NT New Testament 


BAGDA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Wörterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 

a So correctly Luce 1933: 193-94, who is not averse to claiming that 
sayings are nonhistorical, yet defends historicity here. Marshall 1978: 398 
notes the OT conceptual parallel in Num. 11:24-30. To be rejected is 
Goulder’s view (1989: 450) that Luke 9:49--50 is really a subtle defense of 
Paul before the apostles, a view that looks like F. C. Baur reborn. Goulder is 
right to reject the view that Jesus endorses non-Christian exorcists here. 
They cannot act in Jesus’ name. Luke has in mind those who have 
responded to Jesus and have sought to minister for him. He encourages such 


involvement. 


The first account is not a chiasmus, against Bovon 1989: 521, who 
suggests this structure (his categories are correct, but there is no balance 


since a and b’ do not match their opposites): 


a question (9:46) 
b nonverbal answer (9:47) 
b 


first indirect answer (9:48a) 


o 
` 


second direct answer (9:48b) 


3 , ; : : : 
g MeiGav 1S superlative, not comparative, since there are more than two 


disciples (cf. the use of pıkpótepoç, the least, in 9:48; BDF 8244). Luke’s 
characteristic optative ein (might be) expresses a question whose answer is 


uncertain; BDR 8267.2.3, §385.2.2; Luke 1:62; 3:15; 6:11. 


BAGD A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early 
Christian Literature, by W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. 
Danker (2d ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979) 


BAA Griechisch-Deutsches Worterbuch zu den Schriften des Neuen 
Testaments und der frühchristlichen Literatur, by W. Bauer, K. Aland, and 
B. Aland (6th ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1988) 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


BDR Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Griechisch, by F. Blass, 
A. Debrunner, and F. Rehkopf (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 


m. Mishnah 

4 Danker 1988: 205 cites the following exchange from Diogenes 
Laertius 1.36: when the philosopher Thales was asked if one could hide an 
evil deed from God, he answered, “No, not even the thought.” 

2 The identity of the child is not given or known. Plummer 1896: 258 
mentions a tradition that the church father Ignatius was the child, but this 
tradition dates from the ninth century: Anastasius Bibliothecarius (PL 
129:42); Nicephorus Callistus (PL 143:848); Lightfoot 1889-90: 2.1.27, 
2.2.22. Chrysostom and Eusebius lack this tradition. 

G For a similar intimate linkage of Jesus and God, see Luke 10:16; John 
17:3, 18. To receive an emissary is to receive the person who sends the 
emissary; m. Ber. 5.5 (“a man’s emissary is like the man himself”); Philem. 
15-18; SB 1:590; Fitzmyer 1981: 817. 

4 The concept of reception pictures the open welcome to be given to 
others. On d5€€ntai (he receives), see Marshall 1978: 396; Grundmann, 
TDNT 2:51-52. The term refers to friendly reception or hospitality, which 
was seen as sacred in the ancient world and in Judaism. B. Sab. 127a says, 
“Hospitality to travelers is greater than the greeting of the Shekinah.” 
Though hyperbolic, the saying shows the importance of hospitality. 


Josephus, Jewish War 7.4.1 863, refers to how Vespasian’s reception 


brought joy and satisfaction. 


OT Old Testament 
8 For internal arguments favoring this reading in Matt. 9:4, see Metzger 
1975: 24. The UBS-NA committee went the other way in the Lucan 

passage, but the reasons for treating Luke differently from Matt. 9:4 are not 


clear. See Metzger 1975: 148. 


UBS The Greek New Testament, edited by B. Aland, K. Aland, 

J. Karavidopoulos, C. M. Martini, and B. M. Metzger (4th ed.; New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1993) 

2 R. Brown 1977: 276 argues that the Elijah-like connection for John the 
Baptist is a late development in the tradition. If there existed an early 
association of Malachi with John as the angelic announcement suggests and 


as its repetition in the various contexts shows, then this judgment is not 


likely. 

NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


MT Masoretic Text 
I For a full discussion, see R. Brown 1977: 547-56 (who rejects the 
historicity of the reference). 

2 Schiirer 1890: 105-43. The recent revision of Schürer’s work (1973- 


87: 1.399-427) changes little of the original discussion. Schürer 


summarizes what was already an old debate, going back at least to Strauss 
1972: 152-56 (originally 1835), as noted by Nolland 1989: 99. 

3 Both Klostermann 1929: 32-33 and Hoehner 1977: 14 use Schürer as a 
starting point. 

2 Some add that Mary’s presence on the journey in her delicate condition 
is also unnecessary, as well as being unlikely. This will be discussed under 
view 2b below. 

a Hoehner 1977: 14-27 defends December 5 B.C.. or January 4 B.C.. as 
the most likely date of Jesus’ birth. Another key chronological element is 
the mention that Jesus was about thirty years old at the start of his ministry 
(3:23), which is near the fifteenth year of Tiberius’s reign (3:1), around 
A.D.. 27 to 29. This last date yields the period from 10 B.C.. to 1 B.C.. for 
Jesus’ birth, with the thirty-year mark falling around 5—3 B.C.. For 
Tiberius’s date and the date of Jesus’ ministry, see the exegesis of 3:1. 

6 Hayles 1973: 120; Fitzmyer 1981: 400. On Augustan census activity, 
see Braunert 1957; Corbishley 1936; Tacitus, Annals 1.11; Dio Cassius 
53.30.2. 

z For example, Egypt was on a fourteen-year cycle, which seems to go 
back to 10-9 B.C..; Hayles 1973: 127. 

8 These censuses include the entire first century after Christ; Hayles 
1973: 128-29. Hayles’s article gives numerous primary references. 

2 Schürmann 1969: 100. R. Brown 1977: 549 allows this as a possibility. 
What he cannot accept is the reference to Quirinius. The Romans allowed 


the Jews to keep other customs: tax exemption every seventh year 


(Josephus, Antiquities 14.10.6 83202-10) and Sabbath observance 
(Antiquities 14.10.20 88241-43). 

18 Hoehner 1977: 15. Hoehner also cites (n. 20) a reference from Ulpian 
in The Digest of Justinian 1.15.4.2 that required property owners to go to 
the district where they owned land. Issues of ancestry and land may fit here, 
even though Joseph lived elsewhere. 

u For one who rejects any historicity to this account, this objection is 
meaningless, since in this view a census is merely a literary device and not 
a historical reference of any kind. But the point is still valuable, for the one 
thing that cannot be present is a confusion on Luke’s part that Jesus was 
born during the A.D.. 6 census, since this detail does not fit such a census. 
Luke clearly has Jesus in an earlier period (1:5). Luke is either clearly 
wrong, has created an accurate setting for Jesus’ birth, or is, as I shall argue, 
clearly right. 

12 Hoehner 1977: 16 cites examples in Syria, Cappadocia, and Nabatea. 
Tacitus, Annals 2.42 and 6.41, discusses Cappadocia, where taxes were 
reduced by about half. 

13 Hoehner 1977: 16-17 cites Josephus, Antiquities 17.11.4 8319 and 
Jewish War 2.6.3 896. Hayles 1974: 25-26 posits deteriorating relations 
between Augustus and Herod as an explanation for the census. The 
statement by Sherwin-White 1963: 163 n. 4 that such a census in this period 
is impossible is clearly excessive in light of our partial knowledge of this 
period. 

14 Hayles 1974: 27-28 notes that Josephus does not call the census an 


innovation and that what was new was the administrative set-up introduced 


in Judea in A.D.. 6. He also notes how Josephus omits the mention of other 
known censuses, even in his discussion of contemporary history in the 
Jewish War. Josephus, Antiquities 18.1.1 883-4 speaks of taxation as the 
problem, but only as an indication of Israel’s absence of liberty. 

15 Dessau 1892-1916: #918; Dessau 1921. Another relevant inscription 
on Quirinius is Dessau 1892-1916: #2683, which describes his career in 
Syria; Nolland 1989: 100. 

16 Sherwin-White 1963: 162—71. This conclusion emerges from 
combining various historical sources, among which Josephus is very 
important. 

17 This view dates back to the seventeenth century and is supported by 
F. F. Bruce 1972: 32 n. 1. Hoehner 1977: 21 discusses it. 

18 This is the view that Hoehner 1977: 21-22 adopts, while Godet 1875: 
1.124 calls it unlikely for Luke. 

13 It is unfortunate that in both his detailed study (1977: 545-56) and his 
recent revision (1993), R. Brown, while rejecting Luke’s approach, fails to 
refer to Hoehner or Hayles. 

1 Why Fitzmyer lists the Egyptian calendar as a candidate is unclear, 
since no clear ties to Egypt are present. 

. Hoehner 1977: 32 nn. 12-13, who cites Appian, Civil Wars 2.149; 
Plutarch, Life of Caesar 62—67 (737—40); Suetonius, Julius Caesar 81.2; 
and Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 §32; 18.6.10 §224; Jewish War 2.9.1 §168; 


2.9.5 §180. 


3 Hendriksen 1978: 198 n. 166. In relation to the accuracy of Tertullian, 


who in Against Marcion 1.15 argued that Jesus appeared in the twelfth year 
of Tiberius (ca. A.D.. 26-27), Eusebius in Chronicon 2 notes that Jesus 
suffered in the nineteenth year of Tiberius (A.D.. 33), so that the church 
fathers do not agree on the dates of Jesus’ ministry either, since Jesus did 
not minister for seven years. Jesus’ appearing is probably a reference to his 


baptism by John. 

m. Mishnah 

Ro:$ Has. Ro»5 Hassana 
b. Babylonian Talmud 
Roš Has. Ro»5 Hassana 


OT Old Testament 

a On the possibility that Luke is from Antioch of Syria, a tradition that 
Jerome mentions in the prologue of his commentary on Matthew, see 
Hoehner 1972: 231-32 n. 9; Strobel 1958a; and the introduction to the 
Gospel of Luke abve, under “Origin and Purpose—Authorship— External 
Evidence.” Schneider 1977a: 83 and Hoehner 1977: 34 do not agree on the 
month in view in 27: Schneider has Oct. 1 and Hoehner has Sept. 21. 

2 Reicke 1968: 183-84 lists the key reasons for a 33 date: (1) the year of 
Herod Antipas’s divorce, which John criticizes, is probably 32 and (2) the 
removal of the anti-Semitic dictator Sejanus by Tiberius in 31 made Pilate 
treat the Jews with more sympathy. See also Hoehner 1977: 95-111 and the 


sources and historicity section of 23:6-12. 


6 Fitzmyer 1981: 455. Ernst 1977: 137, considering the various options, 


speaks of fall 27 to fall 29. Hoehner allows this as one of the two possible 
options. 

1 For solid overviews of this area, see McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 
McKnight is slightly more confident than I am of Marcan priority, though I 
still regard it likely that Mark was the first Gospel written. Still, his and 
Stein’s overviews show why many think Mark’s Gospel is first. For a 
comparative study of the two major options in the debate, see Bellinzoni, 
Tyson, and Walker 1985 and Dungan 1990. A study making significant 
points about Q and the complex interrelationship of the Gospel writers is 
Reicke 1986. For the case for Matthean priority, see Farmer 1964. 

- Especially beyond our scope is the detailed analysis of Matthew and 
Mark that must accompany such a study to make it a full examination of the 
issue. 

3 This view is experiencing a resurgence, at least in America, which was 
fueled by Farmer’s 1964 study. Numerous studies defending the view have 
come out since Farmer. This camp has caused some in Germany to speak of 
the Ur-Markus hypothesis again; that is, that the other Gospels worked with 
an early edition of Mark distinct from the version in our canon. It is hard to 
know where the discussion is headed. 

4 On the history of this discussion, including the church fathers and the 
various views, see Orchard and Riley 1987. Goulder’s detailed 1989 work is 
unique, arguing that the order is Mark-Matthew-Luke, but that Luke used 
only Mark and Matthew, not Q. One of the goals of his study is to challenge 


the existence of Q. 


2 Rist 1978. J. Wenham 1992b: 223 dates Matthew in 42, Mark in 45, 


and Luke in 55 at the latest—dates that are much earlier than typically 
assigned to the Gospels. Most conservatives place the Synoptics in the 
sixties, while most others have dates ranging from 60 to 90. 

z Many NT introductions now speak of a product of the Matthean 
school, rather than of Matthew. I still think it is proper to speak of Matthew 


as the author. 


NT New Testament 
2 Guthrie 1970 deals with these issues from a conservative, evangelical 
viewpoint, while the introduction of Kümmel 1975 serves as a good survey 
of common critical approaches to these issues. See the introduction on 
“Sources” for these issues as they relate to Luke. Orchard and Riley 1987 


detail the ancient testimony of the church on this question. 
OT Old Testament 


MT Masoretic Text 
1 On NT structures with the use of “seven,” see Rengstorf, TDNT 2:632 
§B4d. On other points of Lucan structure, see Nolland 1989: 168 and 
Goulder 1989: 283-90. 

2 Because the exact list of names is so uncertain and because Luke says 
nothing about the structure, one should be cautious about invoking such 
precise symbolism. Wiefel 1988: 97 seems to regard this twelfth-week view 
as possible. Schürmann 1969: 203 n. 119 argues that if it is present Luke is 
not conscious of it. Nolland 1989: 168 suggests that it was the point of 


Luke’s source, whose order he reversed. But how can one know this? 


Goulder 1989: 284-85 is strongly supportive of this view, citing 1 Enoch 
93.3-10 to stress that the form is to some extent artificial. 

3 Schürmann 1969: 200; Fitzmyer 1981: 496; Ernst 1977: 155; Lohse, 
TDNT 8:486 n. 49. Bovon 1989: 189 calls attempts at harmonization 
excessive rationalization like that in current fundamentalism. C. F. Evans 
1990: 252 calls the task “impossible,” which is excessively skeptical. 

4 Y. Hag. 77d (2.2) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 20.57-58); Geldenhuys 
1951: 154; SB 2:155; Godet 1875: 1.202. Another reference is y. Sanh. 23c 
(6.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 31.182). If this view were correct, then the 
Protevangelium of James 1-5 is wrong to name Mary’s father as Joachim. 
But the origin and value of this NT apocryphal tradition are uncertain. 

a SB 2:155 gives it only a “perhaps,” while Geldenhuys 1951: 154 
rejects it. 

6 Unless one approaches the question like Machen 1930: 207-9, who 
argues that Jacob and Heli were brothers, so Joseph was Jacob’s nephew. 
When Jacob died childless, the nephew became heir. 

Z Machen prefers the latter, a choice that Carson fails to mention in 
critiquing the view. Thus, Machen sees two childless fathers at the end of 
Matthew’s list: Eleazar and Jacob. 

8 For Carson, Levi is an only son; but his sister, who bears the line, 
marries Jacob. So when Levi dies childless, Joseph, the nephew, becomes 
the heir physically through Jacob and Levi’s sister. 

2 Carson appears to have read Luke in the wrong generational direction 


here or else this is a typo reading Levi in place of Heli. Carson (or his 


editor) is not the first to get tangled in the complex intersection of these 
genealogies, nor is he likely to be the last! 

10 The twentieth-century English Duke of Windsor, Edward VIII, is a 
classic, similar contemporary illustration of this truth, though he had no 
children. A closer analogy would be William’s becoming king in place of 
his father, if Charles were to become disqualified for the throne. So then, 
Luke did not need Nathan to make this point (Nolland 1989: 170, 172, who 
is for the influence of the Jeconian curse on Luke, so that the evangelist 
sends the genealogy through Nathan rather than through Solomon). 

1 For more detail about the Son of Man debate and an extended version 
of this excursus, see Bock 1991c. Key recent studies (with full 
bibliographies) include Colpe, TDNT 8:400—77; Casey 1979; Caragounis 
1986; S. Kim 1985; T6;dt 1979 (whose work Kim in particular critiques). 
NT New Testament 
2 Bock 1987: 133-35. See the exegesis of 21:27 and 22:69 for details. S. 
Kim 1985: 17-19 seems to overemphasize the divinity of the figure at the 
expense of the humanity in the picture. The Dan. 7 imagery suggests deity; 
it does not declare it. 

a 1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 


notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 


ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 


NT New Testament 

4 One exception to this is John 5:27. The title appears about eight-two 
times in the Gospels; BAGD 835 82c; BAA 1665 82c (both lexicons have 
bibliography). 


NT New Testament 


NT New Testament 
2 So Vermes 1973: 178, who discusses classifications 1 and 2 and prefers 
#2. 

6 They speak of circumlocution, which means a “roundabout” way to 
say something. 

z Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 retreats slightly from his earlier position, 


which argued that such attestation is entirely missing from the extrabiblical 


texts. But he argues that the evidence from Tg. Neof. 1 on Gen. 4:14 and 


Cairo Targum B is too late to be relevant. 
NT New Testament 


NT New Testament 
8 Those who argue that the title is inserted later or is a comment from the 
evangelist will not be addressed so clearly by this argument, but the 
handling of that additional issue awaits discussion below. Against an 
addition of the title in the tradition is the presence of the title in all three 


renderings of this passage: Luke 5:24 = Mark 2:10 = Matt. 9:6. 


4QPrNab Prayer of Nabonidus 

3 If, of course, Vermes is right that the term did mean “I and no other,” 
then the claim is more direct and the meaning is transparent. Matt. 9 
suggests either that this is not the force or that the crowd misunderstood the 
claim. Either option is possible in Matt. 9. 

10 Cranfield 1959: 100-101; Lane 1974: 96-98. Of course, what is true 
of Mark is also true of the parallels in Matthew and Luke. 
L B. Ned. 41a. The presupposition here is that God shows his healing 
mercy only to the righteous. A sinner can count on nothing from God. 
Neither will God work through one who makes false claims. For this 


talmudic text, see the exegesis of 5:21. 
NT New Testament 


NT New Testament 


12 Hooker’s position on authenticity is not entirely clear, although that 


her remarks end with this observation suggests that she leans toward 


authenticity. 


OT Old Testament 

1 Carson 1984: 125-26. Augustine’s view that two distinct sermons were 
present was decisive in the early history of interpretation. 

2 Views 5—6 treat the sermon as a unit topically arranged either by the 
tradition or by the Gospel writers. This summary brings together what Jesus 
taught on various occasions or unifies what Jesus taught with what the 
evangelists taught. Thus, the issues of when the sermon occurred and 


Matthew’s relationship to Luke are moot questions. 


NT New Testament 

3 The exact number of Matthean verses depends on how one resolves 
some text-critical problems. A verse count is, of course, only a relative way 
to indicate length, since verse numbers were supplied much later. 

4 Matthew elsewhere (14:23; 15:29) uses 6poc to refer to hills; Carson 
1984: 129. Luke’s me6ivoc is not a prairie, but can be a plateau in the 
mountains: Jer. 21:13; Isa. 13:2; Godet 1875: 1.295; BAGD 638; BAA 
1287. See the discussion of sources and historicity in Luke 6:17-19. 

2 Carson’s four objections (1984: 123-24; 1978: 139-49) are really two 
objections, each stated in two forms. 

6 An oral presentation of the Matthean text would take around seven 
minutes, which suggests a summary, unless Jesus gave exceptionally brief 


sermons! 


Z This approach to anthology, which is possible, would mean that the 
distinct descriptions of occasions in Luke and Matthew are accurate, since 
they could indicate distinctive locales when such a representative message 
was presented. 

a The relative chronological placement of Matt. 8:1—4 (the healing of the 
leper) was discussed in the introduction to Luke 5:12-16 as a representative 
healing that Matthew used to introduce his summary of the Galilean 
ministry. Thus, its presence right after the sermon is not a problem, since its 
placement is topical. 

a See McArthur 1960: 105-27; Carson 1984: 126-27; Jeremias 1963b: 
1-12, 19-23; Hunter 1965: 107-11; Toussaint 1980: 86-94; Bauman 1985; 


and J. Martin 1986. 


OT Old Testament 
a J. Martin 1986: 47—48. Martin’s list of reasons is longer than mine, 
but his other reasons are more supportive than decisive. See J. Martin 1992 


for an updated defense. 


OT Old Testament 
At Jacobean and Petrine similarities to the sermon, both grammatical and 
conceptual, are as follows (for the Jacobean parallels, see Hartin 1991: 140— 
72): 

James 1:2—4 ~ Luke 6:23 

James 1:5 ~ Matt. 7:7 

James 1:9-11 ~ Luke 6:24 


James 1:17 ~ Matt. 7:11 


James 2:5 ~ Luke 6:20 

James 2:6—7 ~ Luke 6:24 

James 2:7 ~ Luke 6:22 

James 3:9 ~ Luke 6:28 

James 3:11-12 ~ Luke 6:43 

James 3:12 ~ Matt. 7:16 

James 3:18 ~ Matt. 5:9 

James 4:9 ~ Luke 6:25 

James 4:11 ~ Matt. 7:1-5 

James 5:1 ~ Luke 6:24 

James 5:2 ~ Matt. 6:19 

James 5:5 ~ Luke 6:25 

James 5:11 ~ Luke 6:36 and Matt. 5:12 
James 5:12 ~ Matt. 5:34-37 

1 Peter 3:9 ~ Matt. 5:44 = Luke 6:28 

1 Peter 3:14 ~ Matt. 5:10 = Luke 6:22-23 
1 Peter 3:16 ~ Luke 6:28 

1 Peter 4:14 ~ Luke 6:22 

1 Peter 5:7 ~ Matt. 6:25 


OT Old Testament 
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OT Old Testament 


12 Note the use in Acts 2 of Joel 2, Ps. 16, and Ps. 110, along with the 


allusion to 2 Sam. 7, the Davidic covenant, through the appeal to Ps. 132:11 


in Acts 2:30-31. There is parallel teaching in Luke 24:44-47 and Acts 
13:16-39, as well as in Paul’s defense speeches (e.g., Acts 26:16-23). Acts 
13 also appeals to realized Davidic promises; see Bock 1992c; Bock 1994a; 
O’Toole 1987a: 153-58. 

13 So Chafer 1951: 410; W. Kelly 1943: 103-6. Popularly known as 
Scofieldian dispensationalism, this view was made famous in the Scofield 
Reference Bible. I call this the tribulation-kingdom view because some see 
the sermon as applicable only in a future kingdom period, while others 


prefer to see its application beginning in and focusing on the tribulation 


period. 

NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 


OT Old Testament 

14 This list modifies the one in McArthur 1960: 105-27 by combining 
several related views. 

15 For a good example, see how Calvin handles oaths in his treatment 
(1972: 1.190-93) of Matt. 5:33-37. He concludes that all oaths that profane 
or abuse God’s name are unlawful, but that Jesus does not outlaw every 
oath here. To make this distinction, Calvin appeals to the teaching of the 


law where people are to swear in God’s name. Thus, analogous Scripture 


helps to reveal the limits of the figure. 


OT Old Testament 

= The distinction is one that goes back to Aquinas (Summa part 2.1, 
question 108, article 4), who argues for a difference between command 
(praeceptum) and counsel (consilium). A command is binding, advice is not 
—except on those who pursue a special kind of holiness like the monastics. 
The result is a distinction in Catholic ethics between that which is necessary 
for gaining eternal bliss and that which aids to that end. See the discussions 
in Guelich 1982: 15 and Strecker 1988: 15-16. 

17 Any charge today that dispensationalism sees two ways of salvation 
or sees too great a law/grace contrast in the sermon grossly misrepresents 
where many of its adherents are now. Such a monolithic view of 
dispensationalism fails to see the variations that have long been a part of 
this approach. Gerstner 1991 irresponsibly engages in such confusion and 
minimizes the significance of such differences, which dispensationalists like 
C. C. Ryrie and J. D. Pentecost have long noted. Gerstner’s charge of 
antinomianism is a distortion that warps his ability to appreciate the 
distinctions in the movement. The charge also underestimates the 
significance of the current discussion about the function of the law within 


covenant theology, as well as its debate with theonomy; see D. Turner 1991; 


J. Martin 1986; and J. Martin 1992. 
OT Old Testament 
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NT New Testament 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

n A parable may reflect the reality of everyday practice or put a twist on 
it to focus attention on the theological point. 

2 This is what causes Blomberg 1990: 171-288 to distinguish one-point, 
two-point, and three-point parables. 

3 In all these examples, the people represent types of real people to 
whom comparison is made. 

4 Advent parables are often kingdom parables that start with “the 
kingdom is like ...” (e.g., mustard seed, sower). The title advent indicates 
that the parable describes the kingdom that has come. Reversal parables are 
often moral parables (e.g., rich man and Lazarus, prodigal son, vineyard, 
good Samaritan). Action parables are often decision parables (e.g., servant 


parables, lord parables). 


NT New Testament 

2 Kissinger 1979 overviews recent discussion and gives full 
bibliographies up to 1977. Blomberg 1990 and B. Scott 1989 update the 
discussion. Scott attempts a more literary reading of the parables and sees 
them as a development of the OT ?wn (masäl). His analyses of structure are 
often helpful, his handling of historical matters less so. 

6 


~ Most of the categories are self-explanatory; “spiritual life” refers to 


how one—whether inside or outside the community of faith—approaches 


God. 


Uniquely Lucan account for which there is no comparable parallel. 


1 Schürmann 1969: 527 notes that Luke shows evidence of knowing 


about the material in Mark, so that theories of a shorter or damaged copy of 
Mark cannot work. 

2 Fitzmyer does not mention specific passages. I suggest that Mark 
7:24-30; 8:14-21; and perhaps 6:45-52 belong here. 

3 Bovon 1989: 477 says that the cause is unclear. He challenges the 
doublet theory by noting that only Mark 8:1-10 qualifies as a doublet. The 
walk on the sea (Mark 6:45-52), the Syrophoenician woman (7:24-30), and 
the detailed dispute over the law (7:1—23) are not doublets. I would note 
that one could argue that the last account is omitted because of Luke’s 
avoiding issues of the law, as he did in the Sermon on the Plain; but the 
others still need to be explained, especially the Syrophoenician woman, 


who as a Gentile fits a favorite Lucan theme. 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964—76) 


1 See S. Kim 1985: 7-14 for bibliographic details on these scholars. See 


also excursus 5. 
2 The association of the Suffering Servant and the Son of Man is perhaps 


the most common thread suggested for this link. 
OT Old Testament 

LXX Septuagint 

LXX Septuagint 

NT New Testament 
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NT New Testament 
3 For vindication texts, see Ps. 3, 8, 9, 18, 27, 32, 56, and others where 
the righteous have hope of vindication. For resurrection texts, see Wis. 


2:12-20; 5:1-7; Bayer 1986: 239 and n. 99. 


OT Old Testament 

a Luke 9:45 and 18:34. In addition, it could hardly be said that the 
disciples waited for a resurrection after Jesus’ death! It is this point that the 
disciples did not understand about Jesus’ prediction, not that he would die 
and eventually be vindicated. Another element in their lack of 
understanding would be why these events were necessary as a part of God’s 
plan. It is hard to believe that they did not understand the content of Jesus’ 
prediction that he would die and be raised at least at some point. But the 


disciples wanted Jesus to show his rule immediately and they wanted to 


share in that rule. They thought that his death killed such hopes. The 
meaning of Jesus’ words is not difficult to understand, but their necessity 
and their timing are things that the disciples clearly did not perceive 


originally. 

NT New Testament 
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NIDNTT The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, 
edited by L. Coenen, E. Beyreuther, and H. Bietenhard; English translation 
edited by C. Brown (4 vols.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1975-86) 


PG Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, edited by J. P. Migne 
(161 vols.; Paris, 1857-66) 


PL Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Latina, edited by J. P. Migne (221 
vols.; Paris, 1844-55) 


TDNT Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, edited by G. Kittel and 
G. Friedrich; translated and edited by G. W. Bromiley (10 vols.; Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964-76) 

9 Luke 4:14 (of guidance); 4:36 (over spirits); 5:17, 6:19, and 8:46 (for 
healing); 9:1 and 10:13 (over demons and miracles); 19:37 (praise for the 
miracles done by God through Jesus); Ernst 1977: 285; BAGD 207-8; BAA 


417-19. Achtemeier 1978 has a good discussion of miracles as a major 


Lucan theme; he also shows that these miracles are not tied to ancient views 
of magic nor based on the OT. 

1 The verse count is from Aland and Aland 1987: 29. 

8 In the main, my classification follows Holmes 1989. Manuscript dates 
are given according to Aland and Aland 1987. Rather than giving priority to 
any one family of manuscripts, I prefer Holmes’s “eclectic” approach to 
textual criticism. 

1 The verse count is from Aland and Aland 1987: 29. 

8 In the main, my classification follows Holmes 1989. Manuscript dates 
are given according to Aland and Aland 1987. Rather than giving priority to 
any one family of manuscripts, I prefer Holmes’s “eclectic” approach to 
textual criticism. 

1 Aland 1985: 814. After the introduction to the pericope, there are only 
three differences: Luke 3:8 has the plural fruits, while Matt. 3:8 has the 
singular fruit; Luke 3:8 has do not begin to say, while Matt. 3:8 has do not 
think to say; and Luke 3:9 has an extra conjunction and. 

1 Schürmann 1969: 171 n. 64 notes that most of the terms from 3:15-18 
(which is 816 in Aland 1985) show up elsewhere in Luke predominately 
where he has parallels. Ernst 1977: 145 calls the introduction Lucan, but 
with less rationale. 

1 See the discussion of sources in 5:1-11, where this latter option is 
slightly preferred. Those who hold to Matthean priority have a similar view 
of Luke’s placement, since Matthew’s order is temptations (Matt. 4:1-11), 


summary of Galilean ministry using a citation from Isa. 9 unique to 


Matthew (Matt. 4:12-17), and then the disciples’ call (Matt. 4:18—22), 
which parallels Mark 1:16-20. Aland 1985: 8320, 30, 32, 34. 

2 Aland 1985: 835. Note especially Mark 1:22a and Luke 4:32a. The 
latter part of Luke 4:32 is a condensed version of Mark 1:22b. Those who 
see Mark coming from Luke speak of expansion. One difference is that 
Luke repeats the point that Capernaum is in Galilee, while Mark lacks such 
a note. 

4 Aland 1985: 836. For the list of differences, see Fitzmyer 1981: 542; 
Schramm 1971: 85-88. 

35 Matthew has no parallel to this summary; Aland 1985: 839. Matthean 
prioritists who see Mark as the last Gospel argue that Mark followed Luke. 

4 Such would be the view of anyone who thinks that Mark is later than 
Luke. They would also mention Matt. 4:18-22 in this discussion. See Aland 
1985: 841. 

1 Aland 1985: 878. Extrabiblical parallels are the Gospel of Thomas 54, 
68-69 and the Acts of Paul 5-6 (Bovon 1989: 295). Thomas’s order is poor, 
persecuted, and hungry.we 

5 This type of pronouncement account is common in Luke: 5:17—26; 
here; 7:36-50; 17:12-19; 18:18-23 (the only one with a negative outcome); 
19:1-10; 23:39-43. Four of these seven accounts (7:36-50; 17:12-19; 
19:1-10; 23:39-43) are unique to Luke. (For the view that 7:36-50 is 
uniquely Lucan, contra Aland 1985: 8114, see the discussion of sources for 
that unit.) 

4 The amount of material in these groups can be variously measured, 


depending on the division of the pericopes and one’s judgment about the 


presence of parallels. Egelkraut 1976: 27 bases the percentages in Luke’s 
central section (for him 9:51—19:48) on the pericope delineation in two 


common synopses: 


Lucan Parallels Unique Lucan Lucan Parallels 


to Matthew (i.e., Material to Mark 
Q) 
Aland 1985 26 of 75 27 of 75 22 of 75 


pericopes (35%) pericopes (36%) pericopes (29%) 


Huck and 25 of 60 24 of 60 11 of 60 
Lietzmann 1936 pericopes (42%) pericopes (40%) pericopes (18%) 


Resseguie 1975: 4 calculates the same section this way: of 60 Lucan 
pericopes, 31 (52%) parallel Matthew/Q and 29 (48%) are uniquely Lucan. 
Resseguie argues that only one-tenth of the material in 9:51-18:14 has even 
a possible Marcan connection. Teaching material that is capable of being 
repeated might slightly alter the exact count. Nonetheless, the numbers of 
Huck-Lietzmann and Resseguie are closer to the real percentages, since 
Luke 9:51-18:14 lacks any significant Marcan parallels. In addition, most 
of the Q pericopes and unique Lucan material are long units. Conceptual 
overlap with Matthew and unique Lucan material abound (see the 


introduction in vol. 1, pp. 10-12). Goulder (1989: 455) notes that in 9:51- 


13:21 one of every three words comes from Q or L, while in 13:22-18:14 
(where Goulder ends the unit) one in six words comes from this material. 

5 Luke’s wording is similar to Matt. 10:40 and John 13:20 conceptually, 
but not verbally; Aland 1985: 8179. 

59 This is why K. Aland (in Metzger 1975: 151) is certain that seventy- 
two was original. Wiefel 1988: 195 asks if seventy is not an attempt to get a 
round number. 

2 I do not follow Aland 1985: 8114 and 8194 in positing Synoptic 
parallels for 7:39 and 11:38. See the discussions of sources and historicity 
for 7:36-50 and 11:37-54. 

70 So Winter 1955; also mentioned by older commentators such as Luce 
1933: 86 and Alford 1874: 446. 

12 This is a better way to look at the account than to argue that Simon is 
rude, insensitive, or uninterested (e.g., Morgan 1931: 103 calls Simon 
supercilious; Alford 1874: 510 speaks of Simon’s disgust). 

15 Fitzmyer 1981: 468. Jeremias, TDNT 4:269—71, notes that in later 
Judaism the imagery describes the creation of the nation, as Tg. Isa. 51:1 
shows. Bovon 1989: 172 does not consider the allusion likely, since he sees 
Luke alluding to the Gentiles here. Bovon also distinguishes between a 
stone (here) and a rock (the OT image). Bovon is right that Luke has an 
implication here about Gentiles, but that still need not deny the background 
of the OT, especially since the Greek wording is translated out of the 
original setting. The OT allusion is possible, though not certain. This 
remark is also against a view of “covenantal nomism”; see Allison 1987. 


Placement into blessing is not a matter of election through mere biology. 


16 Keck 1970-71. B. Hag. 15a, a talmudic reference of later origin, 
makes this connection. More recently, Allison 1992 argues vigorously for a 
connection to Gen. 1:2. The Messianic Vision fragment from Qumran (see 
photograph and R. H. Eisenman’s translation in Biblical Archaeology 
Review 17.6 [Nov.—Dec. 1991]: 65) might contain an allusion to Messiah 
and Gen. 1:2. If so, the objection to the lateness of the other Jewish parallels 
is removed. The image would suggest a “new” beginning in God’s work, 
though I disagree with Allison that the remark is only symbolic, as if one 
must choose between history and symbol. 

12 Fitzmyer 1981: 623 is skeptical of the new Moses emphasis in Luke, 
but underplays the Mosaic allusions in Acts. If the motif is present, it is 
clearer in Matthew than in Luke, though even in Matthew it is not certain. 
For the motif in Matthew, see Davies and Allison 1988: 423-24; against its 
presence in Matthew is Carson 1984: 129. 

14 Hendriksen 1978: 334 argues for this locale; Marshall 1978: 241—42 
calls it possible. Davies and Allison 1988: 422 mention Karn Hattin (Horns 
of Hattin) as another suggestion, but they prefer not to adopt a specific 
location, since for them the Matthean sermon is a collected representative 
sermon, as opposed to a sermon in a single place (see excursus 7 for 
details). Edersheim 1889: 1.524 argues against Karn Hattin. 

17 Tannehill 1986: 155-56 argues that Luke holds out hope for Israel’s 
future, citing Allison 1983: 75 as support. Allison argues that Jesus uses the 
standard Jewish form for giving a conditional prophecy; see also Allison 


1985: 157. Marshall 1978: 577 leans this way. 


46 The English translations by H. T. Andrews (in Charles 1913: 2.113) 
and Hadas 1951: 180—81 correctly look like the Golden Rule, while that by 
R. J. H. Shutt (in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 2.26) does not. 

9 Lesser figures for the average size of land ownership are presented by 
Applebaum 1976: 656—58, who argues that seven hectares may be 
optimistic. Even on these numbers, five yoke of oxen points to a large 
landowner. 

12 Carson 1984: 239 (undecided between this and view 1); A. Ehrman 
1978; Arbeitman 1980. Fitzmyer 1981: 620 calls this view highly unlikely 
but gives no reason. 

12 For a figurative force are Fitzmyer 1981: 671, 673-74; Hendriksen 
1978: 395-96; Arndt 1956: 212; Marshall 1978: 294; Ernst 1977: 250; 
Schürmann 1969: 416 n. 53 (who mentions that such a reed, Phragmites 
communis, could grow to a height of sixteen feet). 

14 Arndt 1956: 219; Luke 7:21 (of a blind person graced with sight); 
Rom. 8:32; 1 Cor. 2:12; Phil. 1:29; Eph. 4:32 (twice). The verb used in this 
soteriological sense is largely a Pauline term, while the noun ydpic is more 
widespread; Acts 15:11; Heb. 4:16 (twice); 1 Pet. 1:10; 2 Pet. 3:18. 

24 Arndt discusses this sense for Ott, which is also found in Luke 1:22; 
6:21; 13:2; Gal. 4:6; John 9:16; and 1 John 3:14. This might be called an 
“evidentiary” use of 6t1; what is seen is evidence of another spiritual reality, 
not the cause of it. Love is the product (result) rather than the cause (basis). 
The rain results in the windows’ being wet, so forgiveness results in love. 

7 The phrase kata nód Kai kouny (from city to village) has a 


distributive force and is grammatically linked to the reference to traveling; 


Fitzmyer 1981: 697; Arndt 1956: 223; Schürmann 1969: 445 n. 5. 

11 Seed as a metaphor for the word is common in the ancient world; 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 25; Pseudo-Plutarch, Liberal Education 4 (2B); Plato, 
Phaedrus 276B-77A; Klauck 1978: 192-96. ‘O omeipwv is generic in force 
and should be translated “a sower”; Arndt 1956: 229. Xmeipai is an 
infinitive of purpose: he went out “to sow his seed.” On the generic article, 
see BDF 8252 and BDR §252b. 

23 Arndt 1956: 230 notes that no decretal theology is explicit in the 
reference to one’s being given the mysteries, since that would require an 
aorist tense. But despite Arndt’s note, the implication of God’s sovereign 
direction, though not a formal decree, is present. A grammatical parallel to 
this use of Duiv is found in 1 Cor. 1:18, where nptv is thrown forward in its 
clause. 

39 So Ernst 1977: 269. Some see a Paulinist touch here. Plummer 1896: 
220 suggests that the Lucan conclusion in 8:12 may go back to Paul; Arndt 
1956: 230. Others suggest that Luke is using church terminology to make 
clear what Jesus means, a point that seems likely; Marshall 1978: 325; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 713. 

13 AaiAay may be onomatopoetic; so Arndt 1956: 327; Job 21:18; 38:1. 
The other NT uses are Mark 4:37 and 2 Pet. 2:17; BAGD 462-63; BAA 
940. Matt. 8:24 uses oeıouög (earthquake or storm), a term that may make 
apocalyptic associations with the event; BAGD 746; BAA 1493. 

5 Arndt 1956: 238 puts all of these events on the same day, while 
Marshall 1978: 335 suggests an allusion to Ps. 65:7 [65:8 MT] and the 


“tumult of the people,” though the verbal connection is vague. C. F. Evans 


1990: 383 notes Ps. 65:5-8 [65:6-9 MT]; 46:2-6 [46:3-7 MT]; Isa. 17:12— 
13, which are less than evident. Matt. 8-9 is topically arranged. 

10 Arndt 1956: 240 suggests something like the latter question; also 1 
Kings 17:18. 

26 Arndt 1956: 243 argues that their consciences feared more distress 
from God’s presence. Hendriksen 1978: 449 calls such fear sinful, because 
they showed no interest in the exorcised man. Danker 1988: 183 notes that a 
reference to possessions is unstated in Luke. 

32 So Cranfield 1959: 176. Plummer 1896: 227 speaks of Kersa, a locale 
near the lake, but he rejects Origen’s association of it with Gergesa. Arndt 
1956: 239-40 and Bovon 1989: 434 accept Gergesa as original in Luke. 
Liefeld 1984: 914-15 is rightly cautious about a solution, as is Nolland 
1989: 407. No clearly superior option exists between reading a regional 
reference or concluding that Gergesa is intended. 

33 Arndt 1956: 240-41 speaks of many commands; Danker 1988: 182 of 
an ingressive imperfect (“he began to command” or “was about to 
command”), which is probably better; so also Fitzmyer 1981: 738; BDF 
8328, 8329, 8331. Bovon 1989: 435 n. 44 calls the choice very difficult, a 
judgment with which I concur. 

11 Num. 32:41; Judg. 10:3; Arndt 1956: 246. Fitzmyer 1981: 745 notes 
other uses of the name in the first century. Nolland 1989: 419 notes that if 
the name has Aramaic roots (7’U?, Jair), then it means “he [God] will 
awaken” (1 Chron. 20:5). 

25 According to Arndt 1956: 247, this is the only place where Jesus 


makes such an address. However, he has missed 13:16, where a woman is 


addressed as a daughter of Abraham (noted by Tiede 1988: 176). Cf. the 

description of Zacchaeus as “son of Abraham” in 19:9. Bovon 1989: 450 
and n. 50 notes that the term suggests Jesus’ authority. See also Ps. 45:10 
[44:11 LXX]; Zeph. 3:14; and Lam. 4:21-22. The length of the woman’s 
problem suggests that she is older than Jesus. 

33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445-46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

5 On the discussion of the exact locale of the city, whether it is on or just 
north of the sea, see Arndt 1956: 253-54. John 6:1 calls this sea the “Sea of 
Tiberias.” 

6 So Arndt 1956: 254 argues for two Bethsaidas; otherwise Fitzmyer 
1981: 765-66; Godet 1875: 1.404—5 (who sees many places with this name 
along the lake, since the name is a generic description); Ptolemy, 
Geography 5.16.4. Cf. Josephus’s use of “Gaulanite” in Antiquities 18.1.1 
84 and “Galilean” in 18.1.6 823. A region is addressed, not just a populated 
locale, as the dilemma about food makes clear. Bethsaida may be nothing 
more than temporary “headquarters” for mission in the region. Arndt and 
Godet may be right about the Marcan reference being a distinct locale using 
a generic name. John 12:21 may confirm the distinction. 

7 Arndt 1956: 255 notes that eig can mean “toward” as well as “into,” 
though whether Luke is being this precise is uncertain. He may simply be 


noting the center of activity. 


13 Arndt 1956: 256 mentions 1 Kings 17:15 and 2 Kings 4:5-6, though 
he rejects the view that this account was created to parallel the OT. 

16 So étaypnyopnoavtes (a NT hapax legomenon) is an ingressive 
aorist: “began to awaken fully” (Arndt 1956: 263). BAGD 182 and BAA 
365 argue for this ingressive sense, rather than suggesting that drowsiness is 
the point of the description. 

17 On the term €xBGAAq (to thrust out), see BAGD 237 82 and BAA 478 
82. Against Hendriksen 1978: 572, the term does not mean “force out” here. 
It is, however, a strong, graphic term that shows that God calls and equips; 
so Arndt 1956: 281. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

14 So Arndt 1956: 300, though Luke’s usual use of this tense makes this 


conclusion less than certain. 


17 The phrase oi vioi budv refers to “your own people” (Arndt 1956: 
300), although most see it as referring to the “sons of the Pharisees” 
(Rengstorf, TDNT 4:443) or more broadly to “countrymen” (Godet 1875: 
2.64) (see BAGD 833 §1ca; BAA 1663 81ca; Heb. 12:5; 1 Pet. 5:13). 
Nolland 1993a: 639 states the question this way: “What will other Jewish 
exorcists, in light of their own exorcizing activity, make of such a view?” 
For a different (and I think more preferable) view, see n. 19 below. 

8 Plummer 1896: 306 argues that resurrection is implied at the end of the 
verse by the giving of a sign, but the Lucan context alone does not make 
such a reference clear. Hendriksen 1978: 627 and Arndt 1956: 302 make 
resurrection the only point, though Arndt admits that only Matthew makes 
this connection clear. 

12 Arndt 1956: 303 equates person and time. In contrast, Ellis 1974: 168 
and Talbert 1982: 139 suggest that the Spirit is referred to, but this is too 
specific, since there is no clear contextual indication to him. He is only an 
implication of what Jesus brings. 

14 Acts 14:22 may be written with the realization of such divisions in 
mind; Arndt 1956: 324. 

8 On the rare use of amoAv@ as a description of being freed from the 
effects of disease, see BAGD 96; BAA 193; Josephus, Antiquities 3.11.3 
8264. The term is generally used of freeing prisoners or releasing from debt. 
This common usage may inform the use of the term here. Contextually, the 
perfect tense announces entry into a state of healing; Arndt 1956: 329. 

22 Berger 1972: 209-26 argues that the law refers to the “will of God.” 
Schweizer 1984: 258 says the law is newly interpreted by Jesus’ kingdom 


preaching and is valid as a moral norm (at least in some of its elements). 
Plummer 1896: 389 and Arndt 1956: 361 see a distinction between moral 
law and defunct ceremonial law. 

19 See the unit introduction for a discussion about afterlife symbolism. 
Klostermann 1929: 168-69 notes the tension and cites 23:43 as another 
example of instant awareness of blessing after death. Arndt 1956: 365 notes 
that Acts 7:59; 2 Cor. 5:8; and Phil. 1:23 express a similar hope of instant 
awareness by the righteous. It may be that instant consciousness occurs in 
what has been called the “intermediate state,” with confirming judgment 
and glorified resurrection coming later. 

10 This type of conditional clause uses ¿áv (if). The aorist imperatives 
probably denote something generally done; Arndt 1956: 368. For émut 
(to rebuke), see the exegesis of 4:35a. 

16 The use of ei (if) plus Gv (untranslated particle) yields a mixed 
condition; Arndt 1956: 369; BDF 8372.1a. On the idiom niot éyetv (to 
have faith), see 4 Macc. 16:22; Matt. 17:20; 21:21 = Mark 11:22; Acts 14:9; 
Rom. 14:2 (conceptually); 1 Cor. 13:2; 1 Tim. 1:19; 3:9; Philem. 5; James 
2:1, 14, 18; Hanse, TDNT 2:826 n. 58. 

29 On dertög, see Lev. 11:13; Deut. 14:12; Job 39:27; Matt. 24:28; 
BAGD 19; BAA 36; Marshall 1978: 669. Aetoc can refer to an eagle, but 
not here, since eagles do not seek out dead meat; Rev. 12:14; 4:7; 8:13; 
Arndt 1956: 376. Attempts to interpret &etög as eagle, recalling the Roman 
emblem that accompanied the invasion of Jerusalem, assume a post—a.d. 70 


date for Luke, as well as suggest an image contextually distant from the 


metaphor here; but so Danker 1988: 294; Leaney 1958: 232; and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1173 (with less certainty). 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 141 overstates the parallelism with Pauline usage, as 
do Fitzmyer 1985: 1185 and Arndt 1956: 380. Linnemann 1966: 62-63, 
144-46 n. 11; Ernst 1977: 497-98; and Marshall 1978: 680-81 are clearer. 
Cf. Ps. 51:19 [51:21 MT]; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 12:7; x1Q28b [= 1QSb] 4.22. 

12 The aorist may be ingressive (“we do not want him to be enthroned to 
rule over us”; Arndt 1956: 392), though a summary aorist is also possible. 

10 Imperfect eüpıokov with deliberative subjunctive tomowov portrays 
in this context a contemplative and continuous effort: “They were not 
finding what they might do”; Arndt 1956: 401. The original question was, 
“What can we do?” 

13 For example, the Western Wall of the temple still stands today, though 
Arndt 1956: 418 argues that this is not included in Jesus’ remarks. 

28 Josephus, Jewish War 5-7, esp. 6.5.1 88271-73; 6.9.3 8420; 7.5.3 
8118; 7.5.5 8138; 7.5.6 8154. Plummer 1896: 482 thinks that Josephus’s 
numbers are too high. Arndt 1956: 421-22 accepts them, arguing that many 
people had fled to the city, thus inflating its population. Regardless, it is 
clear that the city was leveled and much of its population slain. On the 
suggested population of Jerusalem during feast time, see excursus 11. 
Current scholarly estimates for feast-day population are 110,000-150,000. 

6 Arndt 1956: 430 argues that demonic possession is not meant, but this 
conclusion is not clear from the text. Resolving such details is probably 


beyond our ability, given the brevity of the text. 


17 The term for bread lacks an article, suggesting that Jesus took “some” 
bread, not all of it; Arndt 1956: 438. 

22 Arndt 1956: 444 speaks of Peter’s “again bec|oming] a believer,” a 
most unfortunate way to express the force of the verb. Peter had this 
position all along. On turning, see Luke 17:4; Acts 3:19; 9:35; 11:21; 14:15; 
15:19; 26:18, 20. On faith as faithfulness, see Luke 18:8; Acts 14:22; 16:5. 
Marshall 1978: 822 sees a possible allusion to 2 Sam. 15:20. 

26 Arndt 1956: 444 suggests that Jesus communicated that the denial 
would come before morning and before a rooster crowed twice that 
evening. Marshall 1978: 823 argues that this is a summary of Mark. Since 
most assume that Luke did not know Matthew, the question is raised 
whether a summary is present or whether Luke had another source. 
Matthean prioritists simply see Luke following Matthew here. 

34 Plummer 1896: 507 and Arndt 1956: 445 note that this passage 
helped create the two-realms theory of papal power, one secular, the other 
spiritual. This doctrine was formalized by Boniface VIII in his 1302 Unam 
Sanctam, though it was discussed much earlier. This theory parallels the 
disciples’ misunderstanding, but in a different direction. The disciples 
would use the sword to defend and gain power, but the papacy was trying to 
hold on to complete power. 

11 This last clause is expressed impersonally without a clear subject and 
is usually translated as “he is already spending the third day” (BDF 8129; 
BDR 8129.2.3; BAGD 14 84), although Arndt 1943 translates it as “it is 
three days.” On the use of ovv with the force of “besides all this,” see BDF 
8221; BDR 8221. 


27 Plummer 1896: 558 rhetorically suggests that Thomas left in the 
middle of Peter’s and other disciples’ earlier reports, while expressing his 
doubt, thus missing the meal that starts in 24:36. Saying that only ten were 
present, Arndt 1956: 491 identifies this meeting with John 20:19-24. He 
takes “Eleven” to be a general way to refer to the group of apostles without 
Judas, without insisting that all those who remained were present. If 
Thomas left or if the term is general, then the connection is possible. The 
latter is likely. 

4 Creed 1930: 37-38 mentions these associations and rejects them, as do 
Bultmann 1963: 299-300 and Schürmann 1969: 131 n. 244. The 
comparison was described by Aufhauser 1926 and defended by Garbe 1959: 
47-49, but there are just too many differences between these accounts. 

24 Michel, TDNT 8:94-105; M. Stern 1974: 330-34; Donahue 1971; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 469-70; Badian 1972. E. Sanders 1992: 146-69 notes that 
the tax system in Palestine was not more oppressive than in other regions. 
He estimates that taxes consumed somewhere between 20 percent and 30 
percent of one’s income. For a more skeptical view that sees toll collectors 
as a symbolic representation of Jesus’ outreach to archetypal sinners, see 
Neale 1991: 110-15. I regard Neale’s dichotomy between symbolic 
representation and history as false for reasons made clear below. In this 
approach Neale follows Horsley 1987, and both underestimate the 
connections between John and Jesus in terms of audience. See also 5:29-32. 

34 BAGD 54; BAA 107; Sir. 40:30. Luke 18:4 is a conceptual parallel. 
For the lexical and interpretive debate on the term, see Blomberg 1990: 276, 


esp. nn. 51-53. For a careful study of &vaideia, see A. Johnson 1979. He 


argues, however, citing Bailey 1976: 124-33 in support, that the line is 
about the neighbor, not the host, and that the antecedent of the second 
avtod (his) in 11:8 is the neighbor because the neighbor is the constant 
subject in the verse. But this ignores abt (to him) earlier in the verse, 
which refers to the host. Johnson sees the point as God’s responding 
because his honor is at stake. But this meaning dishonors the gracious God 
that Jesus seeks to describe. Johnson is aware of this issue (p. 131 n. 39) 
and argues that Westerners do not appreciate Eastern cultural values. I hold 
that it contradicts the tone of 11:11-13. 

10 Wool, mutton, and cloaks were the three basic products from sheep. 
Bailey 1976: 148 suggests that the number of sheep indicates that the 
shepherd is not the owner but represents a larger group. As Bailey appeals 
to contemporary custom to make this point, which is not clearly linked to 
ancient practice, the observation is possible, but not demonstrable. 

11 It is disputable whether everyday shepherds were seen as negative in 
the culture, so that Jesus’ choice of a shepherd would be shocking; but so 
Bailey 1976: 147. See the exegesis of 2:8. 

6 For the structure, see Bailey 1976: 159-61; Blomberg 1990: 173-74; 
and Tolbert 1979: 98-100. Blomberg argues for a plausible threefold 
division: younger son’s departure (15:11-20a), father’s welcome (15:20b- 
24), and older son’s reaction (15:25-32). 

10 Rengstorf 1967 suggests as allusion to the Jewish custom of gés;ds;4 
(XX), which cut off from society a member who sold a family heirloom to 
an outsider or who married beneath their social rank (Jastrow 1903: 1407— 


8). There is no indication that such a custom applies here, though 


Rengstorf’s study does show the parable’s social context and background in 
terms of the familial symbolism of the ring and robe in 15:22. For 
refutation, see Marshall 1978: 606 and Bailey 1976: 167-68. 

15 Kepärıov (little horn) was eaten only by the poorest humans; BAGD 
429; BAA 873; a NT hapax legomenon. Marshall 1978: 609 cites a saying 
from Lev. Rab. 35.6 on 26:3: “When the Israelites are reduced to carob 
pods, then they repent.” This food was nicknamed “John the Baptist’s 
bread,” on the erroneous idea that John ate carobs. John’s carob was sweet, 
while this carob was bitter; Nolland 1993a: 783; Bailey 1976: 171-73. 

24 Bailey argues that this omission of his resolve to be a worker is key: 
the son backs off from his confession and is disappointed that his effort to 
earn back his relationship, a picture of his “rabbinic-like repentance,” has 
failed. Bailey is right that the son understands that the father “gifted” him 
with a new relationship, but his characterization of the son is too negative, 
as Nolland 1993a: 784 correctly notes. The parable describes a returned 
prodigal, a sinner found, which for Jesus is a positive, not a conniving, 
category. 

32 Blomberg 1990: 244-45 opts for this, seeing him as a “son of this 
world.” Bailey 1976: 86-110 sees the servant enhancing the master’s 
reputation by forcing him to absorb the loss graciously in order to save face. 

42 Schwarz 1974 sees these commendatory remarks as ironic; they are 
really condemnatory. This interpretation is forced and is not a possible 
rendering of Ertawveo (to praise); BAGD 281; BAA 569 (elsewhere in the 
NT at Rom. 15:11; 1 Cor. 11:2, 17, 22 [twice]). Also failing is Bailey’s 


attempt (1976: 107) to argue that Ertaıveo has eschatological force in 


picturing approval at the judgment. Other than the use of praise in Matt. 
25:21, 34, the Gospels do not have this eschatological force, and in this 
Matthean context the eschatological force is clear, not inferred as it would 
have to be here. Porter 1990: 146-47 recognizes that the term must be 
positive, for the steward is commended for choosing to associate with the 
sons of this age, a comment dripping with bitter irony from the master. If 
one is to argue the irony position, this is the best way to do it. Against it, 
however, is the comparison in 16:8-9, which makes the steward look like a 
positive example through the commendation, not a negative one. 

5 For the history of interpretation of this passage, see Boobyer 1942: 1— 
47; Liefeld 1974: 162-65; Baltensweiler 1959. Since no sayings of Jesus 
appear in this passage, the Jesus Seminar does not discuss it. 

35 In Luke’s writings: Luke 1:30; 2:10; Acts 18:9; 27:24; elsewhere in 
the NT: Matt. 1:20; 28:5, 10; Mark 6:50; Rev. 1:17; in the OT: Gen. 15:1; 
26:24; Josh. 8:1; Isa. 43:1, 5; 44:2; Jer. 46:27—28; Dan. 10:12. See Balz, 
TDNT 9:212 §D2c; Marshall 1978: 56; Plummer 1896: 12; Creed 1930: 10. 

20 Luke 12:5; 18:2, 4; 23:40. In Acts, the God-fearer is a person who 
respects God but does not know Jesus, often a non-proselyte Gentile 
favorable to God (10:2, 22, 35; 13:16, 26, 50 [probably]), or a Jew (16:14); 
Balz, TDNT 9:212-13. 

15 To indicate sleep, Luke uses Unvoc (BAGD 843; BAA 1679; 
elsewhere in Luke’s writings twice in Acts 20:9) and Bapeo (to be heavy; 
BAGD 133; BAA 267; elsewhere in Luke’s writings only in Luke 21:34). 
In 22:45—46, Luke uses the synonymous koidaw and Ka8evdo. It is clear 


that the disciples are in deep sleep, for the phrase BeBapnpevor nvo 


translates literally as “weighed down with sleep.” Balz, TDNT 8:554, 
speaks of disciples “drunk with sleep.” Bovon’s term “second 
consciousness” (1989: 498) is too visionary in force. He cites Gen. 15:12; 
Dan. 8:18; 10:9. 

10 Bammel, TDNT 6:907 n. 203, notes that those who fail to leave all 
behind fail to be in the inner circle. 

7 1 Enoch 102.9-10 shows the Jewish contempt for the selfish rich. T. 
Moses 7.3 may apply to the Sadducees or Pharisees. Lachs 1987: 311-12 
revives Manson’s thesis and rejects the idea that this is a description of the 
Pharisees. On the Pharisees’ relatively modesty means (not every lover of 
money succeeds in being rich), see Jeremias 1969: 259; Bammel, TDNT 
6:901-2. 

16 Besides those already cited, other major works on Jesus’ trial are 
Bammel 1970, Blinzler 1969, Sherwin-White 1963: 24-47, and Winter 
1974. Catchpole, Blinzler, and Sherwin-White defend the historicity of 
much of the Lucan account. Fitzmyer 1985: 1466 also thinks a morning trial 
is most likely. 

15 This view has been qualified recently by Barr 1988; see Witherington 
1990: 217-18 for an evaluation of Barr’s critique. On relating to God as a 
child does to a parent, see Luke 18:15-17; Dunn 1975: 23. R. Brown 1994: 
172-75 has a full discussion of .abba:. 


33 66 


61 See also the Gospel of Thomas 45a. On oanpög as “rotten,” “useless,” 
or “of no value,” see Bauernfeind, TDNT 7:97; Wiefel 1988: 139; Eph. 


4:29. 


16 On ärtoög as “clear, pure, healthy,” see BAGD 86 and BAA 171. 
When the eye is clear, it is healthy and takes in light. The eye is a figure for 
spiritual condition in Matt. 6:22; Prov. 4:18-19; 11:25 (ünAoög with a 
different sense); T. Iss. 3.4; 4.6; Bauernfeind, TDNT 1:386; Michaelis, 
TDNT 5:377; Harder, TDNT 6:556; SB 1:302, 431-32, 722, 833. 

8 On the coin, see BAGD 117; BAA 235; Matt. 10:29 (the only other NT 
use). Wiefel 1988: 233 puts its worth at five pfennigs, one of the smallest 
German coins. A denarius was a day’s wage, so this is very little money. 
The most basic worker would earn this in roughly a half hour. The term for 
Sparrow (OTpouBiov) may also indicate simply a “little bird”; Plummer 
1896: 319-20; Ps. 11:1 [10:1 LXX]; 84:3 [83:4 LXX]; MM 594; 
Bauernfeind, TDNT 7:730, 732 n. 19; Fitzmyer 1985: 960. 

9 See McArthur 1960: 105-27; Carson 1984: 126-27; Jeremias 1963b: 
1-12, 19-23; Hunter 1965: 107-11; Toussaint 1980: 86-94; Bauman 1985; 
and J. Martin 1986. 

1 So correctly Luce 1933: 193-94, who is not averse to claiming that 
sayings are nonhistorical, yet defends historicity here. Marshall 1978: 398 
notes the OT conceptual parallel in Num. 11:24—30. To be rejected is 
Goulder’s view (1989: 450) that Luke 9:49--50 is really a subtle defense of 
Paul before the apostles, a view that looks like F. C. Baur reborn. Goulder is 
right to reject the view that Jesus endorses non-Christian exorcists here. 
They cannot act in Jesus’ name. Luke has in mind those who have 
responded to Jesus and have sought to minister for him. He encourages such 


involvement. 


4 Bayer 1986: 163-64. Silence does not mean that Jesus rejects a 
political messiahship. Jesus is a political Messiah in Luke (Acts 3:14-26). 
He will exercise such authority one day, but the point is that he will not do 
so at this time. The misunderstanding that is so dangerous is one of timing, 
not substance. 

3 Bayer 1986: 193-94. Appealing to possible oral tradition, Marshall 
1978: 394 more cautiously notes that n&AAeı reflects an Aramaic participle 
and thus perhaps the saying’s ancient form. Colpe, TDNT 8:444, speaks of a 
possible “unabbreviated special tradition,” though he also sees the church 
developing this tradition. Fitzmyer 1981: 812 sees Luke’s dependence only 
on Mark, though he has trouble explaining Luke’s abbreviated prediction. 
Bayer 1986: 197 makes a good case against the Lucan short form as the 
original form, arguing that Luke has abbreviated the tradition. Against a 
second source is Nolland 1993a: 512. 

3 For vindication texts, see Ps. 3, 8, 9, 18, 27, 32, 56, and others where 
the righteous have hope of vindication. For resurrection texts, see Wis. 
2:12-20; 5:1-7; Bayer 1986: 239 and n. 99. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 995-96 notes that awareness of rejection by a 
religious leader is not unparalleled and cites 1QH 2.11-14, 32-33 as 
examples. Jesus was capable of anticipating his vindication in death; so 
correctly Bayer 1986: 77-85. 

17 1 Cor. 11:2, 23; 15:3; Mark 7:13; Jude 3; Fitzmyer 1981: 296. On the 
verb’s aorist form, cf. BDF 895.1. 

33 This is the polite form of address; see BDF 860.2. However, that 
Theophilus is of high rank is not guaranteed; see Bovon 1989: 39 n. 64. See 


Theophrastus, Characters 5, who says that the address is “simple flattering 
speech.” Nonetheless, Luke’s usage does strongly lean toward a greeting of 
respect. 

19 Stylistically this is like some OT phrases, e.g., “advanced in days” 
(Gen. 18:11; 24:1; Josh. 13:1; 23:1; 1 Kings 1:1); BDF 8197; N. Turner 
1963: 220 (dative of respect using Ev); Luke 1:18; 2:36; Delling, TDNT 
2:947-50, and esp. n. 42. 

22 On the structure of this verse and Luke’s use of €yéveto, see Creed 
1930: 9; Klostermann 1929: 6-7; Marshall 1978: 54; BDF 8472.3. 

33 Fear is slightly emphatic in the sentence; BDF 8472.2. 

37 Gen. 16:11; 17:19; 1 Kings 13:2; Isa. 7:14; 49:1; also Luke 1:31; 
Matt. 1:21; Marshall 1978: 56. On the grammar, see BDF 8157.2; Matt. 
1:21, 23, 25; Luke 1:31; 2:21. 

43 On the grammar of this emphatic command, see N. Turner 1963: 96; 
BDF 8365.3; the LXX of Num. 6:3 and 1 Sam. 1:11 lacks pn. 

48 On €v substituting for eig and meaning “into,” see BDF 8218; N. 
Turner 1963: 257. 

64 Examples include Luke 5:1, 12, 17; 8:1, 22; 9:28, 51; see Fitzmyer 
1981: 119. It is classical style; BDF 8472.3. 

29 BDF 8177, §233.2; BDR 8177.1-2; Marshall 1978: 68; Klostermann 
1929: 14. Luke 1:33 is the only use of the verb in the Gospels with 
reference to Jesus; K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:590. References to his “kingdom” 
are found in 22:30 and 23:42. Despite the absence of this term, regal reign 
imagery is found in several other terms and concepts, especially in Luke’s 


use of Ps. 110:1 in Luke-Acts, as well as in the picture of Jesus’ victory 


over Satan. In the OT, 2 Sam. 2:4 comes closest to this wording; Nolland 
1989: 52. 

48 Creed 1930: 21; R. Brown 1977: 292; Klostermann 1929: 15; BDF 
8302.1; BDR 8302.1.2. The force is that “nothing at all is impossible” for 
God. 

56 Not, “I wish it would be to me according to your word,” but, “let it be 
according to your word”; BDF 8384; BDR 8384.3; Fitzmyer 1981: 352. 

4 K ai €yéveto (or €yéveto 5€) with a verb is a common Lucan 
expression: 1:5, 8, 23, 41, 59; 2:1, 6; 6:1; 8:22; Fitzmyer 1981: 363; 
Klostermann 1929: 16-17. On the grammar with &kovw, where the genitive 
indicates the speaker and the accusative the thing heard, see BDF 8173 and 
BDR 8173.1—2. Luke 11:31 and 15:25 are grammatically parallel to 1:41. 

15 Plummer 1896: 29; Marshall 1978: 81. BDF 8189.3 speaks of an 
ellipsis in the verse. 

16 Plummer 1896: 29. Luke 10:11 and 12:39 are syntactically parallel 
but use ðt, not iva; BDF 8394; BDR 8394.3.3. “Iva is epexegetical. 

16 BDF 8333.2; BDR §333.1b.6, 8331.1. The frequency of such tense 
shifts in Hebrew poetry is demonstrated by Buth 1984, who argues, on the 
basis of this feature, that the hymn was originally in Hebrew. 

19 R. Brown 1977: 337; BDF §493.2; BDR 8493.2-3; Büchsel, TDNT 
1:663. This is called “distributive doubling.” Schürmann 1969: 75 n. 231 
prefers the translation “for many generations” with BDF. 

22 BDF 8333; Hendriksen 1978: 108, 112 defends this sense and cites 
Robertson 1923: 836-37, though Robertson says “maybe” to this view. For 
Grigsby 1984: 167 n. 29, this force is impossible, and he notes that the BDF 


discussion of the gnomic aorist does not mention the Magnificat. He 
apparently failed to read the fine-print portion of 8333.2, where the hymn is 
mentioned. His omission undercuts the key reason he offers for rejecting a 
pre-Christian setting for the hymn. 

27 Fitzmyer 1981: 368 sees a purpose infinitive here; BDF §391.4 
argues for result; Marshall 1978: 85 and Michel, TDNT 4:676, opt for a 
causal reference. 

2 The reference to Elizabeth is in the emphatic position; BDF 8472.2; 
BDR 8472.2.6. 

11 BDF 8472.2 and BDR 8472.2.6 note that this word order is emphatic, 
since the reference to fear is delayed and the reference to all is moved 
forward. Literally the word order translates “there came upon all, fear.” 

13 On the grammar of the predicate use of ti see BDF §299.2 and BDR 
8299.22. 

11 In this chapter, both Elizabeth (1:41-44) and Zechariah give Spirit- 
directed remarks. The name Zechariah is in the emphatic position in the 
verse; BDF 8472.2 and BDR 8472.2. 

24 For peta meaning “to,” see BDF 8206.3 and BDR 8206.3.5; “with” 
cannot be meant here because the fathers do not cooperate with God in this 
action. 

34 Schürmann 1969: 91 n. 67; Hendriksen 1978: 131; Wiefel 1988: 65; 
BDF 8400.6. Bovon 1989: 108 correctly states that John has a foot in each 
era, since as the last of the prophets of promise he sets the table for the new 


era (Luke 7:26; 16:16). 


48 The phraseology is Semitic in style, both in using the term rn&pa as 
meaning “time” (BDF 8165; Delling, TDNT 2:950) and in using the 
genitive avadeifewc (R. Brown 1977: 374). The use of dvadeigewc to 
describe his manifesting himself to Israel is the only NT use of the term 
(Sir. 43:6). 

11 Hoehner 1977: 14-15; K. Weiss, TDNT 9:81 n. 12. For the force of 
artoypäpeodaı as a middle verb, “to register oneself,” see BDF 8317; in 
favor of the middle voice are 2:3, 5. 

19 For the grammar of the temporal phrase mpiv ý üv iön, see BDF 
8383.3, 8395. 

25 On the grammar of Kata mpd0mmov, see BAGD 406 8II.1b; BAA 825 
SII.1b; BDF 8140; Plummer 1896: 69. 

26 See Plummer 1896: 69 for four grammatical options for the genitive; 
Farris 1985: 149. R. Brown 1977: 440 notes that the peculiarity of the 
syntax here is a reflection of Semitic style; BDF §259.3. 

9 Danker 1988: 74; Plummer 1896: 74. BDF 8305 discusses the 
distributive use of kata that is present here. 

21 See BAGD 552 811.7; BAA 1120 811.7; BDF 8162.8; Fitzmyer 1981: 
443. Literally, the phrase translates as “in the things of my Father,” with the 
things referred to being determined by the given context. 

10 Though this is its only use in Luke, the construction occurs twenty- 
seven times in Acts; BDF 8451.1; BDR 8451.1.3; Marshall 1978: 149. 

2 See BAGD 691 82c; BAA 1386 82c; Gen. 6:5; Matt. 9:4; Mark 7:23. 
Grammatically the plural ðv is attracted to novnpæv, while it refers back to 


TAVTOV; BDF §294.5; Marshall 1978: 149. 


42 For ei un (in this context: adversative “but”), see Klostermann 1929: 
65; Marshall 1978: 189; BDF 8448.8. 

45 Luke 9:52 and 20:20 are grammatically parallel; BDF §390.3, 8391.3. 

41 Luke uses the optative in indirect questions; BDF 8385.1, 8386.1; 
BDR 8385.1, §386.1. 

20 It is likely that piKpotepoc is to be taken as a superlative. BDF (860, 
8244) discusses the construction, but does not mention this verse. Fitzmyer 
1981: 675 erroneously attributes this form of the remark to the early church; 
see the introduction to 7:18-35. The blessedness of the pikpóteposg is 
frequent in the NT: Matt. 10:42; 18:10, 14; Mark 9:42; Luke 9:48; Nolland 
1989: 337. 

39 Luke 3:18 and 6:6 seem to ignore any clean distinction. In favor of 
the distinction are Godet 1875: 1.345 and Plummer 1896: 202; against it are 
Elliott 1969 and BDF 8306. 

11 Seed as a metaphor for the word is common in the ancient world; 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 25; Pseudo-Plutarch, Liberal Education 4 (2B); Plato, 
Phaedrus 276B-77A; Klauck 1978: 192—96. ‘O oneipov is generic in force 
and should be translated “a sower”; Arndt 1956: 229. Xmeipar is an 
infinitive of purpose: he went out “to sow his seed.” On the generic article, 
see BDF 8252 and BDR §252b. 

3 Hapayivonan is probably Lucan: twenty-eight times in Luke—Acts, 
nine times in rest of NT, with three of these being in Matthew and one in 
Mark. The singular form of the verb reflects occasional Greek style in 
agreeing with the first subject; BDF 8135.1a; BDR 8135.1a; Marshall 1978: 
331; Luke 8:22; Acts 11:14. 


33 Arndt 1956: 240-41 speaks of many commands; Danker 1988: 182 of 
an ingressive imperfect (“he began to command” or “was about to 
command”), which is probably better; so also Fitzmyer 1981: 738; BDF 
8328, 8329, 8331. Bovon 1989: 435 n. 44 calls the choice very difficult, a 
judgment with which I concur. 

10 The latter option is expressed as the protasis of a conditional 
sentence, as is seen by the use of the subjunctive @yopdowpev with ei pnt: 
“unless we should go buy”; Marshall 1978: 360; BDF 8376. 

6 BDR 8442.4b n. 11; BDF 8442.5. Grammatically, the temporal note is 
a parenthetical nominative; BDF 8144. 

4 Note the passive progressive construction: hv napakekañvppévov (was 
being hidden). Marshall 1978: 394 notes that this construction with amo 
(from) is a Hebraism; Ezek. 22:26; BDF 8155.3. Citing Exod. 7:13-14 
(“Pharaoh’s heart was hardened”), Tiede 1988: 193 argues that the passive 
is ambiguous about the concealer’s identity. Such remarks are usually tied 
to God’s sovereignty (1 Cor. 1:30; 2:6-9). Regardless, the implication is 
that such concealment can be overturned only by attention to God’s 
message. Nolland 1993a: 514 holds out the possibility of Satanic binding, 
noting that by 24:25 the disciples are seen as responsible for failing to 
understand. Nolland may be right. 

3 MeiCov is superlative, not comparative, since there are more than two 
disciples (cf. the use of pıkpótepoç, the least, in 9:48; BDF 8244). Luke’s 
characteristic optative ein (might be) expresses a question whose answer is 


uncertain; BDR §267.2.3, §385.2.2; Luke 1:62; 3:15; 6:11. 


4 The initial kai probably means “also” and introduces the second figure 
in the house, Mary. On the use of ööe (this person), here tfjöe, see BDF 
8289, §290.1. 

5 Atakoveiv (to serve) is an infinitive of result: Martha is left with the 
result that she serves alone; BDF 8392.1f. 

6 This emphatic figure of repetition is called “epanadiplosis”; BDF 
8493.1. 

8 The grammar of the last phrase is difficult, but the idea is clear. For the 
options, see BDF 8299.4, 8360.4; BDR 8299.4, 8360.4; Moule 1959: 137, 
187; Moulton and Howard 1929: 472. It is either a wish or an interjection 
that has Semitic roots. 

24’Epyaoia is largely a Lucan term in the NT: Acts 16:16, 19; 19:24, 25; 
Eph. 4:19; Fitzmyer 1985: 1002. Aidapt (to give) with Epyaoia is a 
Latinism; BDF 85.3b. 

6 Comparative napá may be a Semitism; Jeremias 1963a: 141; Luke 
13:4; 18:14; BDF 8236.3; BAGD 611 811.3; BAA 1236 8III.3. The term 
návtaç must mean all other Galileans; Marshall 1978: 553; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1007. 

18 The omission of the apodosis is common in Semitic style; BDF 
8454.4; Acts 23:9; Rom. 9:22—24; Plummer 1896: 340. The apodosis in this 
case reads “well and good”; Manson 1949: 275. 

5 BDF 8310.1 and BDR 8310.1.2 note that even the noun has the force 
of a verbal term in the middle voice, thus: “He went on his way through 
towns and villages, teaching, and taking a journey himself, making his way 


to Jerusalem.” 


7 On the use of ei to introduce questions, see N. Turner 1963: 333; BDF 
8440.3; BDR 8440.3.5; Gen. 17:17; Matt. 12:10; 19:3; Luke 22:49; Acts 
1:6; 22:25. Luke uses this construction for an “indirect question” nineteen 
times. 

25 So the passive ebppatvo (to rejoice); BAGD 327 82; BAA 663 82; 
Luke 12:19; 16:19; Acts 2:26; 7:41; Rom. 15:10; Gal. 4:27. Used in other 
passages for eschatological joy, here its meaning is more mundane. The 
participle payövteg (eating) functions like a second verb (BDF 8420.3; 
Marshall 1978: 611): “Let us eat and rejoice.” 

26 The optative ein introduces an indirect question; BDF 8299.1, §386.1. 
In effect, he is asking, “What is going on?” 

28 Odtoc (this one) represents contempt in Matt. 20:12; Luke 18:11; 
Acts 17:18; Jeremias 1963a: 131; BDF 8290.6. It will reappear in Luke 23 
as the characters discuss and rebuke Jesus (23:2, 35). 

6 The grammatical construction tod un plus the infinitive here means the 
inability to do something or to hinder something from happening; BDF 
8400.4; BDR 8400.4.6; Plummer 1896: 398. Conceptually similar 
expressions are found in Luke 4:42; 24:16; Acts 10:47; 14:18; 20:20, 27. 

16 The use of ei (if) plus äv (untranslated particle) yields a mixed 
condition; Arndt 1956: 369; BDF §372.1a. On the idiom niot éyetv (to 
have faith), see 4 Macc. 16:22; Matt. 17:20; 21:21 = Mark 11:22; Acts 14:9; 
Rom. 14:2 (conceptually); 1 Cor. 13:2; 1 Tim. 1:19; 3:9; Philem. 5; James 
2:1, 14, 18; Hanse, TDNT 2:826 n. 58. 

5 This is Luke’s only use of nnpög tó with a purpose infinitive in his 


Gospel; BDF 8402.5; BDR 8402.4.5; cf. Acts 3:19. 


14 So the comparative nap’ (than); Klostermann 1929: 181; Schrenk, 
TDNT 2:215 n. 16. Cf. mapa in Ps. 44:8 [45:7 Engl.]; Luke 13:2; BDF 
8185.3; BDR §185.3 n. 5 and 8246.5. 

19 This suggestion is expressed in a contrary-to-fact condition since the 
interest was not in fact earned: äv ... €mpagéa (I would have collected, but 
did not); BDF 8360.2; BDR 8360.2.3. 

24 Two other minor variants (Sed@Kel—-Ed@Kev and yvoi—yv@) follow a 
similar pattern in terms of external evidence: the first of each pair is read by 
UBS-NA, the second is supported by Byz, A, W, I’, A, ©. On yvoi-yvö, see 
BDF 895.2; Mark 5:43; 9:30; BAGD 160; BAA 322. 

17 On ei (if) with the aorist, see BDF 8454.4; BDR 8360.5. On 
aposiopesis, the breaking off of the remark because of emotion, see BDF 
§482; Luke 22:42; John 6:62; 12:27; Plummer 1896: 450. 

6 "Tva (so that) with the future indicative 6aoovov (they shall give) 
indicates purpose and is not like classical style; BDF 8396.2; Plummer 
1896: 459. A minor textual variant uses the more common construction and 
is the result of the unusual style. 

8 All other uses of un y£vorto are made by Paul, who uses it fourteen 
times, ten times in Romans alone (e.g., 3:4, 6, 31; 6:2, 15; BDF 8384; BDR 
8384.2). Fitzmyer 1985: 1285 notes that the Hebrew equivalent translates, 
“Tt is an abomination to me/us” (Gen. 44:17; Josh. 22:29). 

6 On the syntax of €feottv with an infinitive and an accusative, see BDF 
8409.3 and BDR 8409.3.4. 

12 On the grammar of tadta & (these things which), see Marshall 1978: 
759. The construction is an anacoluthon; BDF 8466.1. 


5 Meilwv (greatest) is comparative in form but probably superlative in 
context; BDF 8244. But note that in 22:26-27 the same term is comparative 
again. 

9 Marshall 1978: 812 wonders if momoete (you shall [not] do) is to be 
supplied; cf. BDF 8480.5. 

17 The terms for chief priests and scribes are in apposition to elders; 
BDF 8444.4; Klostermann 1929: 220. Matt. 27:1 refers to the chief priests 
and elders of the people, while Mark 15:1 speaks of chief priests with elders 
and scribes. 

5 Calling the trial a literary “nonevent,” Tyson 1986: 133-35 says that 
Luke’s description of Herod is “pale.” Herod is not an opponent here, but a 
curious bystander, maybe even a frustrated one. ’Ernpwta in 23:9 is a 
conative imperfect: “he tried to question”; BDF 8326. 

4 Avt@ (by him) is the only NT example of the dative of agent, which is 
good Attic Greek; BDF 8191. 

6 Xtdo1c means “rebellion or uprising” elsewhere at Mark 15:7; Luke 
23:25; Acts 19:40 (elsewhere in the NT at Acts 15:2; 23:7, 10; 24:5; Heb. 
9:8; BAGD 764 82; BAA 1526 82). This is the only NT expression of 
periphrasis with v (was) and an aorist participle; BDR $355.1; BDF 
8355.1; Plummer 1896: 526 (although X* in John 18:30 also has this 
construction). 

5 Hàńv (but [rather]) signals a strong contrast like AAG (but); BDF 
8449.1; BDR 8449.1.3; Matt. 26:39 = Luke 22:42. 

9 On the use of öntwg with the meaning of mac (how?) in an indirect 


question, see BDF 8300.1; BDR 8300.1; 8436.2. Codex D has the more 


common @g, but the attestation is too slight to be original. 

11 This last clause is expressed impersonally without a clear subject and 
is usually translated as “he is already spending the third day” (BDF 8129; 
BDR 8129.2.3; BAGD 14 84), although Arndt 1943 translates it as “it is 
three days.” On the use of ovv with the force of “besides all this,” see BDF 
8221; BDR 8221. 

24 The distributive singular Kapöla indicates that the heart burned in 
each of them; Marshall 1978: 898; Col. 3:16; BDF 8140. The periphrastic 
idiom pictures a running emotion; Plummer 1896: 557-58. On the sense of 
Kapdia in Luke, see 1:51, 66; 2:19, 35, 51; 3:15; 5:22; 9:47; 24:25; Tiede 
1988: 437. 

21 The use of the article as a pronoun is rare, but usually involves the 
singular “he” or “she”; Plummer 1896: 22; BDR 83.6. 

29 BDF 8177, §233.2; BDR 8177.1-2; Marshall 1978: 68; Klostermann 
1929: 14. Luke 1:33 is the only use of the verb in the Gospels with 
reference to Jesus; K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:590. References to his “kingdom” 
are found in 22:30 and 23:42. Despite the absence of this term, regal reign 
imagery is found in several other terms and concepts, especially in Luke’s 
use of Ps. 110:1 in Luke-Acts, as well as in the picture of Jesus’ victory 
over Satan. In the OT, 2 Sam. 2:4 comes closest to this wording; Nolland 
1989: 52. 

32 On eig TODG aidvac as a plural expression that stresses eternality, see 
Sasse, TDNT 1:199. For the grammar of the phrase, see BDR 8141.1.3. 

48 Creed 1930: 21; R. Brown 1977: 292; Klostermann 1929: 15; BDF 
8302.1; BDR 8302.1.2. The force is that “nothing at all is impossible” for 


God. 

56 Not, “I wish it would be to me according to your word,” but, “let it be 
according to your word”; BDF 8384; BDR 8384.3; Fitzmyer 1981: 352. 

4 K ai €yéveto (or €yéveto 6€) with a verb is a common Lucan 
expression: 1:5, 8, 23, 41, 59; 2:1, 6; 6:1; 8:22; Fitzmyer 1981: 363; 
Klostermann 1929: 16-17. On the grammar with &kovw, where the genitive 
indicates the speaker and the accusative the thing heard, see BDF 8173 and 
BDR 8173.1—2. Luke 11:31 and 15:25 are grammatically parallel to 1:41. 

14 Rom. 8:15; John 1:15; Mark 9:24; Marshall 1978: 81. The dative here 
is a dative of means; BDR §198.4—5. 

16 Plummer 1896: 29. Luke 10:11 and 12:39 are syntactically parallel 
but use ðt, not iva; BDF 8394; BDR 8394.3.3. “Iva is epexegetical. 

16 BDF §333.2; BDR §333.1b.6, 8331.1. The frequency of such tense 
shifts in Hebrew poetry is demonstrated by Buth 1984, who argues, on the 
basis of this feature, that the hymn was originally in Hebrew. 

19 R. Brown 1977: 337; BDF 8493.2; BDR 8493.2-3; Büchsel, TDNT 
1:663. This is called “distributive doubling.” Schürmann 1969: 75 n. 231 
prefers the translation “for many generations” with BDF. 

2 The reference to Elizabeth is in the emphatic position; BDF 8472.2; 
BDR 8472.2.6. 

11 BDF 8472.2 and BDR 8472.2.6 note that this word order is emphatic, 
since the reference to fear is delayed and the reference to all is moved 
forward. Literally the word order translates “there came upon all, fear.” 

13 On the grammar of the predicate use of ti see BDF §299.2 and BDR 
8299.2.2. 


11 In this chapter, both Elizabeth (1:41—44) and Zechariah give Spirit- 
directed remarks. The name Zechariah is in the emphatic position in the 
verse; BDF 8472.2 and BDR 8472.2. 

13 Ein (not €otiv) should be supplied, yielding “blessed be the God of 
Israel”; BDR 8128.5.8. 

24 For peta meaning “to,” see BDF 8206.3 and BDR 8206.3.5; “with” 
cannot be meant here because the fathers do not cooperate with God in this 
action. 

27 For xeıpöc as a figure for power, see the exegesis of 1:71. On the 
grammar, see BDR 8217.5. 

16 Plummer 1896: 57. Traub, TDNT 5:537-38, discusses the “heavenly 
host.” A singular noun joined to a plural participle is an ad sensum 
construction; BDR 8134.1b. 

20 The term èv could be rendered as a simple dative: “to men of his good 
pleasure”; BDR 8220.1.1. 

22 On the unusual spelling of Mary’s name, see BDR 853.4.12. 

10 Though this is its only use in Luke, the construction occurs twenty- 
seven times in Acts; BDF 8451.1; BDR 8451.1.3; Marshall 1978: 149. 

41 Luke uses the optative in indirect questions; BDF 8385.1, 8386.1; 
BDR 8385.1, §386.1. 

65 Fitzmyer 1981: 644; BDR §466.3. On this construction, see also 
Matt. 10:32 and Luke 12:48. In other words, the subject of the start of the 
sentence (the participles) and that of the subsequent clause (“I [Jesus] will 


show you”) are not the same. 


11 Seed as a metaphor for the word is common in the ancient world; 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 25; Pseudo-Plutarch, Liberal Education 4 (2B); Plato, 
Phaedrus 276B-77A; Klauck 1978: 192—96. ‘O oneipov is generic in force 
and should be translated “a sower”; Arndt 1956: 229. Zneipon is an 
infinitive of purpose: he went out “to sow his seed.” On the generic article, 
see BDF 8252 and BDR §252b. 

3 Haparyivonan is probably Lucan: twenty-eight times in Luke—Acts, 
nine times in rest of NT, with three of these being in Matthew and one in 
Mark. The singular form of the verb reflects occasional Greek style in 
agreeing with the first subject; BDF 8135.1a; BDR 8135.1a; Marshall 1978: 
331; Luke 8:22; Acts 11:14. 

6 BDR 8442.4b n. 11; BDF 8442.5. Grammatically, the temporal note is 
a parenthetical nominative; BDF 8144. 

3 Meilov is superlative, not comparative, since there are more than two 
disciples (cf. the use of pıkpótepoç, the least, in 9:48; BDF 8244). Luke’s 
characteristic optative ein (might be) expresses a question whose answer is 
uncertain; BDR 8267.2.3, §385.2.2; Luke 1:62; 3:15; 6:11. 

8 The grammar of the last phrase is difficult, but the idea is clear. For the 
options, see BDF 8299.4, 8360.4; BDR 8299.4, 8360.4; Moule 1959: 137, 
187; Moulton and Howard 1929: 472. It is either a wish or an interjection 
that has Semitic roots. 

5 BDF 8310.1 and BDR 8310.1.2 note that even the noun has the force 
of a verbal term in the middle voice, thus: “He went on his way through 
towns and villages, teaching, and taking a journey himself, making his way 


to Jerusalem.” 


7 On the use of ei to introduce questions, see N. Turner 1963: 333; BDF 
8440.3; BDR 8440.3.5; Gen. 17:17; Matt. 12:10; 19:3; Luke 22:49; Acts 
1:6; 22:25. Luke uses this construction for an “indirect question” nineteen 
times. 

6 The grammatical construction tod un plus the infinitive here means the 
inability to do something or to hinder something from happening; BDF 
8400.4; BDR 8400.4.6; Plummer 1896: 398. Conceptually similar 
expressions are found in Luke 4:42; 24:16; Acts 10:47; 14:18; 20:20, 27. 

5 This is Luke’s only use of nnpög tó with a purpose infinitive in his 
Gospel; BDF 8402.5; BDR 8402.4.5; cf. Acts 3:19. 

14 So the comparative nap’ (than); Klostermann 1929: 181; Schrenk, 
TDNT 2:215 n. 16. Cf. mapa in Ps. 44:8 [45:7 Engl.]; Luke 13:2; BDF 
8185.3; BDR §185.3 n. 5 and §246.5. 

19 This suggestion is expressed in a contrary-to-fact condition since the 
interest was not in fact earned: äv ... €mpagéa (I would have collected, but 
did not); BDF 8360.2; BDR 8360.2.3. 

13 On the unusual and emphatic placement of the attributive genitive 
avtav (their), see Plummer 1896: 447 and BDR 8271.1c n. 5. 

15 That Luke is the only Synoptist to note this praise leads Marshall 
1978: 714 to raise the possibility that Luke uses another source because of 
the unusual combinations of €yyi@@ with rıpöc (to draw near to) and m1pdc 
with the dative. The latter construction occurs only here in Luke, six times 
elsewhere in the NT (Mark 5:11; John 18:16; 20:11, 12 [twice]; Rev. 1:13; 
BDR 8240.2), and 104 times in the LXX. 


17 On ei (if) with the aorist, see BDF 8454.4; BDR 8360.5. On 
aposiopesis, the breaking off of the remark because of emotion, see BDF 
8482; Luke 22:42; John 6:62; 12:27; Plummer 1896: 450. 

22 The place to which the bodies are thrown is understood in this 
elliptical verb: “to the ground as dead bodies”; BDR 8478.2. 

11 Luke commonly introduces indirect questions with tó (functioning as 
a particle); Luke 1:62; 9:46; 22:2, 4, 23, 24; Acts 4:21; 22:30; BDR 8267.2- 
3. 

12 The unprefixed form of the verb is used in Acts 28:4 and Gal. 3:13; 
BDR 893.3.5. Virgil uses the idiom for Dido’s hanging on Aeneas’s lips; 
Aeneid 4.79. 

5 The redundant participle Aéyovtec with einav is common; BDR 
8420.1.1. 

8 All other uses of ur) yEvorto are made by Paul, who uses it fourteen 
times, ten times in Romans alone (e.g., 3:4, 6, 31; 6:2, 15; BDF 8384; BDR 
8384.2). Fitzmyer 1985: 1285 notes that the Hebrew equivalent translates, 
“Tt is an abomination to me/us” (Gen. 44:17; Josh. 22:29). 

9 AiBov (stone) undergoes reverse attraction to öv (which) and is picked 
up by obtoc (this one) later in the verse; Marshall 1978: 732; BDR 8295.2. 

6 On the syntax of &geotıv with an infinitive and an accusative, see BDF 
8409.3 and BDR 8409.3.4. 

6 Xtdo1c means “rebellion or uprising” elsewhere at Mark 15:7; Luke 
23:25; Acts 19:40 (elsewhere in the NT at Acts 15:2; 23:7, 10; 24:5; Heb. 
9:8; BAGD 764 82; BAA 1526 82). This is the only NT expression of 
periphrasis with v (was) and an aorist participle; BDR $355.1; BDF 


8355.1; Plummer 1896: 526 (although X* in John 18:30 also has this 
construction). 

5 IIArıv (but [rather]) signals a strong contrast like AAG (but); BDF 
8449.1; BDR 8449.1.3; Matt. 26:39 = Luke 22:42. 

7 Bovvoc (hill) is rare in the NT, both times being tied to an OT text: 
Luke 3:5 (Isa. 40:4) and Luke 23:30 (Hos. 10:8); BAGD 146; BAA 292; 
BDR 8126.1b.5. In contrast, the synonymous Öpog (mountain) appears 
sixty-three times in the NT. 

10 Plummer 1896: 548 notes that most NT uses of €u@oBoc (BAGD 257; 
BAA 520) are Lucan: Luke 24:37; Acts 10:4; 24:25; Rev. 11:13; cf. Luke 
1:12, 29-30; 2:9. On the genitive absolute with an accusative object, see 
BDR 8423.2.8. 

9 On the use of 6ma@c with the meaning of mac (how?) in an indirect 
question, see BDF 8300.1; BDR 8300.1; 8436.2. Codex D has the more 
common @g, but the attestation is too slight to be original. 

11 This last clause is expressed impersonally without a clear subject and 
is usually translated as “he is already spending the third day” (BDF 8129; 
BDR 8129.2.3; BAGD 14 84), although Arndt 1943 translates it as “it is 
three days.” On the use of ovv with the force of “besides all this,” see BDF 
8221; BDR 8221. 

14 On the syntax of tod moteve Ent (to believe), see BAGD 287 
SII. 1by; BAA 582 SII.1by; BDR 8187.2.2; 8400.8.10; Acts 5:14; 9:42; 18:8; 
16:31; 22:19; Rom. 9:33; 10:11; 1 Tim. 1:16; 1 Pet. 2:6. Wilcox 1965: 85— 


86 argues that this is possibly a Semitic construction. 


22 The first occurrence of the personal pronoun aUT@v (their) is slightly 
emphatic since it is separated from its modifier; BDR 8277.4. 

6 BDR 8423.2.7 and 8423.1.2 notes that Luke uses the temporal genitive 
absolute fifty-seven times, while Acts has it one hundred times. The 
construction occurs in Matthew fifty-one times and in Mark thirty-four 
times. This is too common to attribute its presence to any one evangelist or 
to rule out its presence in the tradition (against Fitzmyer 1985: 1574 and 
Nolland 1993b: 1212). 

8 Kapdia (BAGD 403 81bß; BAA 819 §1bß) occurs with Ö1aAoylouög 
(thoughts) in 2:35 and 9:47 (cf. 3:15 and 5:22) and with the verb dvaBaiva 
(to arise), which may be rendered idiomatically as “thoughts arise within 
the person,” in Acts 7:23; 1 Cor. 2:9; Jer. 3:16-17. BDR 84.3.8 calls the 
expression of thoughts arising in the heart a Semitism. Auadoyıouöc (BAGD 
186 82; BAA 372 82) carries the sense of “doubt” or “dispute” in Luke 
9:46; 24:38; Phil. 2:14; 1 Tim. 2:8 and the sense of “thoughts” in Matt. 
15:19 = Mark 7:21; Luke 2:35; 5:22; 6:8; 9:47; Rom. 1:21; 14:1; 1 Cor. 
3:20; James 2:4. 

12 Dillon 1978: 192 argues that the reference to joy is Luke’s, but why 
Luke should be responsible for such an insertion is not clear. On the syntax 
of ano (from) with the force of bm6 or mapa, see BDR §210.1.1; cf. Matt. 
13:44; 14:26; Luke 21:26; 22:45; Acts 12:14; Plummer 1896: 560. 

22 “Ewe is a general reference to “the area of,” especially when 
combined with €€@ (outside); BDR 8239.3.3; Acts 17:14; 21:5; 26:11; Gen. 
38:1; Ezek. 48:1; Marshall 1978: 908. But €€@ is textually disputed; see the 


additional note. 


3 Bultmann 1963: 145 sees much of this material as church formulated 
and as regulations for the church. Beare 1970 rejects the mission and the 
discourse’s historicity, as does the Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
317-23, esp. 320). 

5 Marshall 1978: 455 sees either two versions or Matthew’s adding to an 
original short edition like that in Luke. These reflect distinct recensions of 
Q; but he does not discuss the number of events. Jeremias 1971a: 193-96 
argues for the originality of the Lucan form and posits an Aramaic form 
behind it. He regards its structure as memorable in an oral context, carrying 
rhyme and a two-four rhythm (so also Meier 1994: 293). Beasley-Murray 
1986: 147 argues that Luke’s version is original in extent, but that 
Matthew’s is closer to the original wording, a view close to Nolland’s 
(noted above). For him Luke’s prayer circulated in Gentile Christian circles, 
while Matthew’s was the Jewish-Christian version. Nevertheless, for him 
the prayer’s roots go back to Jesus. Wiefel 1988: 215 is less certain of this 
attempt to distinguish communities. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 902 mentions the Qumran community prayers, such 
as the Hödäyöt or Thanksgiving Psalms. On comparison with the Shemoneh 
Esreh, see Beasley-Murray 1986: 148-57; K. Kuhn 1950: 30-33, 40-46. 

23 For the debate, see Ladd 1974a; Ladd 1974b: 57-69; Kümmel 1957 
(a full presentation of the NT kingdom passages, dividing them into present 
and/or future aspects); Lundströ;m 1963; Chilton 1984; and Beasley- 
Murray 1986. For the term in Judaism, see Lattke 1984. 

16 Fitzmyer 1985: 966. 1 Cor. 2:7 has a different verb (AaA&o, to speak), 
while John 14:26 and 1 John 2:27 use 615d0Kq (to teach). Marshall 1978: 


520-21 defends the authenticity of the concept, citing Beasley-Murray 
1970: 473-74. 

1 On the Jewish expectations of either a political kingdom or a kingdom 
coming directly and apocalyptically from God, see Goppelt 1981-82: 1.45— 
51 and Ladd 1974b: 60-63. Matt. 13:11 calls this gradual growth part of the 
“mystery” of the kingdom. Matt. 13:52 shows that the kingdom promise 
contains both new and old things side by side, indicating that NT kingdom 
revelation supplements and complements OT revelation. Beasley-Murray 
1986: 194-201 lists the parables of growth in the Synoptics: mustard seed 
and leaven (Luke 13:18-21 = Matt. 13:31-33 = Mark 4:30-32), seed 
growing secretly (Mark 4:26-29), sower (Luke 8:4-8 = Matt. 13:1-9 = 
Mark 4:1-9), wheat and tares (Matt. 13:24-30), and the dragnet (Matt. 
13:47-50). 

18 Beasley-Murray 1986: 171-72; 1 Chron. 9:24; Ps. 96:3; 107:3 (the 
gathered are dispersed Jews); Isa. 2:2; 25:6-9; 40:5; 43:5-6; 45:6, 14; 
49:12; 51:4; 52:10; 55:5; 56:7; 59:19; 66:19-20; Mic. 4:1-2; Zech. 2:13 
[2:17 MT]; Mal. 1:11; Luke 14:15; 22:16, 29-30; Rev. 19:9; Plummer 
1896: 348. 

9 Most, like Talbert 1982: 166, see Jesus attacking apocalyptic calendar- 
setting, but this needs careful definition in view of NT exhortations to 
watch carefully for the Son of Man’s return. Granted, a specific date cannot 
and should not be sought, but sensitivity to general eschatological sequence 
or to watchfulness is never condemned (Matt. 24-25 = Mark 13; Luke 
21:5-36; Acts 3:11-26). The view is right to deny date-setting, but is wrong 


to see the only sign as “Spirit-empowered ministry.” New Testament 


eschatological hope is more specific and futurist than this denial suggests. 
In a more balanced approach, Beasley-Murray 1986: 100 notes that there 
are “signs” to see—if one has the eyes to see them. Meier 1994: 425 
mentions texts where Jesus urges the community of faith to be prepared for 
a long ministry (Luke 21:7-24; 19:11; Acts 1:6-7; Mark 13:10). But 
disciples are still to keep looking for Jesus (Matt. 24-25 = Mark 13 = Luke 
21:5-36). 

11 Creed 1930: 218-19; Sneed 1962; Dalman 1909: 145-47; Dodd 1961: 
62-63 (who later switched to view 2). See Mattill 1979: 193 and Beasley- 
Murray 1986: 101 for details on the Gospel of Thomas, Origen, 
Chrysostom, Athanasius, Ambrose, Jerome, and Luther. 

12 So Leaney 1958: 230; Fitzmyer 1985: 1161-62; Mattill 1979: 201; 
Roberts 1948; Rüstow 1960; Cadbury 1950; Tertullian, Against Marcion 
4.35.12. Beasley-Murray 1986: 102-3 takes this view, though he fails to 
evaluate this option when it is taken with a present force. Riesenfeld 1949 
does not mention the evidence from Aquila noted in n. 13 below—a grave 
omission—in arguing that “in your midst” is not possible. Schlosser 1980: 
1.202—4 argues that “in one’s power” is a possible first-century meaning, 
but he opts for “in the midst of.” His discussion is the latest careful 
examination of the evidence. 

13 Jeremias 1980: 266 attributes this digression from Luke’s common 
expression to the presence of a traditional source. Also, Mattill 1979: 197 
notes that, since the Greek versions variously translate Exod. 34:9 with €v 
éco (Theodotion, Symmachus) and ėvtóç (Aquila), the phrases can be 


synonymous (Field 1875: 1.144). Beasley-Murray 1986: 101-2 adds a 


similar example from Exod. 17:7 (Field 1875: 1.111). Note also 
Symmachus in Lam. 1:3 and Ps. 87:6 LXX [88:6 Engl.] (Field 1875: 747, 
239). Meier 1994: 479 notes that this translation appears in the literal 
Aquila and the more idiomatic Symmachus, making the meaning of Evtög 
clear. These ancient texts show that “in the midst” is a well-attested sense 
for the term. 

1 I confine my discussion here to 17:22-37. The larger issue of Jesus’ 
apocalyptic discourse teaching is discussed in detail in the sources and 
historicity section of 21:5-38. For an overview of the larger discussion, 
Beasley-Murray’s survey (1993) has a full discussion of points that I can 
only touch on here and in 21:5-38. 

3 The history of interpretation of this discourse can be found in Beasley- 
Murray’s several works: 1952-53a, 1952-53b, 1954, and 1957: 1-18 
(updated in 1993: 1-349), while his own views about the discourse are 
summarized in 1986: 322-24. Beasley-Murray 1993: 367-70 sees two 
purposes for the discourse: (1) to inspire faith, endurance, and hope and (2) 
to warn Christians against false teaching about the end. See also the 
exegesis of 17:22-37. 

4 A detailed demonstration of the solution to this problem is beyond the 
scope of acommentary on Luke. Marshall 1978: 758 notes that no good 
solution to the transmission question can be clearly demonstrated and that 
the general teaching coheres with Jesus’ teaching elsewhere— which means 
that the material’s core goes back to Jesus. Each of the monographs behind 


views 1-4 engages in detailed analyses of the text and its OT roots— 


something more conservative studies frequently lack. Wenham’s work 
(view 5) is an exception to this pattern, as is that of Beasley-Murray. 

29 Beckwith 1985: 217-21 argues that the Targum on Lamentations 
(cited above as an example of confusion) is in fact an illustration of this 
very conscious technique. 

11 On Koia as womb, see Behm, TDNT 3:787. The only NT uses of the 
term oKiptdaw are in 1:41, 44; 6:23. The context of joy for each of the uses 
is consistent with Lucan usage; Fitzer, TDNT 7:402. 

24 The term kapöia describes the place of reflection; Luke 1:51; 9:47; 
24:38; Acts 8:22; Mark 11:23; Behm, TDNT 3:612. 

20 Grundmann, TDNT 3:545, though he overemphasizes baptism here. 
The fruit is submission to God through repentance, which in turn is 
productive; also Behm, TDNT 4:1001. The presence of more than one tree 
argues against seeing trees as a Corporate image equal to Israel, as Maurer, 
TDNT 6:988 84a, holds. What John says about the day of judgment applies 
to any unproductive person, though it is clear that John’s audience is a 
Jewish one. 

20 Only Luke explicitly mentions repentance. Mark 2:17 and Matt. 9:13 
are very similar otherwise. On repentance, see Behm, TDNT 4:1001-2 
SE.II.2. 

20 Luke alone refers explicitly to the cloth as katvoc, which here means 
“unused.” He uses the term three times in the verse, so it has a touch of 
emphasis. I translated it “new” to keep the parallelism and linkage clear. It 
usually refers to a qualitative newness; Bovon 1989: 263. So here it means a 


new and better teaching. Luke returns to the use of véoc in 5:37-38 in 


agreement with the Synoptic parallels; Behm, TDNT 3:448; Matt. 9:17; 
Luke 22:20. On this metaphor, see Maurer, TDNT 7:961 84a. 

31 Fitzmyer 1981: 680 raises the possibility that &ptov (bread) is a 
generic reference to food, as in 2 Thess. 3:8, 12; Behm, TDNT 1:477 82. 

10 Bock 1987: 115-16, 323-24 nn. 96-97. On the apocalyptic imagery, 
see Behm, TDNT 4:758; on God’s glory, see Ps. 104:2; Hab. 3:4. 

17 A similar metonymic meaning for &ptoc as food, not just bread, is 
found in Luke 7:33; John 13:18; 2 Thess. 3:8, 12; Marshall 1978: 458; 
Behm, TDNT 1:477-78. 

3 Similar settings are found in Luke 10:25-30; 12:13-15; 15:1-3. The 
idea is to share in eternal reward or eternal life. On the eschatological 
banquet in Judaism, see Exod. Rab. 25.7 on 16:4; 2 Bar. 29.8; 1 Enoch 25.5; 
Behm, TDNT 2:691. 

11 Note the parallelism to 22:18 and the kingdom’s final coming. Behm, 
TDNT 2:695, correctly speaks of the “fulfilled Passover” in the kingdom, 
the messianic meal of the last time—imagery that the Jewish Passover also 
anticipated, since the Hallel Psalms sung at the culmination looked to God’s 
deliverance. 

13 AiatiOnp has the meaning “to assign” in Josephus, Antiquities 
13.16.1 8407; BAGD 189-90 83; BAA 381 82; Behm, TDNT 2:104-6. 

20 Dillon’s effort (1978: 149-51) to find a connection with John 21:9-13 
seems forced. The catch of fish outdoors in the Sea of Galilee does not 
equal a meal indoors near Jerusalem. Only the motif of a shared meal is the 
same (Behm, TDNT 1:477; Marshall 1978: 898). Another post-resurrection 
meal occurs in Luke 24:41-43 and Mark 16:14 (if it is original). 


1 For solid overviews of this area, see McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 
McKnight is slightly more confident than I am of Marcan priority, though I 
still regard it likely that Mark was the first Gospel written. Still, his and 
Stein’s overviews show why many think Mark’s Gospel is first. For a 
comparative study of the two major options in the debate, see Bellinzoni, 
Tyson, and Walker 1985 and Dungan 1990. A study making significant 
points about Q and the complex interrelationship of the Gospel writers is 
Reicke 1986. For the case for Matthean priority, see Farmer 1964. 

3 R. Brown 1977: 346-55; Wiefel 1988: 57; Farris 1985: 86-98; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 359-62; Jones 1968; Bemile 1986: 36. Fitzmyer, agreeing 
with Winter and Schneider, notes that the hymn is parallel to the psalms in 1 
Maccabees, the Qumran Thanksgiving hymns, and the Qumran War Scroll. 
The hymn also resembles the OT hymns of praise (Ps. 33, 47, 48, 113, 135, 
136; one could add to the list 1 Sam. 2:1-10; Jon. 2:2—9 [2:3-10 MT]; Isa. 
38:9-20; Tob. 8:15-17; and Sir. 51:1-12). Fitzmyer (p. 359) regards 1:48 as 
a Lucan insert. In fact, he seems favorable to R. Brown’s position that the 
hymn emerged out of the Jewish-Christian community. Schneider 1977a: 56 
sees a Hellenistic Jewish-Christian rewrite of Jewish material or a 


reworking by Luke himself; so also C. F. Evans 1990: 171-73. 


9 Three Old Latin manuscripts (a, b, and 1*) attest to Elizabeth, as does 
the Latin version of Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.7.1. Jerome refers to this 
view as contained in Origen’s seventh homily on Luke. About A.D.. 400 
Niceta of Remesiana (in the area of the former Yugoslavia) knows of this 
reading (De Psalmodiae Bono 76 or 9.11). Wiefel 1988: 56 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 365-66 note the texts. Farris 1985: 108-13 has a detailed look at the 
issue, as does Bemile 1986: 5-19. Bemile correctly notes that the testimony 
of the fathers is for Mary (pp. 12 and 266-68 nn. 54-61), including 
Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10.2; Tertullian, On the Soul 26; and 
Athanasius, In Lucam (PG 3:26:1393). 

12 I lay out the hymn in thought units so the parallelisms are visible. 
Note the chiasmus in 1:52—53: powers-humble-hungry-rich. This 
declaration of eschatological reversal in very rhetorical style also opens the 
hymn (1:46-48). With the refrain about the generations, the hymn broadens 
its worldview to include all who trust God. God’s commitment to Israel and 
to his promise closes the passage. The parallelism in the passage is both 
synonymous (as in the opening line) and antithetical (as in the opposition of 
the hungry and the rich). The best discussion of structure is Bemile 1986: 
37-62, esp. 47. 

13 Charts detailing the various OT parallels in the hymn can be found in 
Plummer 1896: 30-31; Klostermann 1929: 18-19; and R. Brown 1977: 
358-60. The fullest chart including Qumran parallels is Bemile 1986: 116- 
33. For the connection to 1 Sam. 2, see Goulder 1989: 225-29, who also 
notes parallels to Ps. 88 and 102. 


25 So err many liberation movements that appeal to Jesus’ teaching 
about the poor. For a balanced discussion that applies the text to South 
America and Africa without succumbing to political ideology, see Bemile 
1986: 237-53. 

6 R. Brown 1977: 377-78; Fitzmyer 1981: 377-78; Farris 1985: 27—28. 
The formative articulation of the view is Benoit 1956-57: 182-83. His work 
not only formulated the basic position, but is regarded as having challenged 
the unity of the hymn as well. 

7 Among the hypotheses are the following: 


Added to Adherents 


1:76-79 Jewish or Jewish- Winter 1956: 239 n. 41 
Christian hymn 


1:76 or 1:76-77 early Christian hymn Benoit 1956-57: 182— 
91 

1:68-75 Christian hymn Schürmann 1969: 88— 
90 

1:76-77, 79b Baptist hymn Hahn 1969: 242-43, 
365-66 

1:76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn R. Brown 1977: 377— 


of the Anawim 78; Farris 1985: 27-28 


1:70, 76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn Fitzmyer 1981: 378 
probably from the 


Anawim 


10 Farris 1985: 67-85 surveys the parallel examples in the OT and 
Judaism; Berger 1984: 242-43; Fitzmyer 1981: 359; Schneider 1977a: 56— 
58. Bovon 1989: 82-83 notes that the Magnificat focuses on the victory of 
the righteous; it does not praise God as Creator, as do the Qumranic hymns, 
and has less harsh criticism of enemies than do the Psalms of Solomon. 


Bovon notes many verbal parallels to the Psalms of Solomon: 


Motif Magnificat Psalms of Solomon 
fearing God 1:50 2.33; 3.12; 4,23; 15.13 
Israel or the nation as 1:54 12.6; 17.21 
servant 

Abraham and his 1:55 9.9; 18.3 
descendants 

the proud 1:51 2.1-31; 17.13, 23 


contrast of rich and 1:53 5.11 


poor 


reversal 1:52 11.4 
refrain 1:50 13.12 
power of God 1:51 17.3 
arm of God 1:51 13.2 
God’s seeing 1:48 18.2 
God’s help 1:54 16.3, 5 
God’s remembering 1:54 10.1, 4 
God’s speaking 1:55 11.7 


2 Marshall 1978: 86 speaks of the Jewish beräkä. Berger 1984: 243 calls 
the Benedictus a psalm of thanksgiving, as does Bovon 1989: 96-97. 

3 Marshall 1978: 86; Berger 1984: 243. Bovon 1989: 99 notes that the 
expressions here have similarities to the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs: compassion (Luke 1:78; T. Zeb. 7.2—3; 8.2) and to visit (Luke 
1:68, 78; T. Levi 4.4; T. Judah 23.5; T. Asher 7.3). 


9 Berger 1984: 349 calls this passage biography—a child history that 
places the baby in the framework of larger world history. 

8 Berger 1984: 243, 350. Bovon 1989: 137 speaks of a God-directed 
meeting (other examples are Luke 1:39-45; Acts 9:10-18; 10:17-29). He 
observes that meetings before a death have parallels in the OT (Gen. 46:30 
[Jacob with Joseph]; Deut. 32:49-50; 34:1-5 [Moses and the land]) and in 
Judaism (Tob. 11:10-15). Bovon also notes Greek parallels. 

8 Berger 1984: 337 87, who also notes a parallel to T. Job 27.3-5. There 
is one distinction here: Job never talks with his adversary, so the parallel is 
not exact. 

10 Berger 1984: 272, 281, 316 speaks of Peter’s realization of sin here as 
a religious self-witness. He sees the account as related to commission. It is 
one of many miracles on the sea (John 21:1-14; Mark 4:35—41 = Luke 
8:22-25; Mark 6:45-52 = Matt. 14:22-23); Berger 1984: 309-10. 
Interestingly, all the sea miracles involve only disciples. 

12 Bultmann 1963: 212, 240; Fitzmyer 1981: 572; Berger 1984: 314; 
Theissen 1983: 321. Fitzmyer notes that M. Dibelius’s classification of this 
account as a tale is certainly wrong. Dibelius classifies many miracle stories 
as tale, reflecting perhaps other presuppositions. 

14 Theissen notes that such accounts combine healing and exposition but 
that exposition dominates. Similarly, Berger 1984: 85 speaks of the binding 
together of Chrie (his term for “sayings”) and miracle. 

3 Mark 1:16-20 and Luke 5:1—11 are two form parallels; Bovon 1989: 
252; Berger 1984: 316 (discusses the parallel in Mark 2:14); V. Taylor 


1935: 75. Schürmann 1969: 287 speaks of an apophthegm for the whole 
account, which combines a call with a controversy account. 

4 Bultmann 1963: 18. Berger 1984: 80-81 speaks of a “Chrie,” which is 
his category for apophthegm. 

7 Bultmann 1963: 18-19; Fitzmyer 1981: 595; Berger 1984: 80. 
Bultmann believes that even the first saying was added to this setting, 
which was created by the church, arguing that the situation in the saying is 
“indefinite.” But all metaphors (which Mark 2:19a is) are allusions and 
indirect statements. The objection does not have force. 

10 Bultmann 1963: 16-17, who argues that the passage is the work of 
the church to justify its “Sabbath customs” (or, rather, its lack of them). 
This view was rejected in the discussion of authenticity. Bovon 1989: 269 
sees the church drawing on an authentic saying in the tradition. Berger 
1984: 80, 309 calls the passage apophthegm, Chrie, and Sabbath conflict. 

10 Berger 1984: 37, 46-47, 51, 57-58 mentions 6:41—42, 45 as 
admonishment, while regarding 6:39—40, 43-45, 47-49 as parabolic. Bovon 
1989: 330 calls 6:46 a warning. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 656 notes that Luke 8:40—42, 49-56; Acts 9:36-43; 
and perhaps Acts 20:7-12 also are in this form. That it ends with a 
confession causes Berger 1984: 312 to classify it as epideixis, so the text’s 
goal is the admiration of Jesus. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 20-21 places the discussion in the section on 
apophthegms and controversy dialogues. He sees 7:48-50 as added later, so 
that the original key to the passage was 7:47. He also sees the account as a 


doublet for Mark 14:3-9. Fitzmyer 1981: 686-87 sees the parable inserted 


into the pronouncement story. The dubious assumption here is that an 
account cannot mix forms. The argument fails, since without the parable the 
Pharisee’s concerns in 7:39 remain unanswered; Nolland 1989: 351-52. 
Nolland prefers to call the passage “legend” since it is an example account, 
but he notes that doing so does not prejudice the account’s historicity. 
Berger 1984: 51-56, 256, 361 speaks of parable and dialogue side by side, 
and calls the account an apologetic defense of Jesus’ attitude toward 
sinners. 

5 Other Lucan catalogues may be found in Luke 6:12-16 and Acts 1:13; 
Berger 1984: 224. 

3 Bovon 1989: 415 speaks of an antithetical word of wisdom. Bultmann 
1963: 81-82, 98 calls the sayings “double-stranded” mésallim, like secular 
proverbs; also Fitzmyer 1981: 716. Berger 1984: 118 speaks of a warning 
word for 8:18. Wiefel 1988: 161 also speaks of a masal (parable), as does 
Jeremias 1963a: 41, but this is unlikely. Luke seems aware of the proverbial 
character by his reuse of the material. 

8 Berger 1984: 312 places the passage in his “epideixis/demonstratio” 
category. It is a revelatory account designed to create admiration. 

7 Bultmann 1963: 210 classifies it as a miracle of healing. Bovon 1989: 
432 and Theissen 1983: 321 call it an exorcism. Theissen also speaks of the 
liberation of an enslaved personality (pp. 89-90). Berger 1984: 311 puts it 
in his “epideixis/demonstratio” category (where he puts many miracles). He 
also speaks of the account as a “mandatio” that highlights Jesus’ authority 
and power. Pesch 1971: 354 notes the form elements in Mark: encounter 


(5:1-2), demon’s defensive reaction (5:6-7), exorcist’s command (5:8), exit 


of demon (5:13), crowd amazement and spread of exorcist’s fame (5:14a, 
18-20). 

1 Berger 1984: 117 thinks that the reason for the silence is that Jesus 
wants this resurrection to be legitimized only as God’s act and not through 
human witness. However, this is hard to see in light of Acts. Perhaps the 
point here is that this limitation applies to the preresurrection setting, but 
7:11-17 is a problem for this perspective. It is simpler to see the silence as 
protection against a potential misemphasis about Jesus and his ministry. 

9 Bultmann 1963: 214-15 (who argues that they were originally 
separate); Bovon 1989: 444-45 (who speaks of a “crescendo” in this 
pairing, especially since it includes two women); Fitzmyer 1981: 743; 
Theissen 1983: 321. Berger 1984: 314, 317 speaks of a “supplication 
account” by putting it in his “deesis/petitio” category. It also teaches Jesus’ 
authority, as Berger’s placement in the “mandatio” form shows. 

7 Doubting the account’s historicity, Bultmann 1963: 145, 331-32 sees 
the sayings of Mark 6:8-11 (= Luke 9:3-5) as a church product. He seems 
to assume incorrectly that a passage cannot have a mixture of narrative and 
saying material. Berger 1984: 333, 68 speaks of a commission speech and a 
summary account. 

D V. Taylor 1935: 147; Fitzmyer 1981: 757. Bultmann 1963: 301-2 does 
not discuss Luke 9, but the longer parallel of Mark 6:14—29. Berger 1984: 
233 speaks of an “uncertain acclamation” present within the account. 

11 Berger 1984: 68, 167, sees both a speech and a mission. Bultmann 
1963: 145 places it among legal sayings and church rules, arguing that it 


was a missionary tract for the church (see the discussion of sources and 
historicity for rejection of this view). 

12 Bultmann 1963: 112 also rejects its historicity since it views Jesus’ 
work as past and speaks of the possible exaltation of Capernaum to heaven. 
Neither of these reasons has merit. Mission failure certainly did occur in 
Jesus’ ministry—why else did he meet with crucifixion? On the possibility 
of cities being exalted before God, one need think only of the imagery of 
the OT prophets, where Israel is exalted above its foes. Berger 1984: 200, 
205, speaks of woes of warning. For the woe oracle form, see Amos 6:1-7; 
Mic. 2:1; Hab. 2:6-7; Zeph. 2:5. Witherington 1990: 166 defends their 
authenticity, along with Matthew’s mention of Chorazin, which is not 
mentioned outside of these parallel passages. 

9 Bultmann 1963: 324 is similar. Berger 1984: 46, 239-40 argues that 
two parables conclude the passage, but it is hard to know if 11:11-13 isa 
parable or a wisdom saying that makes a simple comparison. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 131-32 and esp. 113-14 speaks of a combination of 
legal (11:39, 41-42) and minatory (i.e., warning) sayings (11:43-44, 46— 
51). He sees Matthew taking Q material and adding it to the scene in Mark 
12, along with other available material. Luke created his setting, and 
Bultmann doubts that the woes fit Jesus’ teaching. Why Jesus would not 
have engaged in prophetic condemnation is not clear. Without it, it is hard 
to explain why the leadership ever sought to remove him. If he was just a 
pleasant messianic pretender or a mere sage, they could have waited him 
out. Berger 1984: 81 speaks of an apophthegm and a woe speech and sees 


special Lucan material. 


3 Fitzmyer 1985: 954, 957, 958, 963; Bultmann 1963: 83, 131-32; 
Berger 1984: 81, 144. 

5 Bultmann 1963: 54-55. Berger 1984: 81, 207 speaks of an apophthegm 
and a warning. Fitzmyer 1985: 971 prefers to call the parable an example 
(on the genre of example story or exemplum, see excursus 8 in vol. 1 of this 
commentary). 

4 Berger 1984: 264, 57 agrees with the “I-sayings” classification, but 
argues that 12:57—59 is a parable. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1010-11 speaks of a miracle story, while Bultmann 
1963: 12 speaks of a pronouncement. Elements of both are present, with the 
key being the pronouncement in 13:15 and the miracle itself being the 
dominating element. Berger 1984: 312 calls it epideixis, which is his term 
for a miracle. Such accounts are designed to show who Jesus is and to elicit 
a response of respect. 

4 Berger 1984: 57-59, 81. Fitzmyer 1985: 1022 prefers to speak of a 
collection of minatory sayings, while Bultmann 1963: 93, 117 speaks of 
wisdom sayings in 13:23-24, 26-27. The passage is a warning and a 
wisdom background is not clear, except in 13:24. Bultmann also regards 
13:26-27 as a church reflection that presents Jesus as judge of the world, 
but this saying is like OT prophetic utterances that warn about salvation and 
judgment. The parable portrays Jesus as the judge, with an identity between 
his message and the authority it carries. The crowd must respond to him. 
However, it was this very emphasis on response that caused the leadership 


to do away with him. It is not a post-Easter development. Jesus’ view of 


himself was dangerous to the leadership. Luke 22:69 makes the same point 
conceptually. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 12 opts for pronouncement; Berger 1984: 81 speaks of 
apophthegm. These are the same classification, since controversy accounts 
are a specific kind of pronouncement. On such classifications, see Bock 
1991b. 

3 Fitzmyer 1985: 1061 speaks of “prophetic words” as well. Bultmann 
1963: 328 speaks of a discourse on discipleship composed by Luke; but 
how one can argue that Luke is responsible for the discourse is not clear. 
Berger 1984: 51, 97 speaks of parables and a warning. The textis a 
combination of “I-sayings” (14:26-27) and parabolic comparisons (14:28— 
35). Blomberg 1990: 281 calls the comparisons “which one of you?” 
parables, showing Jesus’ desire to cause the audience to reflect: “If people 
must carefully calculate their chances of success in major human endeavors, 
how much more so must they take seriously the results of spiritual 
commitments.” 

6 Fitzmyer sees polemical sayings in 16:14-15 (1985: 1112), a saying in 
16:16-17 (p. 1115), and a legal saying in 16:18 (p. 1120). Bultmann sees a 
wisdom saying in 16:15b (1963: 73), an “I-saying” in 16:16 (p. 164), and a 
legal saying in 16:18 (p. 132). Berger agrees that 16:18 is a legal saying 
(1984: 199) and argues that the passage is a warning made up of 
pronouncements, since he has the remarks in the apophthegm category (pp. 
81, 89, 186). 

22 Berger 1972: 209-26 argues that the law refers to the “will of God.” 
Schweizer 1984: 258 says the law is newly interpreted by Jesus’ kingdom 


preaching and is valid as a moral norm (at least in some of its elements). 
Plummer 1896: 389 and Arndt 1956: 361 see a distinction between moral 
law and defunct ceremonial law. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 178 calls the account a similitude, which is where he 
puts parables and such. Berger 1984: 51 sees it as a parable. Ernst 1977: 
472 rightly compares it to 15:11-32 and 16:1-8. Hauck, TDNT 5:752, calls 
it an illustrative story and compares it to 10:30-37; 12:16-21; and 18:9-14. 
For the structure, see B. Scott 1989: 146-48. 

5 Fitzmyer 1985: 1137 and Bultmann 1963: 144 call 17:1-3a a legal 
saying, while Berger 1984: 65 calls it a “sentence.” Luke 17:3b-4 is like a 
wisdom saying according to Ernst 1977: 479 and a warning according to 
Berger 1984: 119, 165. Fitzmyer 1985: 1142 calls 17:5-6 a wisdom saying, 
while Berger 1984: 81 calls it a pronouncement (“apophthegm”). All agree 
that 17:7-10 is a parable. 

1 Bultmann 1963: 33 calls it a “biographical apophthegm” and sees the 
account as a variant of Mark 1:40-45 (on the Marcan connection, see the 
discussion of sources and historicity). Berger 1984: 314, 317 speaks of 
“deesis” or “petitio” because of the appeal for help. Tannehill 1986: 118-20 
calls it a “quest story.” 

9 For form-critical discussions of the individual subunits, see Fitzmyer 
1985: 1329, 1334, 1338, 1342, 1348, 1351, 1355, 1357; Bultmann 1963: 36, 
122-23, 125, 119; Berger 1984: 81, 296-97, 304-5, 48, 142, 352. 

41 Bertram, TDNT 8:619 n. 48, cites 1QH 7.6-7 (where God’s power as 
Most High and the Spirit are linked; see 1QH 6.33) and T. Levi 16.3 (where 


a man who brings renewal to the Law is said to work by “the power of the 


Most High”). Some think that T. Levi 16 has been reworked by a Christian 
editor to allude to Jesus; H. Kee in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.794 n. 16a. 
Grundmann, TDNT 2:300, 311 n. 91, notes the tie between power and the 
Spirit. Procksch, TDNT 1:101, speaks of a “supranatural origin.” 

8 Bertram, TDNT 4:366 n. 36 and 367; Luke 1:28; Matt. 21:9; 25:34; Ps. 
1:1; Deut. 33:29; Isa. 56:2. Bovon 1989: 86 notes that the Gospel starts with 
blessing on Mary and Jesus, while it ends with blessing on the disciples (). 

22 Bertram, TDNT 3:6, notes that the crowd’s reaction is a typical ending 
to a miracle story; Mark 1:27; Luke 5:9. C. F. Evans 1990: 281 notes that 
the reaction is like the comment of a chorus in similar accounts. 

23 “Qppnoev in Matt. 8:32 = Mark 5:13 = Luke 8:33 means to rush 
irrationally or with some emotion; Fitzmyer 1981: 739; Bertram, TDNT 
5:470; BAGD 581; BAA 1178; elsewhere only at Acts 7:57; 19:29. On 
Arıorıviyo (to drown), see BAGD 97; BAA 195; elsewhere only Luke 8:7 
(of thorns and thistles that choke); a related verb, ovunviyo, occurs in 8:14, 
42. 

14 Ps. 14:1; 53:1 [53:2 MT]; 92:6 [92:7 MT]; 94:8; Prov. 6:12; Luke 
12:20; Rom. 2:20; 1 Cor. 15:36; 2 Cor. 11:16, 19; 12:6, 11; SB 1:280; 2:102 
(discusses Jewish warnings about having an arrogant heart, with Deut. 
8:11-14 being the key text); Schweizer 1984: 199; Plummer 1896: 310; 
Bertram, TDNT 9:230-31; Fitzmyer 1985: 947. On the OT background, see 
Donald 1963. 

15 ’EKßoAAD is a term for judgment in Matt. 8:12; 22:13; 25:30; John 
12:31; Bertram, TDNT 4:839 n. 56. 


26 Bertram, TDNT 8:611, suggests that awakening, resurrection, 
reception, ascent, being taken up, enthronement in heaven, and dominion 
are the elements of Jesus’ exaltation mentioned in the NT. Hebrews adds a 
priestly emphasis to this work of Jesus, thus making him a king-priest (Heb. 
1; 7-10). 

6 This is a supernatural revelation, but it is not a glance into heaven or 
into the future. Neither does the opening up of the heaven serve to bring 
comfort in the midst of persecution. Rather the Spirit is revealing himself to 
some on earth. For this reason the use of “vision” for Luke is less precise. 
For some texts from the second-century church fathers that briefly mention 
the event, see Ignatius, Ephesians 18.2 and Smyrneans 1.1; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 88.2-8; 51.2; 103.6; and Irenaeus, Against Heresies 
3.9.3; 3.17.1. See also Bertrand 1973 and Bovon 1989: 183-84. 

2 So Wiefel 1988: 305 and Bruners 1977. Bruners also argues that the 
account is Lucan. Fitzmyer 1985: 1150-51 and H. Betz 1981 question the 
connection. At most, it is a form parallel. Betz’s main thesis (1971) that the 
account is a polemic against healing miracles is incorrect; see Marshall 
1978: 649. Meier 1994: 750-51 shows how an appeal to Lucan creation 
from 2 Kings cannot explain four differences in the account: (1) no mention 
of Elijah, (2) no mention of Jesus as prophet, (3) no delay in the miracle’s 
occurrence, and (4) the different kind of miracle in the account (punitive 
versus healing). 

3 H. Betz 1969 also strongly argues for “cult legend.” According to Betz 
the account teaches the resurrection’s importance for Christian faith. Similar 


in tone is the Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 398-99), which prints 


24:17, 19, 25 in black type and says that all the dialogue is “provided by the 
storyteller” and involves instances of the evangelists “inventing words for 
Jesus that express their own perspectives.” 

45 Dupont-Sommer 1973: 108; Michel and Betz 1960: 11-13, 15-17; 
Michel and Betz 1962-63. This usage also shows that a Hellenistic origin 
for the phrase is not required. 

71 Chron. 15:28; 16:4, 5, 42; 2 Chron. 5:13; R. Brown 1977: 333. On 
the verb, also see O. Betz, TDNT 9:303 n. 7, who makes the same 
association. 

14 O. Betz, TDNT 9:288-90, 298. Some cite Tg. Song 2:12; SB 1:123- 
24, but Sjöberg, TDNT 6:382, notes that the Spirit never appears in the form 
of a dove in rabbinic writings. 

15 O. Betz, TDNT 9:288, makes clear that the Bath Qol is a voice 
inferior to God and the prophets. In Luke, angels have this intermediary 
role. 

12 On demons crying out to resist exorcism, see Grundmann, TDNT 
3:900; O. Betz, TDNT 9:294. 

34 Marshall 1978: 478 notes that the Lucan image is one of messianic 
war; Isa. 59:16-18; O. Betz 1957—58. 

11 The Semitic rhetorical idiom “not x ... but y” means “not so much x 
... but y” (also 10:20). On this use of @@vEw (to call), see O. Betz, TONT 
9:303. On åvtikaàćo (to invite back), a NT hapax legomenon, see K. 
Schmidt, TDNT 3:496. 

5 Carefully surveying the historical background to the trial scenes and 


crucifixion in a Jewish setting, O. Betz 1982 argues for the historical 


coherence and integrity of the Marcan account as well as for its 
chronological priority (against Catchpole and Green in n. 4 above). He 
suggests that the temple charge, which Luke lacks, raised the issue of Jesus’ 
authority and, in the view of the Jews, made him a risk to begin a chain of 
events that ultimately would lead Rome to take the temple and Jerusalem 
(John 11:47-52). The messianic confession only highlighted the danger in 
their view. This could be called blasphemous in the sense that someone 
causing God’s people to be handed over to the nations would be guilty of 
his name being blasphemed (11QTemple* 64.6-13). Betz’s study raises one 
potential element that could have set up the decisive Jewish negative 
reaction to Jesus (for another, more direct cause, see the exegesis of 22:69). 
I am not certain, however, that it is as important to choose between the 
Lucan and Marcan accounts as other scholars seem prone to believe. Gospel 
writers could incorporate older source materials despite the age of their 
composition. 

38 For the background of a possible Sabbath violation, see the discussion 
above following the discussion of sources and historicity. On Sabbath 
conflicts related to healing, besides the parallel Matt. 12:10 = Mark 3:2, see 
Luke 13:14 and 14:3; Beyer, TDNT 3:130. 

21 Bieder, TDNT 6:992. The other NT uses are Matt. 9:36; 15:30; 27:5; 
Luke 17:2; Acts 22:23; 27:19, 29. 

17 Schrage, TDNT 7:810—26, 828-33; Schürer 1973-87: 2.423--63, esp. 
447-54; Safrai 1976c: 927-33; Billerbeck 1964. 

15 Aixtua is also plural, indicating that there is a crew on this boat. On 


the use of öiktuov, see T. Dan 2.4; T. Abr (A) 8.10 (= J. Charlesworth 


1983-85: 1.886) (BAGD 198; BAA 399). Perhaps these negative figurative 
uses in Judaism help set up Jesus’ positive metaphors later? On fishing in 
Palestine, see Bishop 1951. 

27 Bishop 1973 suggests that the chasm pictures the deep wadis of the 
Judean desert, which are high and deep but not so wide that one is 
prevented from seeing what is on the other side. 

13 Marshall 1978: 140; Luke 7:39, 49; 16:3; 18:4; Black 1967: 302. 
Manson 1949: 40 notes that the Semitism is reflected in Luke’s wording, 
while Matthew has a more stylized Greek. The verb pxo occurs in the 
middle voice, üpyonon, meaning “to begin,” thirty-one times in Luke and 
thirteen times in Matthew. 

16 Marshall 1978: 141; Black 1967: 144—45 (who notes other traces of 
Semitisms in Matthew). 

19 Black goes on to argue that 3:9 originally followed 3:7, but such an 
argument is unnecessary since the imagery of 3:8-9 is the same; Schürmann 
1969: 166 n. 33. 

53 Black 1967: 181 argues that the play is on the Semitic terms in Matt. 
5:47—48: Selam (peace) and Selim (whole). 

8 Jeremias 1963a: 126, 132 opts for either a prostitute or a woman in a 
dishonorable vocation, by which he means either an immoral or a dishonest 
vocation; Jeremias 1969: 303-12; Fitzmyer 1981: 689; Black 1967: 181-83. 
Marshall 1978: 308 notes correctly that the sins seem to be hers, so that her 
reputation is not because of association with someone else; so also Wiefel 
1988: 154, who thinks she is a prostitute, as does Schürmann 1969: 431 n. 
8. 


12 Black 1967: 216-17. This view goes back to J. Wellhausen’s 1903 
commentary on Mark. Oepke, TDNT 5:311 n. 6, mentions this view but 
prefers to see a contradiction here. Oepke notes that Wellhausen rejected 
this solution in the 1911 edition of his Mark commentary. 

7 Fitzmyer notes that there is no evidence for this third view, which goes 
back to Perles 1919-20; see also Black 1967: 207-8. SB 1:489 rejects the 
suggestion. 

15 On the syntax, see Marshall 1978: 540 and Black 1967: 118-19, who 
argue that the Greek structure reflects a Semitic idiom: “If there is a 
steward, ... he will be blessed when.... ” 

24 The verb pwpav6f literally means for salt “to become foolish,” a 
personification that shows its total lack of value because it is no longer 
salty; BAGD 531 82; BAA 1075 82. There may be a wordplay on the 
Semitic ?»N (tpl), which can mean “to be foolish” or “to be unsavory”; Job 
1:22; Jer. 23:13; Marshall 1978: 595; Black 1967: 166; Schwarz 1978. 
Nolland 1993a: 765 notes that the figure is based on the result of salt losing 
its saltiness, regardless of whether it actually happens. 

27 Gressmann 1911 notes the nature of the customs. Perles’s attempt 
(1919-20) to suggest an Aramaic element YIN (tbl) behind the tradition that 
should be translated “seasoning” instead of “soil” fails on lexical grounds. 
The ?2n/yfi interchange is found in Isa. 14:21; 26:9, 18; 1 Chron. 16:30; cf. 
x11QtgJob 24.8; 29.3 with Job 34:13; 37:12. Correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 
1069-70 and Black 1967: 166-67. 

19 The future tense may have eschatological overtones or it may be a 


customary future alluding to God’s habitual response. The wording may 


have Aramaic roots and betray a pre-Lucan form; Fitzmyer 1985: 1077-78; 
Black 1967: 184; Jeremias 1980: 247. 

37 Recent treatments taking this approach are Dunn 1980: 67-69; Casey 
1979: 7-50; and Black 1976: 60—63, who argues that this text is unique, 
since it is the only place in the OT where Israel is “deified” (see Bock 1987: 
335 n. 179 for refutation). 

19 This used to be the Catholic understanding of the term and is still held 
by some today; Blinzler 1967 discusses the options and the subject of Jesus’ 
family. R. Brown 1977: 398 hints at this view, citing Ps. Sol. 13.9 [cited as 
13.8 according to an older numbering scheme]; 18.4; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 6:58 
as examples of mpwtotoKoc meaning “only begotten.” Bovon 1989: 121 
speaks of a privileged relationship to God. 

6 For passages where the term does not denote a nuclear family member, 
see Matt. 5:22—24 (neighbor) and Gen. 13:8; 14:14; 24:27; 29:12 (kin). The 
major study of the options is Blinzler 1967. 

5 "Euıgev (he mixed) comes from either peiyvupt (BAGD 499) or 
uiyvuni (BAA 1055), both meaning “to mix.” The expression is an idiom 
for two events occurring together; so Ellis 1974: 185, who cites Exod. Rab. 
19.5 on 12:43-44, SB 2:193, and Blinzler 1957-58: 28-29. The midrash 
refers to a mixture of circumcision blood and Paschal blood to indicate the 
need of a person who eats Passover to be circumcised. Philo, Special Laws 
3.16 §91, discusses the inappropriateness of mixing the blood of murderers 
and sacrifices at the temple (Nolland 1993a: 717-18). Wiefel 1988: 252 n. 


11 calls the expression “Palestinian.” 


16 Besides those already cited, other major works on Jesus’ trial are 
Bammel 1970, Blinzler 1969, Sherwin-White 1963: 24-47, and Winter 
1974. Catchpole, Blinzler, and Sherwin-White defend the historicity of 
much of the Lucan account. Fitzmyer 1985: 1466 also thinks a morning trial 
is most likely. 

2 Jeremias 1966: 15-84 deals with various aspects of this issue. Other 
key studies include Hoehner 1977: 74-90; Marshall 1980: 30-75 (which 
has the advantage of assessing Jeremias’s claims); Jaubert 1965; Blinzler 
1958; and R. Brown 1962b. For bibliography, see Nolland 1993b: 1035—40. 

16 Blomberg 1984b, where he also raises the additional question of a 
purely metaphorical, not historically intended, miracle in Matt. 17:27. Even 
if Blomberg is right about Matt. 17 as a saying, which is uncertain, his 
category of “metaphorical miracle” to describe it seems unhelpful by 
introducing confusion in the classification of genuinely miraculous material 
that also has metaphorical elements. What this miracle and the saying tied 
to it show is that the miracles served as “audiovisuals” of deeper realities 
(see also Luke 5:19-26; 8:26-39; 11:14-23). 

2 This is what causes Blomberg 1990: 171-288 to distinguish one-point, 
two-point, and three-point parables. 

5 Kissinger 1979 overviews recent discussion and gives full 
bibliographies up to 1977. Blomberg 1990 and B. Scott 1989 update the 
discussion. Scott attempts a more literary reading of the parables and sees 
them as a development of the OT ?wn (masäl). His analyses of structure are 


often helpful, his handling of historical matters less so. 


6 Blomberg 1982b concentrates on the fifteen uniquely Lucan parables: 
10:25-37; 11:5-8; 12:13-21; 13:6-9; 14:7-14; 14:15-24; 14:28-33; 15:8— 
10; 15:11-32; 16:1-9; 16:19-31; 17:7-10; 18:1-8; 18:9-14; 19:11-27. 
Only 13:18-21 and 15:3-7 have parallels. 

9 Talbert 1982: 111-12 sees chiasmus in 9:51-19:44, but has to omit 
Luke 15 and place 14:1--6 out of its Lucan order! Goulder 1964: 196 argues 


for the following chiastic links: 


10:25 eternal life 

11:1 prayer 

11:14 healing 

11:37 pharisaic hypocrisy 

12:1 money 

12:35 repentance 

13:10 rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
14:1 rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
15:1 repentance 

16:1 money 

16:14 pharisaic hypocrisy 

17:11 healing 

17:5 prayer 

18:18 eternal life 


The most plausible case for chiasmus is made by Farrell 1986. Blomberg 
also deals with and rejects theories that make the central section a Christian 


Deuteronomy; see C. F. Evans 1955. My main criticism of Blomberg’s 


article is that it regards the section’s end as falling at 18:34, ignoring later 
literary clues that Jesus has not arrived in Jerusalem (19:28, 41). This may 
be the Achilles’ heel against his theory that the section’s parable source was 
laid out chiastically, especially if 19:11-27 is taken into consideration. Still, 
aspects of Blomberg’s case and the general outline of a possible Lucan 
source may surface in my discussion; see also Nolland 1993a: 530-31. 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 


great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 


Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25-28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

34 BAGD 54; BAA 107; Sir. 40:30. Luke 18:4 is a conceptual parallel. 
For the lexical and interpretive debate on the term, see Blomberg 1990: 276, 
esp. nn. 51-53. For a careful study of avaideia, see A. Johnson 1979. He 
argues, however, citing Bailey 1976: 124—33 in support, that the line is 
about the neighbor, not the host, and that the antecedent of the second 
avtod (his) in 11:8 is the neighbor because the neighbor is the constant 
subject in the verse. But this ignores avt@ (to him) earlier in the verse, 
which refers to the host. Johnson sees the point as God’s responding 
because his honor is at stake. But this meaning dishonors the gracious God 
that Jesus seeks to describe. Johnson is aware of this issue (p. 131 n. 39) 
and argues that Westerners do not appreciate Eastern cultural values. I hold 
that it contradicts the tone of 11:11-13. 

1 Blomberg 1990: 267 states the points of the unit: (1) purely selfish 
accumulation of possessions is incompatible with true discipleship, and (2) 
this incompatibility stems from the transience of earthly riches and the 
coming reckoning that all will face before God. B. Scott 1989: 128 notes 
the parallelism between Luke 12 and 16, with their common themes of 
threats from hell, riches, and the issue of stewardship. 

2 So Blomberg 1990: 237-39; Kistemaker 1980: 193-201; Plummer 
1896: 359-60; Liefeld 1984: 979. Those accepting one parable but distinct 
sources are Luce 1933: 248; Grundmann 1963: 296 (L); Ernst 1977: 442 


(L); Marshall 1978: 584; Tiede 1988: 266 (apparently). Ellis 1974: 194 is 
uncertain. Blomberg 1990: 233-36 has a good discussion of this parable. 

15 Manson 1949: 130 suggests that Isa. 49:6 is alluded to in the parable. 
Blomberg 1990: 235-36 says that the second invitation merely reflects 
Middle Eastern custom, but with all the representation present in the 
parable, surely the arrival of “outsiders” suggests a correspondence in real 
terms. See R. Martin 1976. 

18 Blomberg 1990: 235 compares this custom to the British custom of 
sending wedding cake to the invited who could not attend. 

3 Fitzmyer 1985: 1061 speaks of “prophetic words” as well. Bultmann 
1963: 328 speaks of a discourse on discipleship composed by Luke; but 
how one can argue that Luke is responsible for the discourse is not clear. 
Berger 1984: 51, 97 speaks of parables and a warning. The text is a 
combination of “I-sayings” (14:26-27) and parabolic comparisons (14:28— 
35). Blomberg 1990: 281 calls the comparisons “which one of you?” 
parables, showing Jesus’ desire to cause the audience to reflect: “If people 
must carefully calculate their chances of success in major human endeavors, 
how much more so must they take seriously the results of spiritual 
commitments.” 

6 For the structure, see Bailey 1976: 159-61; Blomberg 1990: 173-74; 
and Tolbert 1979: 98-100. Blomberg argues for a plausible threefold 
division: younger son’s departure (15:11-20a), father’s welcome (15:20b- 
24), and older son’s reaction (15:25-32). 

22 Blomberg 1990: 176 makes clear that this action is the “twist” in the 


story. No Middle Eastern father would greet or respond to his wayward son 


this way. 

A On the debate in older commentaries, see Creed 1930: 202-3, who 
holds that 16:9-13 was added later. Blomberg 1990: 245-47 builds a case 
for unity. 

11 This was the most popular position until recently, though it is making 
something of a comeback (e.g., Blomberg 1990: 244-45; Blomberg 1994; 
Ireland 1992: 73-82). Plummer 1896: 383 holds a quite plausible variation 
of this view, arguing that the steward simply lessened the excess cut he took 
from the debtors, a view close to the “righteous” cut option (no. 3 below), 
except it suggests that the steward did take something additional. The 
inflationary trend may suggest that the debtors knew that not all of the 
money was getting to the owner. Jeremias 1963a: 181 speaks of the steward 
covering up his previous embezzlements by the new accounting, a view that 
requires that the master does not have proof for his firing the steward in 
16:1-2. Such an internal inconsistency in the parable is unlikely. 

31 Recent affirmation of this approach is found in Porter 1990 and noted 
by Blomberg 1994: 90 n. 81. 

32 Blomberg 1990: 244—45 opts for this, seeing him as a “son of this 
world.” Bailey 1976: 86-110 sees the servant enhancing the master’s 
reputation by forcing him to absorb the loss graciously in order to save face. 

6 Blomberg 1990: 205 argues for a parable since the phrase a certain 
man is often used in Jesus’ parables as well as rabbinic parables. Blomberg 
also notes that the story shares the three-point structure of other parables 


(e.g., 14:16). Against a parable is Gooding 1987: 277, who argues that 


parables deal with actual things and activities in the world, not things such 
as the afterlife directly. 

22 Wellhausen 1904: 550 notes that the Syriac version omitted the term. 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1147 notes the etymological suggestion of Kilgallen 1982 
that the term means “those to whom something is not owed.” Usage is 
against this sense, though Blomberg 1990: 262 takes it as possible. 

1 The delay of the return is mentioned in Luke 12:45-46; 2 Pet. 3:4-9; 1 
Clem. 23.3; 24.1; 2 Clem. 11. Jews also had this problem in longing for 
Messiah’s coming; Blomberg 1990: 272. 

1 On allegorical parables, see Derrett 1974; Blomberg 1982a: 6-8; 
Carlston 1981; and Klauck 1978. On the parable’s interpretive history, see 
Snodgrass 1983: 3-11, who defends authenticity (pp. 2, 87, 103-4, 108, 
112). Giblin 1985: 65-66 does not see allegory as a distinct genre of 
parables, but speaks of the parable’s allegorical bent. See also excursus 8, 
where parable and allegory are seen as part of a literary continuum. 

23 Bock 1987: 61-62. On conceptual ties reaching back at least to the 
Palestinian church, see Delling, TDNT 5:836 n. 66. On the issue of possible 
Jewish parallels, see Delling, TDNT 7:760 n. 6. 

25 For a brief discussion of the Qumran texts and an evaluation of 
Fitzmyer’s 1973-74 article, see Bock 1987: 65, 298 n. 51 and Collins 1993 
(who challenges Fitzmyer’s claim that Son of God lacks a messianic 
nuance). 

28 Present elements are found in Luke 11:20; 17:21; future in Luke 
13:28; Acts 14:22; future and delayed in Luke 19:11; Acts 1:6, 11. In Acts 


1, esp. v. 11, the answer to the apostles’ question about total restoration is 


found in the angelic promise of a return; see also Acts 3:18-21; Marshall 
1970: 134; Bock 1992c; and Bock 1994c. 

46 Bock 1987: 65-67. The theme of Jesus’ sonship in Luke, outside of 
the use of the title Son of God, does push Luke’s imagery toward a higher 
Christology, but that is not his point yet. See the exegesis of 2:49. 

14 The remarks do have application for the church, but this language 
also includes notes of hope for Israel. On this text’s two levels of meaning, 
see Bock 1993. 

33 Luke 1:69 and 2:30 express this idea explicitly; Bock 1987: 73-74. 
15 Only one LXX context refers to Bethlehem as David’s city: 1 Sam. 
20:6 (“his city”). David’s connection with Bethlehem is noted in the MT of 
1 Sam. 17:12, 58, but these verses are absent from the LXX; 1 Sam. 16:18 
LXX connects the city with Jesse, not David. Even Judaism did not have a 
Bethlehem-Davidic-Messianic connection; SB 1:82-83; Plummer 1896: 52; 

Bock 1987: 75. 

28 BDB 990; Bock 1987: 87, 310 n. 145. This is a clear example of the 
Jewish hermeneutic gezerah shewah (i.e., comparison of similar things). 

17 Such a “pattern” rendering of OT events fits the OT prophetic hope, 
where the message of a prophet is read in light of a larger context of the 
book or in light of the whole of the OT. It is biblical typology in the proper 
sense of the term; Foulkes 1958 and Goppelt 1982. For more on the 
hermeneutics of the OT use in the NT, see Bock 1985. 

22 Bock 1987: 94-95 discusses the details and shows that the plural term 
tpaxelaı of 3:5 is closer to the Hebrew plural than to the LXX’s singular. 


6 The technical name used for such pronouncement accounts is 
apophthegm. Luke 3:7-9 is more a controversy or polemic saying, since it 
challenges. The other sayings in 3:10-14 are exhortations. For an 
examination of form criticism and its terminology, see Bock 1991b. 

23 Bock 1987: 99-101. Note also the discussions rejecting this reading 
in Schürmann 1969: 193-94 and Marshall 1978: 154-55. 

1 Tiede 1980: 30-47 develops this theme along with other OT prophetic 
portraits that influence Luke’s perspective. He argues that the Gentile issue 
and its defense is a major Lucan concern that is a motivation for this 
critique, a point with which I totally agree; so Bock 1987: 259, 277-78. The 
people not only reject Jesus, but they also refuse to be sensitive to his 
expanded, inclusive mission. 

22 For details, see Bock 1987: 319 n. 68; J. A. Sanders 1975: 80-81. The 
idea of anointing, the establishment of justice, and the picture of restoration 
are shared in Isa. 42:1, 3-4; 49:4, 7; 61:1-2. Tg. Isa. 61:1 clearly reads the 
text this way: “The spirit of prophecy from before Lord Elohim is upon 
me.” But it is wrong to read the OT passage as only about Isaiah, as C. F. 
Evans 1990: 269 does. Salvation in Isaiah is depicted in terms of God’s 
exodus pattern and is too comprehensive to refer only to Isaiah. Judaism 
was right to read the text ultimately in terms of the eschaton. This is another 
typologically fulfilled text like Luke 3:4-6; see the discussion of typology 
there. 

29 Bock 1987: 109. In Isaiah, the announcement of the prophet coincides 
with the salvation, but the deliverance is God’s, not the prophet’s (Isa. 40:9; 


41:27; 52:7; esp. 51:16). 


8 However, Theissen’s conclusion that this description reflects Luke’s 
subordinationism is imprecise; see Bock 1987: 66-69. In Luke, Jesus 
emerges with authority and a role equal to that of God, but Luke builds his 
Christology from the “earth up” for the benefit of the reader. See Bock 
1994c: 102-17. 

37 Though millennium is not a Lucan term, it is used to describe the 
earthly character of this future rule; Bock 1992a. The kingdom of God in 
Luke refers to a total program—promised in the OT and detailed in the NT 
—that is inaugurated and then realized in stages. There are not two different 
kingdoms offered during Jesus’ ministry: one before rejection like the OT 
earthly kingdom and another more spiritually focused kingdom offered after 
Israel’s rejection. Jesus always offered the same kingdom. It was always 
coming in two stages, since Jesus’ suffering and rejection by his own were 
in the OT design (Isa. 52:13-53:12). This view is contra Saucy 1994 and his 
explanation of Matthew. To make his distinction work, Saucy underplays 
the kingdom of heaven/God language and its implication in Matt. 18:1, 3-4, 
23; 19:12, 14, 23-24; 21:31, 43; 23:13; esp. the parable introduced in 20:1 
—texts that come after Israel’s rejection. The kingdom to come is the full 
kingdom, with Israel possessing a central role. But the present kingdom is 
grounded in the messianic hope presented in Ps. 110:1 and 132:11, 17 (Acts 
2:14-41; Eph. 1:19-23; 4:7-10). The arrival of the Spirit is the sign of the 
arrival of the Christ and his kingdom with blessing (Luke 3:15-18; 24:49; 
Acts 2:30-36). One should be careful about stating Matthew’s theology 
without reflecting on how the Book of Acts contributes canonically to the 


biblical teaching about the church and the kingdom. The change in 


emphasis within Matthew’s kingdom portrait does show the changing role 
for Israel in that program during the church era. 

39 On this theme of Luke, see Bock 1992a and Feinberg 1988. See the 
exegesis of 10:9, 18; 11:17-20; 17:20-21. 

17 For discussion of options, but with a different solution, see France 
1971: 91 n. 31, who sees all the allusions in Malachi referring to God. Mal. 
4:3 [3:21 MT] may point to Messiah, but a clear reference does not exist; 
Bock 1987: 322 n. 87. 

26 In 4QPrNab, a Jewish exorcist remits sins of the Babylonian King 
Nabonidus; Dupont-Sommer 1961: 322, esp. n. 3. The problem with this 
fragmentary Qumran parallel is that the method of expressing forgiveness to 
the king is not described in the text, but only summarized. Consequently, it 
can hardly carry the weight of the case for a prophetic understanding in 
Luke. See the exegesis of 5:24 and Bock 1991c: 117 and n. 26. 

29 The Qumran scrolls also refer to the “secrets of God” (2X °, rzy »1): 
1QpHab 7.8; 1QS 3.23; 1QM 3.9; 16.9, 14; 17.9, 17 (Fitzmyer 1981: 708). 
On pvotrptov in the NT, sometimes referring to “new” revelation and other 
times to “clarifying” revelation, see Bock 1994a: 80-85. In these parables, 
HLOTNpILOV refers to “clarifying” revelation, which means that additional 
truth is connected to old promises, since Matt. 13:51-52 compares the 
mystery kingdom parables to old and new things. 

7 On the Elijah hope in Judaism, see Luke 1:17; 7:26-27; Bock 1987: 
59-60, 295; Jeremias, TDNT 2:936. 

4 Fitzmyer gives four reasons why this view cannot work: (1) it cannot 


explain the presence of Moses and Elijah; (2) the verb öpaw (to see; passive 


= to appear) is not limited to postresurrection events; (3) Jesus’ glory is 
never mentioned in a resurrection account; and (4) the form does not match 
resurrection appearances. See also Bock 1987: 324 n. 98; H. Müller 1960: 
60; Stein 1976. 

10 Bock 1987: 115-16, 323-24 nn. 96-97. On the apocalyptic imagery, 
see Behm, TDNT 4:758; on God’s glory, see Ps. 104:2; Hab. 3:4. 

20 Bock 1987: 115. ‘O éxAextoc is the normal OT form: Isa. 42:1 LXX 
uses it as a description of Israel. In Luke 23:35, the people use ó EKAeKTög 
to scoff at Jesus’ messianic claim; thus, the regal force for Luke is 
indisputable. 

1 For more detail about the Son of Man debate and an extended version 
of this excursus, see Bock 1991c. Key recent studies (with full 
bibliographies) include Colpe, TDNT 8:400—77; Casey 1979; Caragounis 
1986; S. Kim 1985; T6;dt 1979 (whose work Kim in particular critiques). 

2 Bock 1987: 133-35. See the exegesis of 21:27 and 22:69 for details. S. 
Kim 1985: 17-19 seems to overemphasize the divinity of the figure at the 
expense of the humanity in the picture. The Dan. 7 imagery suggests deity; 
it does not declare it. 

12 Note the use in Acts 2 of Joel 2, Ps. 16, and Ps. 110, along with the 
allusion to 2 Sam. 7, the Davidic covenant, through the appeal to Ps. 132:11 
in Acts 2:30-31. There is parallel teaching in Luke 24:44—47 and Acts 
13:16-39, as well as in Paul’s defense speeches (e.g., Acts 26:16-23). Acts 
13 also appeals to realized Davidic promises; see Bock 1992c; Bock 1994a; 
O’ Toole 1987a: 153-58. 


30 Schweizer 1984: 176 notes that the force is spatial. Marshall 1978: 
422 notes that in 11:20, which uses a different term, g8&vo, Luke clearly 
means “arrived.” On the relationship between €yyi@@ and @8dva, see Fitzer, 
TDNT 9:89, esp. n. 10. Does 10:9 say the same thing as 11:20? It most 
likely does. Marshall does not think the spatial argument is as key as the 
argument of 11:20. For a full defense of the kingdom declared as arrived in 
this verse, see Bock 1992c. For the debate over the Aramaic behind the 
sayings and the difficulty of determining it, see Meier 1994: 432-34, 486- 
87. Luke’s €@’ DnäG (upon you) is missing in the Matthean parallel and may 
represent his explanation of the sayings’ force. The present effects of the 
kingdom are clearly in view (10:23-24; Nolland 1993a: 554). Schürmann 
1994: 74 cites 7:28; 16:16; and 17:20-21 as conceptually parallel. 

29 For a full presentation of this theme in Luke-Acts and a critique of 
aspects of Ladd’s description of the kingdom, see Bock 1992c. As a result, 
the NT does not redefine or resignify OT promise; it expands it with 
complementary revelation. Promises to Israel remain, even as blessing and 
promise come now in and through the church. 

30 Battle imagery with evil angels in the OT includes Isa. 24:22—23; in 
Judaism, T. Sim. 6.6 and T. Zeb. 9.8. Plummer 1896: 303; Danker 1988: 
233; and Schürmann 1994: 243 see an allusion to Isa. 49:25-26. The battle 
imagery is similar, but the application to spiritual forces does not fit Isaiah’s 
language in 49:26a, which clearly pictures humans. At best, Isaiah shows 
the principle involved. Such a move with imagery, however, is not 
surprising; see Luke 1:67-79 and Bock 1993. The point in the language for 


Luke is how Jesus, as God’s representative, is God’s victorious warrior. 


11 Many distinguish the saying’s earliest form about a Son of Man other 
than Jesus from the later linkage of the Son of Man to Jesus, which appears 
throughout the NT. The original advocate of this distinction was Bultmann 
1951-55: 1.29. The Son-of-Man sayings elsewhere refer exclusively to 
Jesus, making it unlikely that there are any “other than Jesus” Son-of-Man 
sayings. For more on the Son of Man, see Bock 1991c and excursus 6 in 
vol. 1. 

12 Ladd 1974b: 105-19 shows that the church is not identical to the 
kingdom, though his view is too abstract in minimizing the reference to a 
realm. On this latter issue, see Bock 1992c. 

12 Bultmann 1963: 114 sees wisdom here. Leaney 1958: 210 cites Matt. 
23:34; Luke 2:40, 52; 7:35; 11:31, 49 as parallels. See also 1 Enoch 42. 
Luke 11:49-51 uses the wisdom motif openly. For more reasons not to see 
wisdom here, see Bock 1987: 120. Marshall 1978: 573-74 and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1034 opt for wisdom terminology, but without Jesus alluding to 
himself as wisdom, since Jesus sees himself as wisdom’s messenger. Sir. 
24:7-12 provides a plausible background. If wisdom is in the background, 
this is the best way to argue for it. Nolland 1993a: 739 questions the 
presence of wisdom here, as do I. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 12 opts for pronouncement; Berger 1984: 81 speaks of 
apophthegm. These are the same classification, since controversy accounts 
are a specific kind of pronouncement. On such classifications, see Bock 
1991b. 

16 To speak of the kingdom’s plan in two stages (arrival and 


consummation) means that in consummation God will complete promises 


made to Israel (Acts 3:18-21). Fulfillment of OT kingdom hope is now-not 
yet, so some applies to the current era and some to the future; Bock 1992a. 

4 For defense of the symbolism of Ps. 118 and the role of Zech. 9:9, see 
Bock 1987: 122-24, 326-28. 

10 For the hermeneutics involved in the use of the psalm, see the 
additional note on 20:42. For more on the use of the OT in the NT, see Bock 
1985 and 1994d. 

16 The usage here is typological-prophetic, since the psalm applies 
uniquely to Jesus on this point and there was awareness that the psalm 
applied to another figure. For an explanation of this classification, see the 
additional note on 20:42 and Bock 1994d: 110-12. 

37 Recent treatments taking this approach are Dunn 1980: 67-69; Casey 
1979: 7-50; and Black 1976: 60—63, who argues that this text is unique, 
since it is the only place in the OT where Israel is “deified” (see Bock 1987: 
335 n. 179 for refutation). 

42 The phrase is usually applied to the “already” kingdom. For rejection 
of the idea that the kingdom is “delayed,” see Bock 1992c. See the exegesis 
of 10:9 and 11:20. 

4 J. Green 1988: 282 calls Luke the most primitive form of the tradition. 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-59 is agnostic on historicity, saying that it is 
impossible to prove. The most detailed English study, Catchpole 1971: 153- 
220, gives the nod to Luke. For a more skeptical appraisal, giving seven 
reasons not to accept these accounts as authentic, see E. Sanders 1985: 296— 
99. For a detailed response to most of his objections, see Bock 1994b. The 


Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 392-93) rejects Jesus’ prediction 


(22:61) and the trial dialogue (22:67—69, 70) as inauthentic because 22:61 
recalls 22:34 and the absence of disciples at the trial means that no 
witnesses were present. Jesus’ anticipation of Peter’s failure, however, 
reflects his knowledge of how pressure would cause Peter to wilt (the 
disciples’ past record of inconsistency might also contribute to Jesus’ 
expectation). The presence of people like Joseph of Arimathea at the trial 
makes an internal witness possible. 

27 Hooker’s efforts (1967: 167—71) to argue that riding on the clouds 
refers to Jesus’ exaltation fail on many counts. Seven objections are noted 
in Bock 1987: 141—42, the most obvious being that (1) an image of Jesus 
simultaneously sitting by God and riding the clouds seems absurd (unless 
this is “throne chariot” imagery like Ezek. 1, in which case heavenly rule or 
return language is present, not the resurrection); (2) Dan. 7 was never used 
as an ascension proof-text in the NT; and (3) the ascension image is the 
reverse of Dan. 7 and the apocalyptic discourse, which describe a coming to 
earth. 

28 This background to the blasphemy charge and the real possibility of 
ancient sources show that E. Sanders’s basic objections (1985: 296—99) do 
not merit acceptance. His remaining key objections related to the timing of 
the trials were dealt with in the exegesis of 22:54, 66. For a full response, 
see Bock 1994b. 

29 E. Sanders 1990: 65 argues that this distinction renders suspect that 
Jesus was charged because of this reply. On the Son-of-Man title, see 


excursus 6 and Bock 1991c. 


32 On garment rending, see R. Brown 1994: 517-18, esp. n. 2. On 
blasphemy, see R. Brown 1994: 521-23 and Bock 1994b, both of whom 
argue that first-century blasphemy need not involve uttering the divine 
name. 

1 It is no accident that after Acts 13 almost all OT citations in Acts 
discuss (a) judgment on Israel for failing to respond to Jesus or (b) the right 
of Gentiles to be included in God’s blessing. Luke-Acts is fundamentally a 
defense of Gentile inclusion in the mission and a presentation of Jesus’ new 
way. Luke’s major goal is to show that events and Scripture indicate that 
this was always God’s plan. See Bock 1990. 

17 For a study of the hermeneutic of Luke’s OT use, see Bock 1987, in 
which I build on P. Schubert’s 1957 thesis that Luke’s theme is “proof from 
prophecy” (but the apologetic motif is not so strong in Luke as the 
declarative function of these texts, thus my modification to “proclamation 
from prophecy and pattern”). My work contrasts with that of Rese 1969, 
who underestimates the appeal to pattern and therefore understates a 
prophetic approach to Luke’s OT. Soards 1994: 201 misconstrues the proof- 
from-prophecy position by describing it as linear, which does not reflect my 
view of the interaction between text and event in the proclamation-from- 
prophecy-and-pattern theme; see Bock 1987: 273. 

11 Za (to live) is an important NT term. The key Lucan uses are Luke 
24:23; Acts 1:3; 25:19; cf. Mark 16:11; Luke 10:28; 15:32; 20:38; Acts 
9:41; Gal. 2:20; Heb. 7:25; 1 Pet. 3:18 ((wortol£o, to make alive); Rev. 
1:18; Marshall 1978: 885; Bode 1970: 62. 


13 Bode 1970: 63 comments that the detail betrays a “rather complicated 
literary background” (probably alluding to the Mark 14:41 connection noted 
above). Luke uses üpaptwAög eighteen times, Matthew five times, Mark six 
times, and John four times. 

34 Plummer 1896: 507 and Arndt 1956: 445 note that this passage 
helped create the two-realms theory of papal power, one secular, the other 
spiritual. This doctrine was formalized by Boniface VIII in his 1302 Unam 
Sanctam, though it was discussed much earlier. This theory parallels the 
disciples’ misunderstanding, but in a different direction. The disciples 
would use the sword to defend and gain power, but the papacy was trying to 
hold on to complete power. 

5 For the history of interpretation of this passage, see Boobyer 1942: 1— 
47; Liefeld 1974: 162--65; Baltensweiler 1959. Since no sayings of Jesus 
appear in this passage, the Jesus Seminar does not discuss it. 

18 Michaelis, TDNT 7:379-80, rejects a connection to the Feast of 
Tabernacles; but see Boobyer 1942: 76-79; Ellis 1974: 143; Daube 1956: 
30-32 (though some of his citations involve material that is much later than 
this period). 

11 Washings took place before and after the meal. According to later 
tradition in the Talmud, only the washing after the meal was commanded by 
the Torah, the other was commanded by the rabbis; b. Hul. 105a. What is 
unclear is whether such rules applied to all meals or just to Sabbath and 
festival meals (y. Ber. 12a [8.2-3] [= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 1.284-91]); 
the real issue here is meals on the eve of Sabbath or at festival. E. Sanders 


1990: 31 argues that there is no evidence of washing before every meal. 


Evidently the Pharisees’ concern for contracting impurity from a dead 
swarming thing in liquid (Lev. 11:31—38) caused them to expand the 
biblical injunctions. But such a danger was not limited to the Sabbath or 
festal meals. As such, it is likely that such care was present at every meal. 
Booth 1986: 119-50, 194-203 cites t. Dem. 2.11-12 (= Neusner 1977-86: 
1.84) as key evidence. 

2 See Borg 1987: 162-63, 170, who notes Jer. 12:7 and Ezek. 11:22-23. 
So also Horsley 1987: 300-302, who calls Luke 13:32-33 part of a “fairly 
solid tradition” (p. 190). For the debate on 13:31—33, see Nolland 1993a: 
738-39, who accepts 13:31-32, but regards 13:33 as a Lucan redaction that 
makes the transition from 13:32 to 13:34. However, the use of dei is too 
widespread in the Gospel tradition to make this conclusion solid (see the 
exegesis of 13:33). In addition, as Marshall 1978: 570 suggests, 13:33 is an 
integral link to 13:32. 

28 On pWwotTnplov as revealing God’s plan, see Dan. 2:17-23, 27-30; cf. 
also Ps. 25:14; Prov. 3:32; Amos 3:7; Bornkamm, TDNT 4:814-15, 817-18. 

33 Borsch 1967: 322-23 also argues for this more representative reading, 
which is grounded in kingship and not necessarily in explicit messianism. 
As well, he argues for ties to Adam. The latter connection is less certain 
here, but Borsch also sees Mark 2:28—and thus Luke 6:5—as authentic. 

40 For refutation of France’s attempt (1971: 227—39) to tie this remark to 
a.d. 70, see Marshall 1978: 776-77, who notes that the presence of cosmic 
signs, the force of Dan. 7:13, and the context all argue against such a view. 
Marshall also defends the saying’s authenticity and rightly questions 


attempts to reject the saying because of the Synoptic mixture of OT text (Ps. 


110 and Dan. 7) or by holding that other sayings such as Mark 8:38 or 
14:62 are earlier. Colpe, TDNT 8:450, and Perrin 1967: 173-85 deny 
authenticity; Hooker 1967: 148-59 and Borsch 1967: 361-64 defend it. 

51 1 Enoch 40.9 names four angels: Michael, Raphael, Gabriel (the 
angel of strength), and Phanuel (alternately called Uriel); 1 Enoch 20 names 
these four as well as Saragael, Raguel, and Suruel (Gabriel is described as 
caring for the Garden of Eden and the cherubim). See Tob. 12:15; Fitzmyer 
1981: 327-28; Bousset 1926: 325-31; SB 2:89-97. 

23 M. Power 1912 mentions this approach, while Cortés and Gatti 1970 
and Bover 1951 suppose that the missing saying was that Jesus told his 
parents he would remain in Jerusalem, but they had not understood him on 
that point. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 
Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 

1 Bovon 1989: 30 n. 1 notes that these comparisons with ancient 
prologues date back to the eighteenth century with G. Raphelius and J. J. 
Wettstein. C. F. Evans 1990: 116-19 cites several of these “scientific 
prefaces.” 

8 For Bovon 1989: 34, the usage in Acts is decisive for a negative sense, 
but he calls the criticism “discreet.” 

33 This is the polite form of address; see BDF 860.2. However, that 
Theophilus is of high rank is not guaranteed; see Bovon 1989: 39 n. 64. See 


Theophrastus, Characters 5, who says that the address is “simple flattering 


speech.” Nonetheless, Luke’s usage does strongly lean toward a greeting of 
respect. 

37 Bovon 1989: 31 compares this emphasis on the account’s 
trustworthiness to John 20:30-31; 21:24-25; Rev. 1:1-3; 22:18-19. Note 
also 2 Pet. 1:16-18. 

1 Bovon 1989: 46-47 demonstrates the linking nature of 1:39-45 as 


follows: 


a declaration of the birth of John the Baptist (1:5-25) 
a declaration of the birth of Jesus the Messiah (1:26-38) 


b meeting between Mary and Elizabeth (1:39--56) 
c birth of John the Baptist (1:57-80) 
cí birth of Jesus the Messiah (2:1—40) 


1 So Fitzmyer 1981: 309, who notes that the title goes back to E. 
Burrows. Bovon 1989: 45—47 belongs here, though he sees the presence of 
legend (1:57-80; 2:1—40), a declaration scene (1:26-38), a meeting account 
(1:39-56), and two hymns (1:46-56, 67-79). Bovon also sees parallelism in 
form to Acts 10, though there is no hymnic material there. In addition, he 
accepts the description of the material as Midrash, provided Midrash is 
defined as actualizing existing revelation. 

4 Most recently Bovon 1989: 22 tentatively suggests this possibility for 
some of Luke’s special material, but he disdains (p. 66) a Marian 
connection for the Luke 1 material because of the Synoptic portrait of 


family doubt in Mark 3:21, 31-35. However, Mary’s response in Mark may 


be a reaction to the type of Messiah that Jesus was turning out to be versus 
what she had assumed he would be. 

6 Marshall 1978: 56 points out that the material cannot reflect a church 
hymn, since it is clearly directed to the situation. Bovon 1989: 51 agrees 
with Marshall that a nonpoetic approach is best. 

11 Bovon 1989: 52 n. 30 notes that a high priest would not be one of 
those who were chosen by lot to give this offering. 

39 There are three allusions to eschatological joy in this verse: 
yaprıoovraı, xapa, and üyoAAtaoıc; Leaney 1958: 80; Marshall 1978: 57. Or 
as Bovon 1989: 55 says, the joy is for the birth of a prophet. His office is 
the source of joy. The joy may well start with Elizabeth (1:39-45). 

40 M&£yoc is used derisively of Simon Magus in Acts 8:10, but positively 
of Isaiah in Sir. 48:22; R. Brown 1977: 273 n. 33. It is used of Mordecai 
(Esth. 10:3), who was not a prophet. Bovon 1989: 56 compares the remarks 
to the “great” priestly figures in T. Levi 17-18. “Greatness” comes for the 
first priest of Jubilee in being able to talk to God (17:2), while for the last 
priest, the eschatological priest, it involves anointing by the Spirit (18:7). It 
is clear that greatness has to do with being specially endowed to serve God. 

56 The premise was that it is dangerous to be too near and too long in 
God’s presence; Bovon 1989: 60. 

5 The arguments here are complex, based on a variety of suppositions, 
and thus come in a variety of forms. Schürmann 1969: 56-57; Bovon 1989: 
64-70; and Schneider 1977a: 48-49 have brief discussions of the details, as 


does Marshall 1978: 63. Most discussions center on 1:34, so more detail 


awaits treatment of that verse. Other details related to the discussion are 
treated as they arise in the verses. 

6 Bovon 1989: 66-67 (also n. 13) speaks of Isaiah and the development 
of Jewish speculation like Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Isaac and Moses 
(Biblical Antiquities 8-9) and Philo’s view of Isaac (Cherubim 12-15 8840- 
52), though Bovon notes that for Philo this detail was allegorical. One could 
add Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Samson’s birth (Biblical Antiquities 42). 
None of these accounts are virgin births: they only supply details of the 
event not in the original accounts. Bovon also argues for Hellenistic 
influence. C. F. Evans 1990: 156-57 surveys divine paternity in the ancient 
world, but denies its value for this passage. He prefers to speak of a 
retrojection, which means he thinks later reflection has produced the 
tradition. 

12 So Schneider 1977a: 49. Against a reference to Isaiah in Luke are R. 
Brown 1977: 300 and Fitzmyer 1981: 336. The NT sees the virgin state as 
honorable (Acts 21:9; 1 Cor. 7:25; Rev. 4:14); Bovon 1989: 72. 

39 Fitzmyer 1981: 350. Bovon 1989: 76 speaks of a reference to the 
creative power of God. Isa. 32:15 LXX (A, X) mentions the Spirit’s 
“coming upon” someone. See also 1 Sam. 10:6; 16:13 (“leap upon”); and 
Ezek. 37:14; C. F. Evans 1990: 163. 

40 Bovon 1989: 76 notes that the combination of Spirit and power is 
frequent in Luke-Acts: Luke 1:17; 4:14; Acts 1:8; 10:38. 

55 Moule 1953: 107. Bovon 1989: 77 argues that the predicate position 
is supported by the OT allusion to Isa. 4:3. 


5 Y. Sota 20c (5.4) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 27.153); Creed 1930: 21; 
SB 2:101. The idea of singing babies does represent a major expansion of 
this motif, not paralleled in the OT or NT. On ßp&9og as fetus, see Oepke, 
TDNT 5:637; BAA 293-94; Luke 1:44; Sir. 19:11. In later Judaism, Tg. Ps. 
68:27 calls on the fetus in the womb to praise God, while Odes Sol. 28.2 
speaks of a child leaping in the womb; Bovon 1989: 85 n. 35. 

8 Bertram, TDNT 4:366 n. 36 and 367; Luke 1:28; Matt. 21:9; 25:34; Ps. 
1:1; Deut. 33:29; Isa. 56:2. Bovon 1989: 86 notes that the Gospel starts with 
blessing on Mary and Jesus, while it ends with blessing on the disciples (). 

10 Farris 1985: 67—85 surveys the parallel examples in the OT and 
Judaism; Berger 1984: 242-43; Fitzmyer 1981: 359; Schneider 1977a: 56— 
58. Bovon 1989: 82-83 notes that the Magnificat focuses on the victory of 
the righteous; it does not praise God as Creator, as do the Qumranic hymns, 
and has less harsh criticism of enemies than do the Psalms of Solomon. 


Bovon notes many verbal parallels to the Psalms of Solomon: 


Motif Magnificat Psalms of Solomon 
fearing God 1:50 2.33; 3.12; 4.23; 15.13 
Israel or the nation as 1:54 12.6; 17.21 
servant 

Abraham and his 1:55 9.9; 18.3 


descendants 


the proud 1:51 2.1-31; 17.13, 23 


contrast of rich and 1:53 5.11 
poor 

reversal 1:52 11.4 
refrain 1:50 13.12 
power of God 1:51 17.3 
arm of God 1:51 13.2 
God’s seeing 1:48 18.2 
God’s help 1:54 16.3, 5 
God’s remembering 1:54 10.1, 4 
God’s speaking 1:55 11.7 


2 Marshall 1978: 86 speaks of the Jewish beräkä. Berger 1984: 243 calls 
the Benedictus a psalm of thanksgiving, as does Bovon 1989: 96-97. 


3 Marshall 1978: 86; Berger 1984: 243. Bovon 1989: 99 notes that the 
expressions here have similarities to the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs: compassion (Luke 1:78; T. Zeb. 7.2—3; 8.2) and to visit (Luke 
1:68, 78; T. Levi 4.4; T. Judah 23.5; T. Asher 7.3). 

5 R. Brown 1977: 377. Schürmann 1969: 84 n. 26 notes traces of non- 
Lucan style and argues for a Palestinian setting. Bovon 1989: 98 and n. 8 
argues that the terms to make redemption, horn of salvation, and to 
remember covenant are not Lucan expressions, though the terms to go 
before, knowledge, and salvation are like Lucan usage. 

19 Bovon 1989: 54 prefers the translation “the entire time” or “always,” 
but the point is the same. The promise through time has been consistent. 

20 Hendriksen 1978: 125 includes a chart of various texts about 
Messiah. For covenant references in the OT, see Exod. 2:24; Lev. 26:42; Ps. 
106:45; Ezek. 16:60; Bovon 1989: 106 n. 62. 

34 Schürmann 1969: 91 n. 67; Hendriksen 1978: 131; Wiefel 1988: 65; 
BDF 8400.6. Bovon 1989: 108 correctly states that John has a foot in each 
era, since as the last of the prophets of promise he sets the table for the new 
era (Luke 7:26; 16:16). 

37 Godet 1875: 1.115. Bovon 1989: 108 n. 74 notes that the expression 
forgiveness of sins is like neither the OT nor the Christian expression. 
Jewish usage does occur: Philo, Life of Moses 2.29 8147; Special Laws 1.35 
8190; Josephus, Antiquities 6.5.6 892 (which discusses God’s reaction to 
Israel’s desire to elect a king in 1 Sam. 12 and the nation’s confession of sin 


after God revealed his displeasure). 


44 Fitzmyer 1981: 388. A similar exhortation for the “straight walk” is 
found in T. Sim. 5.2, but in Luke, God supplies the way; Bovon 1989: 110 
n. 89. 

49 Bovon 1989: 111 notes that salvation history is narrated and sung. 
The mood of praise is important. 

50 See discussions in Schürmann 1969: 94-95; Schweizer 1984: 44; R. 
Brown 1977: 376 n. 2; Bovon 1989: 110. Godet 1875: 1.118 refutes the 
older view that John was an Essene. The similarity between the two groups 
suggests that if John did not belong to one group, he probably was not a 
member of the other either. 

14 Bovon 1989: 118 argues that the parents’ obedience shows that they 
are not nationalists, like the later Zealots. 

18 Plummer 1896: 53. Bovon 1989: 120 n. 36 notes that expansions on 
the birth miracle occur in the second-century Protevangelium of James 4— 
10, 19-20. 

19 This used to be the Catholic understanding of the term and is still held 
by some today; Blinzler 1967 discusses the options and the subject of Jesus’ 
family. R. Brown 1977: 398 hints at this view, citing Ps. Sol. 13.9 [cited as 
13.8 according to an older numbering scheme]; 18.4; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 6:58 
as examples of mpwtotoKoc meaning “only begotten.” Bovon 1989: 121 
speaks of a privileged relationship to God. 

21 Exod. 13:2; Num. 3:12; Schürmann 1969: 104 n. 43; Fitzmyer 1981: 
407-8; Frey 1930; Michaelis, TDNT 6:876-77 and n. 36; Bovon 1989: 121 
n. 38. 


6 Klostermann 1929: 37. ‘AyyeAoc is introduced without the definite 
article. Bovon 1989: 124 thinks that the angel may be Gabriel, but the text 
does not say. 

8 Berger 1984: 243, 350. Bovon 1989: 137 speaks of a God-directed 
meeting (other examples are Luke 1:39-45; Acts 9:10-18; 10:17-29). He 
observes that meetings before a death have parallels in the OT (Gen. 46:30 
[Jacob with Joseph]; Deut. 32:49-50; 34:1-5 [Moses and the land]) and in 
Judaism (Tob. 11:10-15). Bovon also notes Greek parallels. 

13 Bovon 1989: 141 n. 22 notes that Simeon is a teacher or rabbi in the 
Acts of Pilate 16.2, 6. 

20 Procksch, TDNT 4:328 n. 3; Creed 1930: 41. Bovon 1989: 143 n. 35 
adds Sophocles, Antigone 1268, 1314. 

23 Marshall 1978: 120. Bovon 1989: 144 notes conceptual parallels in 
Ps. 31:19 [31:20 MT; 30:19 LXX] and Isa. 64:4-5 [64:3-4 MT]. Nolland 
1989: 120 cites Bar. 4:24 and sees Isa. 52:10 as the key point of connection. 
Goulder 1989: 257 sees Isa. 40:1—5 as the key text. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 436. Bovon 1989: 154 prefers to speak only of a 
biographical interest, calling the account an anecdote. He compares it to the 
Infancy Story of Thomas 2, an account of a five-year-old Jesus fashioning 
twelve sparrows from clay. Though this account is much more fanciful than 
the Lucan pericope, its ending (19), stressing Jesus’ wisdom, is similar to 
but less restrained than Luke’s emphasis on wisdom (Schmahl 1974; see the 
exegesis of 2:46). In this case, the Infancy Gospel of Thomas is influenced 


by Luke (R. Brown 1977: 481). 


15 Danker 1988: 75 notes the difference in wording, but still thinks a 
hint exists about the future; Fitzmyer 1981: 441. Luke 9:22 is an example of 
the different phrasing. Bovon 1989: 156 also sees no allusion to the 
resurrection. 

16 Rengstorf, TDNT 4:435 n. 152. Bovon 1989: 157 believes that the 
probable locale is the portico of Solomon (Acts 3:11; 5:12, 21, 25). 

18 Wiefel 1988: 84 n. 20. Bovon 1989: 159 notes that the idiom suggests 
the questioner’s belief that an error has been made. 

22 This view is really a variation of view 1. It simply focuses on the 
king. Numerous commentators criticize it, though none mention who holds 
it. Bovon 1989: 160-61 comes close in mentioning the activity of Messiah 
in the context and in speaking only of God’s love relationship to Jesus. 

1 So Marshall 1978: 132; Marshall 1970: 145-46; Bovon 1989: 165 
(who sees John as a “bridge” figure); Wink 1968: 42-86. Other Lucan texts 
on the Baptist are Luke 7:18-35; Acts 1:5, 22; 10:37; 11:16; 13:24-25; 
19:34. 

2 For characteristic approaches to this issue, often appealing to Q, see 
Klostermann 1929: 50; Creed 1930: 46-48; Schneider 1977a: 82. Bovon 
1989: 165-66 speaks of Q, Mark, and other material. Distinctive is Goulder 
1989: 271-72, who argues for Luke’s use of Matthew. 

15 Fitzmyer 1981: 468. Jeremias, TDNT 4:269—71, notes that in later 
Judaism the imagery describes the creation of the nation, as Tg. Isa. 51:1 
shows. Bovon 1989: 172 does not consider the allusion likely, since he sees 
Luke alluding to the Gentiles here. Bovon also distinguishes between a 


stone (here) and a rock (the OT image). Bovon is right that Luke has an 


implication here about Gentiles, but that still need not deny the background 
of the OT, especially since the Greek wording is translated out of the 
original setting. The OT allusion is possible, though not certain. This 
remark is also against a view of “covenantal nomism”; see Allison 1987. 
Placement into blessing is not a matter of election through mere biology. 

21 Bovon 1989: 173 also sees a “past” reference to Jerusalem’s 
destruction, since he believes that Luke was written after the city’s fall in 
A.D.. 70. 

5 Bovon 1989: 179 n. 65. He notes Isa. 64:1 [63:19 MT]; T. Levi 18.6-7. 
One could add 3 Macc. 6:18; 2 Bar. 22.1; Traub, TDNT 5:530 n. 263. Also 
seeing the presence of apocalyptic elements is Witherington 1990: 149, who 
compares the text to Rev. 1 and defends the event’s authenticity as a vision. 

6 This is a supernatural revelation, but it is not a glance into heaven or 
into the future. Neither does the opening up of the heaven serve to bring 
comfort in the midst of persecution. Rather the Spirit is revealing himself to 
some on earth. For this reason the use of “vision” for Luke is less precise. 
For some texts from the second-century church fathers that briefly mention 
the event, see Ignatius, Ephesians 18.2 and Smyrneans 1.1; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 88.2-8; 51.2; 103.6; and Irenaeus, Against Heresies 
3.9.3; 3.17.1. See also Bertrand 1973 and Bovon 1989: 183-84. 

10 Ezek. 1:1; Isa. 24:18; 64:1 [63:19 MT]; Gen. 7:11; Mal. 3:10; 3 Macc. 
6:18; T. Levi 2.6-8; esp. 18.6-7 (a Christian interpolation?); Apocryphon of 
John 47.30; Maurer, TDNT 7:962; Schweizer 1984: 78; Bovon 1989: 180 n. 
66; Godet 1875: 1.186-87 (who also treats the Synoptics’ relationship to the 


account in John’s Gospel). 


4 For a&pyn, see Luke 1:2; Acts 11:15; 26:4; for the verbal equivalent, see 
Acts 1:21-22; 10:37. For the participle üpxöuevog, present here, see Luke 
24:27; Acts 8:35; 11:4; Bovon 1989: 189. 

7 On Fitzmyer’s view, see the opening paragraph of the sources and 
historicity section. Bovon 1989: 202 also argues that the account depicts the 
victory of faith in the face of opposition. In his view only two texts parallel 
this account’s point about refusing miracles as signs: Dan. 3 and Sipra 227 
on Lev. 22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231). But only the latter is really 
parallel in showing that one does not reveal signs to someone who is 
unworthy. On Jesus’ resisting temptation or persevering in trial, see Luke 
22:28; John 6:15, 26-34; 7:1-4; on his refusal to do signs, see Luke 22:39- 
46; Heb. 2:17-18; 4:15; 5:2. For the history of this text’s exegesis, see 
Kö;ppen 1961. 

9 Bovon 1989: 194 notes that the anaphoric use of the article with 
nveðua in each Gospel argues for the age of the tradition; Bovon cites 
Jeremias 1980: 115; Deut. 8:2. On fiyeto, see Wiefel 1988: 100. Paul has 
this expression: Rom. 8:14; Gal. 5:18. 

10 Bovon 1989: 195 speaks of a time of divine revelation, but this is too 
specific for Luke 4. Jesus is simply “led” by the Spirit. For a study 
emphasizing the parallels with Israel, see Brawley 1992. 

11 Carson 1984: 112. In Bovon’s short excursus (1989: 196-97) on the 
term devil, he notes that Luke uses öıdßoAog and oataväg seven times each 
in Luke—Acts. The reference to ö16ßoXog in Luke 4:2 is possibly Luke’s 
choice, though Matt. 4:1, 8 renders this judgment as less than certain. Matt. 
4:3 uses 0 TleipaC@v and Matt. 4:10 oatavä, which Luke lacks. In 4:1-13, 


Luke speaks only of the ö14ßoAog, avoiding Matthew’s variation of terms 
and Mark’s reference to Satan. 

16 Sasse, TDNT 3:888 §8C3a; Michel, TDNT 5:158; Bovon 1989: 199 n. 
35. K dopoc is found in Luke 9:25; 11:50; 12:30; and Acts 17:24. 

22 Bovon 1989: 200 n. 36. IIpookuv&o is also found in Acts 7:43; 8:27; 
10:25; 24:11. It always has a religious force for Luke. ’Evonıov with a 
genitive is common in Luke (twenty-two times, including 1:15, 17, 19, 75, 
76; 5:18, 25; Plummer 1896: 112). 

35 Fitzmyer 1981: 515 cites Prov. 9:1-5; Sir. 24:19-27; and Wis. 16:26. 
These texts reveal the general theme, but they have no teacher-disciple 
context, so this explanation is problematic. Bovon 1989: 198 also argues for 
a Matthean lengthening but gives no reason. 

3 Bovon 1989: 208 says that the Spirit in Luke is primarily the Spirit of 
prophecy and filling. Another way to say this is that the Spirit is the enabler. 

11 Schramm 1971: 37; Marshall 1978: 179. Ernst 1977: 168-69 sees 
Luke’s hand in many but not all changes. Bovon 1989: 207-8 sees an 
additional source beyond Mark, either Q or special Lucan material, and 
despairs of being able to sort out what came from where, beyond the basic 
elements in 4:18-22 and 4:25-27 originating in the additional source. 
Crossan 1991 fails to discuss this text, a significant omission in a life-of- 
Jesus study. This omission may well suggest that Crossan regards none of it 
as going back to Jesus. 

2 Plummer 1896: 147 lists seven points of dissimilarity between these 
accounts. My parenthetical comments in Brown’s list above show some of 


the questions raised about this connection. Note also the similarities listed 


by Bovon 1989: 228-29: Jesus face to face with Peter, Peter’s prominence, 
Jesus’ instruction, the new attempt to catch fish, the obedience of the 
fishermen, the miraculous catch, the reaction of Peter, and the promise. He 
sees an original promise to Peter, which the church expanded in two 
directions: Luke in terms of discipleship and John in terms of call. 

12 Danker 1988: 115 argues that the phrase equals the expression good 
news of the kingdom in 4:43. This is possible, given the Lucan form of the 
parable of the seed in 8:4-15. For Bovon 1989: 230-31, it is God’s saving 
message and covenant promise that are in view. 

18 Busse 1979: 110-14 argues that the idea of the leprosy “going out” of 
the man in 5:13 suggests an exorcism (he also notes Luke 4:32, 36; Acts 
10:38). Bovon 1989: 240 is uncertain. However, the departure of the fever 
of Luke 4:39 is described in different but similar terms: d@fKev. 

22 Luke mentions Capernaum in 4:23, 31; 7:1; and 10:15. The reference 
in 7:1 negates Bovon’s inference (1989: 243) from 4:42—44 that in the rest 
of Luke Jesus does not return to Capernaum. Jesus’ itinerant ministry does 
bring him back to his home base. Luke just chooses not to note that detail. 

3 Mark 1:16-20 and Luke 5:1—11 are two form parallels; Bovon 1989: 
252; Berger 1984: 316 (discusses the parallel in Mark 2:14); V. Taylor 
1935: 75. Schürmann 1969: 287 speaks of an apophthegm for the whole 
account, which combines a call with a controversy account. 

18 Jewish imagery includes Isa. 3:7; Jer. 8:22; 2 Chron. 16:12; Sir. 
10:10; and esp. Sir. 38:1-15 (a fascinating text that thanks God for doctors 
and medicine, while also calling for prayer and sacrifice); Bovon 1989: 259 


n. 24. Note Luke 4:23 for another use of physician imagery. In the list 


above, positive physician imagery occurs in the Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Sir. 
38 texts. Isaiah and Jeremiah allude to the image of the physician as a figure 
for the leader who heals. 

9 For a defense of the authenticity of Mark 2:18-20, and thus of its 
parallels, see V. Taylor 1966: 208-12 (who argues that the Marcan tradition 
has roots in an eyewitness and was told to reveal Jesus’ mind about fasting); 
Cranfield 1959: 107-11; Marshall 1978: 223 (though he regards it as 
possible that Luke 5:36-39 may be a separate tradition). Bovon 1989: 256 
also sees a distinct tradition, since Luke’s saying has a parallel in the Gospel 
of Thomas 47, though in a different order (Luke: garment [5:36], then wine 
[5:37-39]; Thomas: the reverse). Teaching through word linkage was 
popular in Judaism. When done with the Scriptures, it was called gezerah 
shewah. 

10 Bultmann 1963: 16-17, who argues that the passage is the work of 
the church to justify its “Sabbath customs” (or, rather, its lack of them). 
This view was rejected in the discussion of authenticity. Bovon 1989: 269 
sees the church drawing on an authentic saying in the tradition. Berger 
1984: 80, 309 calls the passage apophthegm, Chrie, and Sabbath conflict. 

11 Schürmann 1969: 300-301, 306 speaks of a Sabbath conflict for both 
6:1-5 and 6:6-11. In addition, a controversy saying is the focus of 6:6-11. 
It is hard to know whether a conflict pronouncement story or a miracle 
account is present, since both elements exist. The issue is whether the 
miracle or the saying is more central, which is a tough call. Bultmann 1963: 


12 calls it a controversy account occasioned by a healing of Jesus. Bovon 


1989: 273 rightly calls it amixed form, combining a controversy with a 
miracle account. 

15 SB 1:500-18; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1101-3; Bovon 1989: 260. Jeremias 
notes that nowhere in Judaism is Messiah the bridegroom. Stauffer, TDNT 
1:654 n. 39, cites 2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 2:15, 38; Deut. Rab. 3.12 on 10:1; Pirge 
de Rabbi Eliezer 41 (= Friedlander 1916: 322); Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Bahodesh 3 on Exod. 19:17 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.219), where 
God comes forth as a groom to meet Israel his bride. In Mekilta de Rabbi 
Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 15:2 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.26-27), 
Akiva cites several texts from the Song of Songs as applying to Israel as the 
bride of God, making it clear that this book was read as a marriage between 
Israel and God. 

16 For this view are Schürmann 1969: 296; Hendriksen 1978: 309; 
Wiefel 1988: 121 (perhaps). Against it is Marshall 1978: 226. Bovon 1989: 
261 thinks that any specific allusion to the cross or ascension is unlikely 
and prefers to refer only to the period of the church. The key terms are 
artapdfi in Luke and two forms of aïpo in Isa. 53. 

20 Luke alone refers explicitly to the cloth as Kaıvög, which here means 
“unused.” He uses the term three times in the verse, so it has a touch of 
emphasis. I translated it “new” to keep the parallelism and linkage clear. It 
usually refers to a qualitative newness; Bovon 1989: 263. So here it means a 
new and better teaching. Luke returns to the use of véoc in 5:37-38 in 
agreement with the Synoptic parallels; Behm, TDNT 3:448; Matt. 9:17; 
Luke 22:20. On this metaphor, see Maurer, TDNT 7:961 84a. 


34 BAGD 548 82; BAA 1112 82; Van Der Loos 1965: 438-39; Bovon 
1989: 274. The term €npdc means “withered,” so that the hand has suffered 
atrophy. The term also appears in the parallel Matt. 12:10 = Mark 3:3; and 
Luke 6:8; John 5:3; Matt. 23:15; Heb. 11:29. 

36 Riesenfeld, TDNT 8:147; Schtirmann 1969: 306 n. 48; Bovon 1989: 
274 n. 24; Ps. 37:12 [36:12 LXX]; Dan. 6:12 (with tnpém); BAGD 622 
81aB; BAA 1258 81a. Today, mapatnpéw (to watch lurkingly) makes one 
think of a spy novel. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284—85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

44 For more recent discussion, see Käser 1968; Schürmann 1969: 304 n. 
29; Marshall 1978: 233; Fitzmyer 1981: 610 (who ties it to the apocryphal 
gospel tradition); Wiefel 1988: 123 (who rejects a connection to Jesus); and 
Bovon 1989: 267. 

3 Marshall 1978: 237 notes that Luke may have had an alternate list of 
the Twelve, but he regards the evidence as weak. Schürmann 1969: 318-19, 
323 is confident that Luke had a form of what he calls the “Catalogue of the 
Apostles” (a name that notes the passage’s form), which differed from Mark 
and derived from Q. Bovon 1989: 278 also sees additional source material 


here beyond Mark, since the apostolic list had various forms, as Acts 1:13 


shows. Nolland 1989: 265 speaks only of the influences of another 
tradition. Though he is less certain of another full list used by Luke, he 
thinks one existed because of the inclusion of Judas son of James and the 
absence of Thaddaeus. The differences in the lists will be noted in the 
exegesis. 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2-5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

6 Bovon 1989: 279 see three elements—summary account, short history 
of an election, and list—that indicate the formation of a community. 

1 Aland 1985: §78. Extrabiblical parallels are the Gospel of Thomas 54, 
68-69 and the Acts of Paul 5-6 (Bovon 1989: 295). Thomas’s order is poor, 
persecuted, and hungry.we 

7 See Bovon 1989: 310 for a slightly different breakdown and with 
additional comparisons to Didache 1.3—5 and Justin Martyr’s Apology 
1.15.9-10; 1.14.3; 1.16.1. 

10 Berger 1984: 37, 46-47, 51, 57-58 mentions 6:41—42, 45 as 
admonishment, while regarding 6:39—40, 43-45, 47-49 as parabolic. Bovon 
1989: 330 calls 6:46 a warning. 


18 Fitzmyer 1981: 624, Schürmann 1969: 322, and Bovon 1989: 286 are 
certain about the Gentile allusion (Luke 2:31-32; 3:6; 4:25-29). Ernst 1977: 
212, Marshall 1978: 242, and Tiede 1988: 136 are more cautious. 

28 Bovon 1989: 297 gives three arguments: the form’s normal style is in 
the third person; the remark “blessed are the poor” anticipates a third 
person; and the fourth beatitude’s wording influenced Luke to speak in the 
second person here. He notes against the third person Jesus’ tendency not to 
use customary style and Matthew’s tendency to do so. 

38 The OT has the call to love the neighbor in Lev. 19:18, but Judaism 
debated who the neighbor was, as Luke 10:25-37 shows. Bovon 1989: 313 
n. 21 cites Seitz 1969-70: 47: “Loving is thus a matter of ‘doing mercy,’ 
which is to stop at no frontiers, levelling all barriers erected by national and 
even religious hostility.” The call to love has no racial, national, social, and 
religious barriers. The disciple is to love all people. The implications of this 
are far-reaching in any culture in which disciples find themselves. 

39 This seems similar to a view that Bovon 1989: 318-19 calls the 
existential view, held by R. Bultmann, P. Ricoeur, and M. Buber. Practically 
speaking, it leads to a cosmopolitan philanthropy. This kind of activity 
might be an implication of this passage, but it is hardly the point. 

49 One senses that Bovon’s view (#4) is an attempt to avoid this 
syntactical problem. A purpose clause would mean that the purpose of 
lending is only to transfer money back and forth. 

67 Bovon 1989: 341 notes correctly that Luke lacks Matthew’s 
apocalyptic thrust, since the First Gospel has the remark in a context about 


judgment. He argues that Matthew is more original since he is closer to 


Palestinian weather patterns. But see the discussion (immediately below) on 
the issue of weather imagery. 

73 Bovon 1989: 298 lists other reasons: Luke’s knowledge of the woe 
form (10:13; 11:42-52; 17:1; 21:23; 22:22); Lucan opposition of rich and 
poor; Lucan opposition of hungry and filled in 1:53; Lucan vocabulary 
(rArv, KaAüG cinoo, and Ttävteg oi Gv8@pwrto1); and the second-person 
address of the woes (which fits Luke’s second-person beatitudes). But 
Schiirmann argues that Luke never creates woes and that the verses 
evidence non-Lucan vocabulary in using mAovoloc and neiváo; see 1969: 
337-38 nn. 86, 88, 96, and 105. 

1 Since the passage is unique to Matthew and Luke, most speak of Q as 
the source or at least as one of the sources; Bovon 1989: 346-47; Wiefel 
1988: 141-42. 

2 Bovon 1989: 346 n. 5 notes that among many Protestant scholars this 
has been the major position for some time and that only recently have 
Catholic commentaries like those of Schürmann, Schneider, and Fitzmyer 
come to accept this approach. 

1 Bovon 1989: 357-58 notes the OT similarities (returning the son to the 
parent, the widow, and recognition that God’s messenger is present) and 
differences (Jesus’ taking the initiative, instantaneous resuscitation, and the 
crowd’s response). Bovon references the key study of this passage by 
Harbarth 1978. For the connections to 1 Kings, see Brodie 1986, though he 
overdraws the case for framing around this OT book. The differences 
between the OT and the event reveal that the event controls the details (see 


C. A. Evans 1990: 115 and Evans in Evans and Sanders 1993: 223-24). 


4 In this context, €€f\c refers to an elided xpövo (time); Bovon 1989: 360 
n. 28; BAGD 276 82; BAA 558 22. 

5 TIöAıc is used in its broadest sense of inhabited area here and refers to a 
village; BAGD 685; BAA 1375 81; Bovon 1989: 360-61 notes the present 
size of Nein, as does Schiirmann 1969: 399. 

8 Matt. 9:36; 14:14; 15:32; 18:27; 20:34; Mark 1:41; 6:34; 8:2; Plummer 
1896: 199; Bovon 1989: 362 nn. 43-44. The other Lucan uses of 
orAayyvilouan, Luke 10:33 and 15:20, are both in parables. 

1 Putting Luke 7 in the larger context of 6:20-8:18, Bovon 1989: 369 
notes the mix of speaking (6:20-49; 7:18-35; 8:4-18) and action (7:1-17, 
36-50), with a summary in 8:1-3. Word and deed are side by side as Jesus 
moves through Galilee. The arrangement is Luke’s, since there is a mix of 
material from Mark and Matthew, as well as unique Lucan material. 

6 For Q as the basic source, see Schiirmann 1969: 413, 418; Marshall 
1978: 287; Fitzmyer 1981: 662-63; Tiede 1988: 153; Wiefel 1988: 148; 
Bovon 1989: 369. Those who prefer Matthean priority argue that Luke used 
Matthew. Luke 7:20-21, 29-30 does not have a parallel in Matthew. 

23 Of twelve NT uses of BovAn, nine are in Luke-Acts: Luke 7:30; 
23:51; Acts 2:23; 4:28; 5:38; 13:36; 20:27; 27:12, 42; elsewhere at 1 Cor. 
4:5; Eph. 1:11; and Heb. 6:17. In Luke’s use, the phrase centers on what 
God has done in Jesus; Bovon 1989: 379. 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 


to a real game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 
Legasse 1969: 299-301. 

17 Plummer cites Socrates’ phrase as návv Op8@c; so also Godet 1875: 
1.359 and Bovon 1989: 393 n. 53. However, no reference is given in any of 
these sources. A check of Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, an electronic 
database containing most of the extant ancient Greek literature, did not 
surface the phrase in Socrates. This classical comparison should not be 
made until the texts are revealed. However, the general rhetorical pattern 
does fit a type of Socratic interrogation; see Daube 1956: 152; Aristotle, 
Rhetoric 3.18.2. 

4 Bovon 1989: 405 is close to this view, though he thinks that Luke had 
a written source for the interpretation of the parable, while other alterations 
reflect either oral tradition or Luke’s theological emphases. 

11 Seed as a metaphor for the word is common in the ancient world; 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 25; Pseudo-Plutarch, Liberal Education 4 (2B); Plato, 
Phaedrus 276B-77A; Klauck 1978: 192—96. ‘O oneipov is generic in force 
and should be translated “a sower”; Arndt 1956: 229. Zneipar is an 
infinitive of purpose: he went out “to sow his seed.” On the generic article, 
see BDF 8252 and BDR §252b. 

18 Since Luke uses KaAög ten times in Luke—Acts, including twice in 
Luke 8:15, the change is hard to explain. Bovon 1989: 412 n. 54 attempts to 
explain this variation as emphasizing the ground’s quality. 

22 Matt. 13:11 and Luke have a plural reference to mysteries, while 
Mark 4:11 has the singular. Bovon 1989: 413 sees the influence of oral 


tradition here. 


35 Marshall 1978: 324 and Fitzmyer 1981: 713 take the pronoun in the 
phrase &otıv ... abt as a predicate, yielding, “The parable means this. ...” 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 21 prefers a reference back to 8:9 and translates, “This 
parable is. ...” There is little difference in the options. Bovon also notes that 
this use of the verb recalls Jewish usage, where apocalyptic visions are 
interpreted. He cites Klauck 1978: 88 n. 273 for details. 

37 Creed 1930: 116 notes that Luke uses both oataväc and é1aBoAoc. In 
fact, Luke uses each term seven times in Luke-Acts; Bovon 1989: 408 n. 
32. It is hard to explain this difference as a conscious change because of 
stylistic preference; so correctly Marshall 1978: 325. 

44 The verbal form is found in 10:41; 12:11, 22, 25, 26. Mepıuva is 
excessive self-concern over one’s welfare; Bovon 1989: 410 speaks of 
“egocentric worry.” 

46 Other NT uses are Titus 3:3; James 4:1, 3; 2 Pet. 2:13. Mark has the 
synonymous erudunia; Stählin, TDNT 2:924-25; Büchsel, TDNT 3:171 n. 
36. Bovon 1989: 410-11 suggests that Luke made the change, because 
Mark’s term can be read positively by a Greek. 

49 This combination is particularly appropriate for a Greek audience; 
Bovon 1989: 412 n. 53. It has an ethical thrust here; this is an ethically good 
person. 

3 Bovon 1989: 415 speaks of an antithetical word of wisdom. Bultmann 
1963: 81-82, 98 calls the sayings “double-stranded” mésallim, like secular 
proverbs; also Fitzmyer 1981: 716. Berger 1984: 118 speaks of a warning 
word for 8:18. Wiefel 1988: 161 also speaks of a masal (parable), as does 


Jeremias 1963a: 41, but this is unlikely. Luke seems aware of the proverbial 
character by his reuse of the material. 

7 Bultmann 1963: 215-16; so also Fitzmyer 1981: 727. Bovon 1989: 422 
speaks of a “victory of the hero (German Helden) over the elements,” a 
rescue miracle, as does Theissen 1983: 321. Bovon says it is like an 
exorcism, but is distinct. 

6 That Matthew may have accompanied Jesus lends credence to the 
added detail of the second demoniac. The extent of the agreement between 
Mark and Luke leads most to see Mark as the source for Luke; so 
Schiirmann 1969: 487; Schramm 1971: 90; Marshall 1978: 335; Fitzmyer 
1981: 733; Wiefel 1988: 165-66. Bovon 1989: 432 is so impressed with 
these agreements that he argues that this account stands against the two- 
Gospel (or Griesbach) hypothesis. What could have caused Luke to go his 
own way against Matthew? 

7 Bultmann 1963: 210 classifies it as a miracle of healing. Bovon 1989: 
432 and Theissen 1983: 321 call it an exorcism. Theissen also speaks of the 
liberation of an enslaved personality (pp. 89-90). Berger 1984: 311 puts it 
in his “epideixis/demonstratio” category (where he puts many miracles). He 
also speaks of the account as a “mandatio” that highlights Jesus’ authority 
and power. Pesch 1971: 354 notes the form elements in Mark: encounter 
(5:1-2), demon’s defensive reaction (5:6-7), exorcist’s command (5:8), exit 
of demon (5:13), crowd amazement and spread of exorcist’s fame (5:14a, 
18-20). 

11 On this title, see Luke 1:32, 35, 76. According to Josephus, 
Antiquities 16.6.2 8163, this was the Gentile way to refer to the God of the 


Jews; Luce 1933: 172. So also Plummer 1896: 229-30, citing Dan. 3:26; 
4:24 [4:21 MT]; 5:18; 7:18; Bovon 1989: 429 n. 4. 

32 So Cranfield 1959: 176. Plummer 1896: 227 speaks of Kersa, a locale 
near the lake, but he rejects Origen’s association of it with Gergesa. Arndt 
1956: 239-40 and Bovon 1989: 434 accept Gergesa as original in Luke. 
Liefeld 1984: 914-15 is rightly cautious about a solution, as is Nolland 
1989: 407. No clearly superior option exists between reading a regional 
reference or concluding that Gergesa is intended. 

33 Arndt 1956: 240-41 speaks of many commands; Danker 1988: 182 of 
an ingressive imperfect (“he began to command” or “was about to 
command”), which is probably better; so also Fitzmyer 1981: 738; BDF 
8328, 8329, 8331. Bovon 1989: 435 n. 44 calls the choice very difficult, a 
judgment with which I concur. 

5 Bovon 1989: 443 and n. 4 acknowledges the possibility of oral sources, 
especially for 8:44. Schramm 1971: 127 notes that 8:42 with its use of 
bmayelv (to go) and the direct speech of 8:46 are not Lucan and could be 
from an oral source. 

9 Bultmann 1963: 214-15 (who argues that they were originally 
separate); Bovon 1989: 444-45 (who speaks of a “crescendo” in this 
pairing, especially since it includes two women); Fitzmyer 1981: 743; 
Theissen 1983: 321. Berger 1984: 314, 317 speaks of a “supplication 
account” by putting it in his “deesis/petitio” category. It also teaches Jesus’ 
authority, as Berger’s placement in the “mandatio” form shows. 

10 For 6yAoc in Luke, see 4:42; 5:1, 3, 15, 19, 29; 6:17, 19; 7:9, 11, 12, 
24; 8:4, 19, 40, 42, 45; 9:11, 12, 16, 18, 37, 38; 11:14, 27, 29; 12:1, 13, 54; 


14:25; 18:36; 19:3, 39; 22:6, 47; 23:4, 48. In 8:40—56, ÖyAog is synonymous 
to Aaög (people), as 8:47 shows. "OyAoc recalls the interested group of 8:4, 
19. Pointing to 8:47, Bovon 1989: 446 sees a more expectant crowd and 
speaks of their eschatological hope as they await Jesus, but the term is more 
neutral here. Schiirmann 1969: 489 rightly speaks of their expectation of 
miracles, as Mark 6:53-56 indicates. See the exegesis of Luke 8:4. 

25 According to Arndt 1956: 247, this is the only place where Jesus 
makes such an address. However, he has missed 13:16, where a woman is 
addressed as a daughter of Abraham (noted by Tiede 1988: 176). Cf. the 
description of Zacchaeus as “son of Abraham” in 19:9. Bovon 1989: 450 
and n. 50 notes that the term suggests Jesus’ authority. See also Ps. 45:10 
[44:11 LXX]; Zeph. 3:14; and Lam. 4:21-22. The length of the woman’s 
problem suggests that she is older than Jesus. 

33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445-46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

2 Wiefel 1988: 170 speaks of Jesus’ person and his mysterious suffering 
as the key to the unit. Schiirmann 1969: 498 speaks of the mystery of God’s 
reign becoming evident to the disciples. Bovon 1989: 455 notes points of 
contact shared with Acts: (1) reception of power from the Lord (Acts 
26:15-18), (2) the juxtaposition of preaching and healing (3:1—26), and (3) 


mission that finds acceptance and rejection (13:51; 18:6). 


14 Fitzmyer 1981: 753-594; Ellis 1974: 137; m. Ber. 9.5 (a command 
with roots in Exod. 3:5); Schürmann 1969: 501 n. 20; Josephus, Jewish War 
2.8.4 88124-27 (about the Essenes). On the contrast with the practice of 
Greek cynics and philosophers, see Schürmann 1969: 502 n. 24 and Bovon 
1989: 458 n. 20, who compares the disciples’ absence of possessions with 
the Levites and their being provided for through the tithe (Num. 18:21). 

18 Relying on Mark 6:6 and suggesting that Luke 9:5 is influenced by 
10:8-11, Bovon 1989: 459 and Schürmann 1969: 504 say that Jesus worked 
the cities and left the Twelve to train in the towns. But this argument is 
circular (what is 10:8-11 influenced by?), for the Matthean parallel 
mentions cities as well (10:5, 11 [probably], 14). It is better to regard the 
switch as intentional to show ministry in towns and cities. Jesus’ woes in 
Luke 10:13-15 suggest that cities were involved in the mission. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 757 notes six Lucan modifications of Mark: (1) the 
Lucan use of the title tetpadpyne (tetrarch) (as in 3:1) versus the title 
Baoıdeüc (king); (2) a reference to tà yıvöueva návta (all that has 
happened) instead of just to miracles; (3) a unique reference to Herod’s 
perplexity; (4) the use of threefold örtı for the reports of popular speculation 
about Jesus; (5) the “who is this?” question; and (6) the note about a desire 
to see Jesus. Most see no sources here outside of Mark; Schiirmann 1969: 
508; Bovon 1989: 461-62; Schramm 1971: 128. 

2 Compare Matt. 14:19-20 = Mark 6:39-42 = Luke 9:14-17 in the first 
feeding account (the Johannine parallel is John 6:1-15). Bovon 1989: 467 
notes that the second Marcan feeding and John’s single feeding miracle 


show little influence on Luke 9:10-17. He does note two points of 


agreement between John’s miracle and Luke: (1) the reference to the 
crowds following Jesus in Luke 9:11 = John 6:2 and (2) the number of the 
crowd given as five thousand in Luke 6:14 = John 6:10. 

1 Bovon 1989: 482 n. 4 sees evidence of oral tradition in Luke 9:25-26. 
The Gospel of Thomas 55 has a saying like Luke 9:23, while Thomas 67 is 
like Luke 9:25. 2 Tim. 2:12 is like Luke 9:26. 

2 So Bultmann 1963: 82-83. As evidence of the individuality of the 
sayings, Bovon 1989: 481 notes similar sayings about cross-bearing in 
Matt. 10:38 = Luke 14:27, about losing one’s life in 17:33, and about 
denying Jesus in 12:9. Fitzmyer 1981: 782 is certain that the sayings were 
separate. 

3 Luce 1933: 186 is wrong to say that the remark is more literal in Mark 
than in Luke, for the contexts are identical. Fitzmyer 1981: 788 notes the 
OT parallels to saving one’s Woyn: Gen. 19:17; 1 Sam. 19:11; and Jer. 31:6 
LXX [48:6 MT]; Schiirmann 1969: 543 n. 111. Jewish parallels are found in 
b. Tamid 32a (“What shall a man do to live? They replied: Let him mortify 
himself. What should a man do to kill himself? They replied: Let him keep 
himself alive [i.e., indulge in luxuries]”) and b. Ber. 63b (“whoever abases 
himself for the words of the Torah will in the end be exalted”); SB 1:587- 
88. Bovon 1989: 482 speaks of the OT picture of the two ways (Deut. 
30:15-18) and compares Luke’s emphasis to the structure of Luke 6:47-49. 
Note how the Jewish emphasis on the law is replaced with an emphasis on 
Christ in the NT. 

1 On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 


563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 
136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 
especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 
change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 
the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 
Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 
(i.e., the facial appearance). 

7 Bovon 1989: 493—94 discusses symbolic meanings about the new 
eschaton or the Feast of Tabernacles (he is uncertain which is indicated). 
However, the vague reference to “about” eight is against any symbolic 
meaning, especially since the number is not used elsewhere in this way in 
Luke. If we did not have Mark and Matthew, would one even raise the 
question of a symbolic sense? 

15 To indicate sleep, Luke uses Unvoc (BAGD 843; BAA 1679; 
elsewhere in Luke’s writings twice in Acts 20:9) and Bap€éw (to be heavy; 
BAGD 133; BAA 267; elsewhere in Luke’s writings only in Luke 21:34). 
In 22:45-46, Luke uses the synonymous Kolnda and kaB_evdo. It is clear 
that the disciples are in deep sleep, for the phrase BeBapnpevor nvo 
translates literally as “weighed down with sleep.” Balz, TDNT 8:554, 


speaks of disciples “drunk with sleep.” Bovon’s term “second 


consciousness” (1989: 498) is too visionary in force. He cites Gen. 15:12; 
Dan. 8:18; 10:9. 

19 Bovon 1989: 501-2, with most, sees prophetic imagery dominating, 
but he also correctly speaks of Sinai imagery as key. The emphasis is on 
God’s presence, but the confession is regal and messianic. Luke is not 
referring only to a “chosen one” like Moses. A synthesis of concepts exists 
here, not just one image. For Luke, even the “Prophet like Moses” is a 
regal-like figure, leading a nation to deliverance (Acts 3:17-26; 7:20-43). 

5 ‘Eéf\c appears five times in the NT, all in Luke—Acts: Luke 7:11; here; 
Acts 21:1; 25:17; 27:18; Bovon 1989: 508 n. 21. 

2 The first account is not a chiasmus, against Bovon 1989: 521, who 
suggests this structure (his categories are correct, but there is no balance 


since a and b’ do not match their opposites): 


a question (9:46) 
b nonverbal answer (9:47) 
b’ first indirect answer (9:48a) 


a“ second direct answer (9:48b) 


3 Schiirmann 1969: 200; Fitzmyer 1981: 496; Ernst 1977: 155; Lohse, 
TDNT 8:486 n. 49. Bovon 1989: 189 calls attempts at harmonization 
excessive rationalization like that in current fundamentalism. C. F. Evans 
1990: 252 calls the task “impossible,” which is excessively skeptical. 

3 Bovon 1989: 477 says that the cause is unclear. He challenges the 
doublet theory by noting that only Mark 8:1-10 qualifies as a doublet. The 
walk on the sea (Mark 6:45-52), the Syrophoenician woman (7:24—30), and 


the detailed dispute over the law (7:1—23) are not doublets. I would note 
that one could argue that the last account is omitted because of Luke’s 
avoiding issues of the law, as he did in the Sermon on the Plain; but the 
others still need to be explained, especially the Syrophoenician woman, 
who as a Gentile fits a favorite Lucan theme. 

40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 
the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 
specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 
equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 

5 R. Brown 1977: 369; SB 4:23-40. M. Sab. 19.5 indicates that 
circumcision could take place between the eighth and twelfth days. So 
important was this act that rabbinic texts speculated why it had not been 
included among the Ten Commandments; Pesikta Rabbati 23.4 (= Braude 
1968: 479). 

15 SB 1:96-97; 2:154; Lam. Rab. 1.23 on 1:2; Legah Tob on Num. 
24:17 (2.129b, 130a) (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 3389-90); Pesikta 
Rabbati 29/30B.4 (= Braude 1968: 587-90). On the OT roots of the concept 
of renewal in the wilderness, see Ezek. 20:33-38; Hos. 2:14-23 [2:16-25 
MT]; Nolland 1989: 143; Mauser 1963. 


26 Pesikta Rabbati 36.2 (= Braude 1968: 680-83); Kirk 1972: 95-98; 
Wiefel 1988: 102. However, the Jewish text is late and it speaks only of his 
standing on the roof of the temple. 

11 Later Jewish tradition shows a connection between the eschaton and 
healing: Pesikta Rabbati 15.22 (= Braude 1968: 336-37), where Isa. 35:5-6 
is used; Aggadat Bereshit 69.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); 
possibly 1QH 18.14-15. 

42 In the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Satan is commonly viewed as 
the defeated enemy or associated with serpents: T. Dan 6.3-4; T. Moses 
10.1; and possibly Sir. 25:15, 24. Grundmann, TDNT 3:400, adds T. Levi 
18.12; T. Zeb. 9.8; and Jub. 10.8. In later Judaism, see Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107). Seesemann, TDNT 5:943, sees a figure of 
speech referring to protection, but it is better to speak of a miracle picturing 
victory and protection, since miraculous authority is present. Other Jewish 
texts on Satan include T. Asher 7.3 and T. Dan 5.10-11. 

44 Num. 21:6-9; Ps. 58:4 [58:5 MT]; 140:3 [140:4 MT]; 1 Kings 12:11, 
14 = 2 Chron. 10:11, 14; Sir. 21:2; 39:30. Meanwhile, Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107) gives such power to Noah; Sipra 227 on Lev. 
22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231) attributes a power to judge to the 
“Omnipresent”; while T. Levi 18 gives such power to the messianic high 
priest. Miyoshi 1974: 102-5 has a full survey of the Jewish texts and 
regards Deut. 8:15 as key. 

7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 


(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
8149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

15 In ancient Judaism, Ps. 118 was seen as messianic; SB 1:849—50, 876; 
m. Suk. 3.9; Midr. Ps. 118.19-20 on 118:21-22 (= Braude 1959: 2.243-44); 
Jeremias 1966: 256-597. 

21 This Pesikta Rabbati text treats Hos. 14:1 [14:2 MT] and says that 
repentance raises a heart to the seventh firmament (i.e., into God’s 
presence) before the throne of glory itself. Other portions of this text read: 

“ “Come back as far as you can according to your strength, and I will go the 
rest of the way to meet you.’ So the Holy One, blessed be he, says to Israel: 
‘Return unto me, and I will return unto you’ (Mal. 3:7)... . For the Holy 
One, blessed be he, is merciful and gracious and desires a turning to him 
before he sits as your judge on the dais whence he must release the full 
force of his judgment upon you” (Braude 1968: 2.779). 

16 Because it is a first-century work, 4 Macc. 13:17 provides key 
evidence: a martyr for the law is welcomed and praised by Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob. See also b. Qid. 72a; b. Git. 57b; Pesikta Rabbati 43.4 (= Braude 
1968: 2.761); R. Meyer, TDNT 3:825-26. In Pesikta Rabbati, if a person 
bows down to an idol, he or she will have a place at Esau’s bosom, not 
Abraham’s. 

16 In Gen. 4:10 Abel’s spilled blood cries out, and esp. in Hab. 2:11 
Jerusalem’s stones cry out against Israel’s injustice and sin. Marshall 1978: 
716 notes the possibility that creation will speak out against the sin of the 


Pharisees (Jeremias, TDNT 4:270), an option that is less satisfying 


contextually than the standard OT use of the image; so correctly SB 2:253, 
which notes the use of this figure in Judaism: Tg. Hab. 2:11; Midr. Ps. 73.4 
on 73:10 (= Braude 1959: 2.4). 

40 1 Macc. 11:43; 1 Enoch 5.4; BAGD 126-27; BAA 254; Schlier, 
TDNT 1:513. Braun, TDNT 6:252, says that åọiotnpı Means apostasy. 

6 Hayles 1973: 120; Fitzmyer 1981: 400. On Augustan census activity, 
see Braunert 1957; Corbishley 1936; Tacitus, Annals 1.11; Dio Cassius 
53.30.2. 

10 Bovon 1989: 195 speaks of a time of divine revelation, but this is too 
specific for Luke 4. Jesus is simply “led” by the Spirit. For a study 
emphasizing the parallels with Israel, see Brawley 1992. 

44 Brawley 1987: 6-27 challenges the argument that the passage is a 
paradigm for the rejection of the nation or for the inclusion of Gentiles. The 
view that Brawley rejects is probably overstated, but his critique may also 
go too far. Brawley is right that Israel is not permanently rejected in Luke’s 
view, but an allusion to potential inclusion of outsiders, including Gentiles, 
cannot be excluded. Such an allusion can exist without insisting that it must 
also include the idea that Israel is cut off. 

17 This view of the king’s sternness is conceptually like Josephus’s 
description of a law that punishes slaves more harshly; Against Apion 2.30 
8216; C. Taylor 1901; Plato, Laws 913c (11); Brightman 1927-28; Philo, 
Hypothetica 7.6; Fitzmyer 1985: 1237. 

7 Josephus, Jewish War 2.12.3 8232; Jeremias 1969: 352-58; Jeremias, 
TDNT 7:88-94. On Jewish attitudes, see Sir. 50:25-26; T. Levi 7.2; Gen. 


Rab. 81.3 on 35:2; Jub. 30.5-6, 23; C. A. Evans 1990: 164. On the 
relationship between Jews and Samaritans, see Brindle 1984. 

7 Also, the Jewish prayer Kaddish is often cited as relevant, but it is 
uncertain that its roots go back this far (for discussion, see Petuchowski and 
Brocke 1978). 

1 Bovon 1989: 357-58 notes the OT similarities (returning the son to the 
parent, the widow, and recognition that God’s messenger is present) and 
differences (Jesus’ taking the initiative, instantaneous resuscitation, and the 
crowd’s response). Bovon references the key study of this passage by 
Harbarth 1978. For the connections to 1 Kings, see Brodie 1986, though he 
overdraws the case for framing around this OT book. The differences 
between the OT and the event reveal that the event controls the details (see 
C. A. Evans 1990: 115 and Evans in Evans and Sanders 1993: 223-24). 

2 For a good summary of the critical discussion, see Nolland 1989: 351- 
53, who relies on the approaches of Legault 1954, Lö;ning 1971, and 
Dupont 1980. Nolland also rightly rejects Brodie’s midrashic reading 
(1983) of this text as an internalization of 2 Kings 4:1-37. The points of 
connection between 2 Kings 4 and Luke 7 are too general to be compelling. 
In addition, the function of oil in the two accounts is too different (2 Kings 
4:3-7 versus Luke 7:37—38), and the bowing of the Shunammite in 2 Kings 
4:37 is a natural expression of respect, not unlike Luke 5:8. Luke 7:37-38 is 
filled with emotion, a background that 2 Kings 4 lacks. 

11 Two key studies on the Elijah motif in Luke are Brodie 1987 and C. 
A. Evans 1987b. Evans argues that Elijah reflects the motif of God’s 


election of his true people. 


10 Talbert 1982: 92-93; Witherington 1979. On the escalated role of 
women in the later Jewish synagogue, see Brooten 1982. 

5 The repeated use of kai and future verbs suggests this idea. See R. 
Brown 1977: 261 for options. 

40 Meyac is used derisively of Simon Magus in Acts 8:10, but positively 
of Isaiah in Sir. 48:22; R. Brown 1977: 273 n. 33. It is used of Mordecai 
(Esth. 10:3), who was not a prophet. Bovon 1989: 56 compares the remarks 
to the “great” priestly figures in T. Levi 17-18. “Greatness” comes for the 
first priest of Jubilee in being able to talk to God (17:2), while for the last 
priest, the eschatological priest, it involves anointing by the Spirit (18:7). It 
is clear that greatness has to do with being specially endowed to serve God. 

41 1 Sam. 3:20; Acts 3:24. On the OT background, see R. Brown 1977: 
273; Fitzmyer 1981: 326; Marshall 1978: 57. 

50 See Dan. 7:16 and Job 1:6 for the idea of direct access to God or his 
angels; R. Brown 1977: 262; Danker 1988: 32. 

63 R. Brown 1977: 280-81. The blessing at the end of Luke also does 
not occur at the temple, another key omission against any claim for literary 
symmetry with Luke 24. 

66 So also within the infancy material: 1:56; 2:20, 39, 51; R. Brown 
1977: 263. 

68 The view is mentioned and refuted by R. Brown 1977: 282; it is held 
by Laurentin 1967: 56-64. 

1 There are various ways to list the parallels. With only minor variations, 


I follow Schürmann’s list (1969: 59 n. 132). For other arrangements and 


discussions, see Tiede 1988: 45-47; R. Brown 1977: 293-98; Schneider 
1977a: 48; and Creed 1930: 13. 

11 The view is mentioned by R. Brown 1977: 287-88, who cites 
Hippolytus for it; see also the discussion of the genealogy in 3:23-38. 

12 So Schneider 1977a: 49. Against a reference to Isaiah in Luke are R. 
Brown 1977: 300 and Fitzmyer 1981: 336. The NT sees the virgin state as 
honorable (Acts 21:9; 1 Cor. 7:25; Rev. 4:14); Bovon 1989: 72. 

22 For this allusion, see Marshall 1978: 66; Leaney 1958: 83; Schneider 
1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 46, esp. n. 40; uncertain of itis R. Brown 
1977: 299-300; Laurentin 1967: 115. 

34 Three times in Matthew, once in Mark, twice in John; R. Brown 
1977: 289. 

36 R. Brown 1977: 305 rejects this Jewish evidence, noting that the 
Qumran community did not have a permanent celibacy but a temporary one 
for priests offering sacrifices. The texts in Philo are Contemplative Life 8 
868 and Hypothetica 11.14-17. 

37 Creed 1930: 19; Schneider 1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 49—50; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 348-50; Wiefel 1988: 51-52; Ernst 1977: 72; R. Brown 
1977: 309. Gewiess, in an appendix to Laurentin’s German 1967 edition, 
interestingly takes a view opposite of Laurentin in the French original and 
omits Laurentin’s own discussion of the question. 

47 The relationship between Mary and Elizabeth is not specified. 
Wycliffe seems to be responsible for associating the two as cousins; 


Plummer 1896: 25; R. Brown 1977: 292. On the problem of a supposed 


contradiction between John and Jesus as relatives and the statements of 
John 1:31, 33, see the additional note on 1:25. 

48 Creed 1930: 21; R. Brown 1977: 292; Klostermann 1929: 15; BDF 
8302.1; BDR 8302.1.2. The force is that “nothing at all is impossible” for 
God. 

51 A, C, D, Byz, and many versions. R. Brown 1977: 288 notes that the 
phrase’s presence in these manuscripts influenced the Ave Maria and its 
juxtaposition of the terms Mary, full of grace, and blessed. 

53 Laurentin 1957a: 176-88 (this discussion is only in the French 
edition). The view is first attested in Gregory of Nyssa in A.D.. 386; PG 
46:1140D-41A; R. Brown 1977: 304; and Delling, TDNT 5:334-35, esp. n. 
55, who prefers to speak of a “virgin conception” as the most accurate way 
to describe Luke’s portrayal. Wiefel 1988: 53 refers to Ambrose, Expositio 
Evangelii Secundam Lucam 2 (Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum 
Latinorum 32:99), and Augustine, De Sancta Virginitate 4 (Corpus 
Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 41:327). For the full history of 
exegesis, see Graystone 1968: 3-36. 

71 Chron. 15:28; 16:4, 5, 42; 2 Chron. 5:13; R. Brown 1977: 333. On 
the verb, also see O. Betz, TDNT 9:303 n. 7, who makes the same 
association. 

10 R. Brown 1977: 344 n. 17 notes the allusion to this verse in the Ave 
Maria. 

12 R. Brown 1977: 333; Danker 1988: 41; BAGD 486; BAA 988 81b; 
Luke 6:20-22. 


3 R. Brown 1977: 346-55; Wiefel 1988: 57; Farris 1985: 86-98; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 359-62; Jones 1968; Bemile 1986: 36. Fitzmyer, agreeing 
with Winter and Schneider, notes that the hymn is parallel to the psalms in 1 
Maccabees, the Qumran Thanksgiving hymns, and the Qumran War Scroll. 
The hymn also resembles the OT hymns of praise (Ps. 33, 47, 48, 113, 135, 
136; one could add to the list 1 Sam. 2:1-10; Jon. 2:2-9 [2:3-10 MT]; Isa. 
38:9-20; Tob. 8:15-17; and Sir. 51:1-12). Fitzmyer (p. 359) regards 1:48 as 
a Lucan insert. In fact, he seems favorable to R. Brown’s position that the 
hymn emerged out of the Jewish-Christian community. Schneider 1977a: 56 
sees a Hellenistic Jewish-Christian rewrite of Jewish material or a 
reworking by Luke himself; so also C. F. Evans 1990: 171-73. 

13 Charts detailing the various OT parallels in the hymn can be found in 
Plummer 1896: 30-31; Klostermann 1929: 18-19; and R. Brown 1977: 
358-60. The fullest chart including Qumran parallels is Bemile 1986: 116- 
33. For the connection to 1 Sam. 2, see Goulder 1989: 225-29, who also 
notes parallels to Ps. 88 and 102. 

19 R. Brown 1977: 337; BDF 8493.2; BDR 8493.2-3; Büchsel, TDNT 
1:663. This is called “distributive doubling.” Schürmann 1969: 75 n. 231 
prefers the translation “for many generations” with BDF. 

30 R. Brown 1977: 345—46 notes this but makes no effort to answer the 
historical issues. 

1 Schiirmann 1969: 96 notes the possibility of a Baptist origin, but thinks 
the source is more likely to be Jewish Christian. R. Brown 1977: 376 opts 
for a Jewish-Christian source as well. Marshall 1978: 86 is uncertain where 


the origin lies. 


4 Pirge de Rabbi Eliezer 48 (= Friedlander 1916: 378), an eighth-century 
text that is too late to be of real help; R. Brown 1977: 369. Gen. 21:3 may 
belong here in light of Gen. 21:4—5, but it is hard to be sure; R. Meyer, 
TDNT 6:82. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 369; SB 4:23-40. M. Sab. 19.5 indicates that 
circumcision could take place between the eighth and twelfth days. So 
important was this act that rabbinic texts speculated why it had not been 
included among the Ten Commandments; Pesikta Rabbati 23.4 (= Braude 
1968: 479). 

4 The most detailed recent survey of the issues is Farris 1985: 26-30. 
Other treatments include R. Brown 1977: 377—78; Fitzmyer 1981: 376-78; 
Marshall 1978: 86-87; Ernst 1977: 92-94; Wiefel 1988: 62-64; Nolland 
1989: 82-85; and Schürmann 1969: 84-85, 88-89, 93-94. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 377. Schürmann 1969: 84 n. 26 notes traces of non- 
Lucan style and argues for a Palestinian setting. Bovon 1989: 98 and n. 8 
argues that the terms to make redemption, horn of salvation, and to 
remember covenant are not Lucan expressions, though the terms to go 
before, knowledge, and salvation are like Lucan usage. 

6 R. Brown 1977: 377-78; Fitzmyer 1981: 377—78; Farris 1985: 27-28. 
The formative articulation of the view is Benoit 1956-57: 182-83. His work 
not only formulated the basic position, but is regarded as having challenged 
the unity of the hymn as well. 

7 Among the hypotheses are the following: 


Added to Adherents 


1:76-79 


1:76 or 1:76—77 


1:68-75 


1:76-77, 79b 


1:76-77 


1:70, 76-77 


Jewish or Jewish- 


Christian hymn 


early Christian hymn 


Christian hymn 


Baptist hymn 


Winter 1956: 239 n. 41 


Benoit 1956-57: 182— 


91 


Schürmann 1969: 88— 
90 


Hahn 1969: 242-43, 
365-66 


Jewish-Christian hymn R. Brown 1977: 377— 


of the Anawim 


78; Farris 1985: 27-28 


Jewish-Christian hymn Fitzmyer 1981: 378 


probably from the 


Anawim 


48 The phraseology is Semitic in style, both in using the term rn&pa as 
meaning “time” (BDF 8165; Delling, TDNT 2:950) and in using the 
genitive avadeifewc (R. Brown 1977: 374). The use of dvadeigewc to 
describe his manifesting himself to Israel is the only NT use of the term 
(Sir. 43:6). 

50 See discussions in Schürmann 1969: 94-95; Schweizer 1984: 44; R. 
Brown 1977: 376 n. 2; Bovon 1989: 110. Godet 1875: 1.118 refutes the 
older view that John was an Essene. The similarity between the two groups 
suggests that if John did not belong to one group, he probably was not a 
member of the other either. 

2 Major discussions can be found in Fitzmyer 1981: 392-93; R. Brown 
1977: 411; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Creed 1930: 30-32; Schürmann 
1969: 103-4, 108-9, 118-19; Marshall 1978: 96-97; Plummer 1896: 46; 
Nolland 1989: 98-103; and Ernst 1977: 99. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 411. Fitzmyer 1981: 393 argues for traditional 
elements in the material, specifically the names of the key characters, the 
birth in Bethlehem, the parents’ tie to Nazareth, and a tie between Galilee 
and the census. Generally, more of these details would be seen as historical 
than in view 1. 

13 References to Quirinius are found in Tacitus, Annals 2.30; 3.22—23, 
48; and Strabo 12.6.5 (C 569); Luce 1933: 95-96; Fitzmyer 1981: 402; R. 
Brown 1977: 395. 

17 For such language to express the end of pregnancy, see Gen. 25:24; 
Luke 1:57; R. Brown 1977: 398. This is yet another Hebraism; Delling, 
TDNT 2:950 n. 42. 


19 This used to be the Catholic understanding of the term and is still held 
by some today; Blinzler 1967 discusses the options and the subject of Jesus’ 
family. R. Brown 1977: 398 hints at this view, citing Ps. Sol. 13.9 [cited as 
13.8 according to an older numbering scheme]; 18.4; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 6:58 
as examples of mpwtotoKoc meaning “only begotten.” Bovon 1989: 121 
speaks of a privileged relationship to God. 

20 Exod. 13:2; Num. 3:12-13; Deut. 21:15-17; Schürmann 1969: 104 n. 
43. Both Fitzmyer 1981: 406 and R. Brown 1977: 398 note that the term 
shows only that no one preceded Jesus. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 420-24. Marshall 1978: 107-8 rejects this approach. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 395-96 sees OT influence but rejects a midrashic view. So 
correctly Jeremias, TDNT 6:490--99, also rejects such connections. 

32 The KJV reflects a three-part division by reading nominative evdoxia; 
so Godet 1875: 1.132-33. Many recent translations reflect a two-part 
division by reading genitive eböoklag; so Plummer 1896: 57—58; Fitzmyer 
1981: 410-12; and R. Brown 1977: 403-5. 

3 There are many suggestions about Lucan redaction at various spots. 
Klostermann 1929: 40 sees Luke’s hand in 2:22b-23, 29-32, 34-35. R. 
Brown 1977: 445-47, 452-55 argues for an original tradition that contained 
what is now 2:27—34; Luke, however, added the hymn. For Brown, the 
hymn is from the Jewish-Christian Anawim, as were the earlier hymns of 
Luke 1-2. 

11 Most commentators note that Mary’s association with purification 


argues against a view that sees her as an “intact virgin” after Jesus’ birth; 


see 1:34; Creed 1930: 39; Plummer 1896: 63; R. Brown 1977: 436; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 421. 

26 See Plummer 1896: 69 for four grammatical options for the genitive; 
Farris 1985: 149. R. Brown 1977: 440 notes that the peculiarity of the 
syntax here is a reflection of Semitic style; BDF 8259.3. 

30 R. Brown 1977: 461; Hendriksen 1978: 170; Danker 1988: 68. 
Jeremias in his later TDNT article, 6:541-42, revised his view. 

37 Fitzmyer 1981: 421 regards such historical questions as beside the 
point of the narrative. Technically this is correct, since the Gospels do not 
try explicitly to solve such questions. Each writer tells his own story with 
his own emphases. But such historical questions do have value in helping us 
wrestle with the early days of Jesus’ life. R. Brown 1977: 448-51 sees Luke 
creating much of this event. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 436. Bovon 1989: 154 prefers to speak only ofa 
biographical interest, calling the account an anecdote. He compares it to the 
Infancy Story of Thomas 2, an account of a five-year-old Jesus fashioning 
twelve sparrows from clay. Though this account is much more fanciful than 
the Lucan pericope, its ending (19), stressing Jesus’ wisdom, is similar to 
but less restrained than Luke’s emphasis on wisdom (Schmahl 1974; see the 
exegesis of 2:46). In this case, the Infancy Gospel of Thomas is influenced 
by Luke (R. Brown 1977: 481). 

12 Marshall 1978: 127; R. Brown 1977: 474; Jeremias 1969: 58—60; 
Josephus, Life 52 8269; m. Ma.as. S. 5.2. 

13 For the latter, see R. Brown 1977: 473, 486, who speaks of the 


literary character of the account, by which he means one should not spend 


too much time looking for historical or psychological detail. 

20 Theodoret, On the Incarnation of the Lord 24; see PG 75:1461CD.R. 
Brown 1977: 477 cites J. Dö;derlein as a modern exponent. 

2 Plummer 1896: 147 lists seven points of dissimilarity between these 
accounts. My parenthetical comments in Brown’s list above show some of 
the questions raised about this connection. Note also the similarities listed 
by Bovon 1989: 228-29: Jesus face to face with Peter, Peter’s prominence, 
Jesus’ instruction, the new attempt to catch fish, the obedience of the 
fishermen, the miraculous catch, the reaction of Peter, and the promise. He 
sees an original promise to Peter, which the church expanded in two 
directions: Luke in terms of discipleship and John in terms of call. 

8 M. Smith 1971 argues for a late origin, but Hengel 1961 argues for 
ideological unity between the early group and later Zealots, as does M. 
Stern 1976: 578-79. Much of Josephus’s Jewish War 4 condemns this 
radical group for their activity in A.D.. 66-70; especially descriptive is 
4.6.3 88381-88. Nolland 1989: 271 also prefers a distinction between the 
Zealot party and Luke’s term. Witherington 1990: 81-88, 96-98 supports 
Hengel. Against this connection is R. Brown 1994: 689-93. 

1 R. Brown 1977: 276 argues that the Elijah-like connection for John the 
Baptist is a late development in the tradition. If there existed an early 
association of Malachi with John as the angelic announcement suggests and 
as its repetition in the various contexts shows, then this judgment is not 
likely. 

1 For a full discussion, see R. Brown 1977: 547-56 (who rejects the 


historicity of the reference). 


9 Schürmann 1969: 100. R. Brown 1977: 549 allows this as a possibility. 
What he cannot accept is the reference to Quirinius. The Romans allowed 
the Jews to keep other customs: tax exemption every seventh year 
(Josephus, Antiquities 14.10.6 83202-10) and Sabbath observance 
(Antiquities 14.10.20 88241-43). 

19 It is unfortunate that in both his detailed study (1977: 545-56) and his 
recent revision (1993), R. Brown, while rejecting Luke’s approach, fails to 
refer to Hoehner or Hayles. 

15 This view has been qualified recently by Barr 1988; see Witherington 
1990: 217-18 for an evaluation of Barr’s critique. On relating to God as a 
child does to a parent, see Luke 18:15-17; Dunn 1975: 23. R. Brown 1994: 
172-75 has a full discussion of .abba:. 

3 R. Brown 1994: 157 makes much of this omission, arguing that Luke 
omitted it to make Jesus less troubled in his inner psyche, a view that fits a 
heroic portrayal before a Greco-Roman audience. But Jesus’ troubled soul 
is sufficiently communicated by the prayer itself (the point is enhanced if 
22:43-44 is original; see the additional note). The contrast may not be as 
great as Brown suggests. 

8 The phrase enter into temptation occurred earlier in 8:13; 11:4; Ellis 
1974: 257. On the conceptual similarity to 1 Pet. 5:8, see Seesemann, TDNT 
6:31-32. On the temptation as entry into serious eschatological battle with 
Satan, see R. Brown 1994: 159-61, who ties the remark to Luke 11:4. Jesus 
must prepare for his great face-off with Satan. 

11 Martyrdom can include references to blood and sweat in Judaism (4 


Macc. 6:6, 11; 7:8). R. Brown 1994: 189-90 compares it to emotion or 


tension before the start of an athletic event (1 Cor. 9:25; 1 Thess. 2:2; 4 
Macc. 9:8; 11:20), but rejects the idea that Jesus feared death. But can death 
be separated from his sense of conflict here? 

12 Fitzmyer 1985: 1444-45 rightly stresses the comparative force of 
@oel (like), elsewhere used by Luke at Luke 3:23; 9:14 (twice), 28; 22:41, 
59; 23:44; 24:11; Acts 1:15; 2:3, 41; 6:15; 10:3; 19:7, 34 (variant reading). 
On the medical possibilities, see R. Brown 1994: 185; Holzmeister 1938; 
Keen 1892; and Keen 1897. 

2 The authenticity of the healing, the kiss, and Jesus’ short remark in 
Matt. 26:52 are frequently questioned (e.g., Bultmann 1963: 268-69 doubts 
the healing, but is uncertain about the kiss). But none of these elements 
need be doubted: the healing is bound up in how one sees Jesus’ miracles in 
general; the kiss is a standard greeting of respect or acceptance (Gen. 33:4; 
2 Sam. 20:9 [deceitfully]; Luke 7:45; 15:20; Rom. 16:16; R. Brown 1994: 
255); and it is not unnatural for Jesus to make short comments. 

7 For the use of kata meaning “after” in a distributive sense, see Luke 
11:3; Fitzmyer 1985: 1451. Luke’s audience of chief priests fits these 
remarks. While it is not necessary to see the priests themselves carrying 
weapons, they are responsible for the tone of the arrest by whom they bring 
(against the implications of R. Brown 1994: 282, who thinks the detail 
raises a historical problem). 

1 Those arguing for an additional source are Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-58 
(but not in 22:54-62); Creed 1930: 276 (maybe); Marshall 1978: 839-40, 
845, 848; Grundmann 1963: 416, 418-19; Ernst 1977: 612-13, 616, 618; 
Nolland 1993b: 1092-93, 1098-99, 1104-5; and J. Green 1988: 276. Soards 


1987: 100-120 argues for a mixture of tradition, Marcan rewriting, and 
Lucan rewriting. The classic study on this issue is V. Taylor 1972. Dissent 
about an extra source outside of some oral material comes from R. Brown 
1994: 581-83. Most of Luke’s changes (e.g., 22:63-65) reflect his style and 
vocabulary. But all that this shows is Luke’s hand on his sources, not 
whether additional information existed. Brown sees the “game” in 22:64 as 
evidence of the presence of oral tradition (see the exegesis). But why limit it 
here, given evidence of sources throughout this material? 

13 Stählin (TDNT 8:264-65) speaks of a game like “blind man’s bluff.” 
R. Brown 1994: 575 discusses three games involving covered or 
blindfolded eyes listed by Pollux, Onomasticon 9.113, 123, 129 (second 
century b.c.). 

18 The earliest extant literary reference to the Sanhedrin is 198 b.c., the 
date of a letter that Antiochus III the Great wrote after the Battle of Panion; 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.3.3 8138; Lohse, TDNT 7:862-66; Schürer 1973- 
87: 2.199-217. Josephus also uses the term Bovàń (council) to describe the 
Sanhedrin (Jewish War 2.15.6 8331; 2.16.2 8336). R. Brown 1994: 340-57 
stresses that there is only one such group at this time, the number of 
members usually being put at seventy-one (m. Sanh. 1.6, drawing on Num. 
11:16). 

30 Marshall 1965-66: 347 and A. Moore 1966: 184—87 answer other 
objections to authenticity. Fitzmyer 1985: 1459 refuses to make a judgment 
on historicity, calling it impossible to reach a verdict. R. Brown 1994: 514— 
15 says that the conceptually parallel Mark 14:62 “may be close to the 


mindset and style of Jesus himself.” Though he believes there is no way to 


determine this for certain (pp. 506-7), the remarks fit with authenticity. 
Brown even adds the argument that Mark’s “you will see” statement is so 
ambiguous that it is unlikely to be created by the church. 

32 On garment rending, see R. Brown 1994: 517-18, esp. n. 2. On 
blasphemy, see R. Brown 1994: 521-23 and Bock 1994b, both of whom 
argue that first-century blasphemy need not involve uttering the divine 
name. 

5 This filling out of detail is common in Luke; e.g., in 23:46 he will 
supply the content of the second cry from the cross (using Ps. 31:5 [31:6 
MTJ), an event that Mark 15:37 = Matt. 27:50 only alludes to. For the view 
that Matthew and Mark present the conclusion of the evening trial or merely 
recapitulate here, see R. Brown 1994: 631-32. Regardless of whether one 
sees a Separate morning trial, the final decision came in the early morning. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1479 calls &vamépmta@ Lucan, but since three of its five 
NT uses are in this one pericope (elsewhere Acts 25:21 and Philem. 12), the 
usage is too concentrated and too rare to attribute to Luke. On the Roman 
legalities, see R. Brown 1994: 764-65. 

7 Danker 1988: 355-56 cites Diogenes Laertius 3.19 and 9.115 for 
occasions where the accused is silent. See also Wis. 8:12; Ignatius, 
Ephesians 15.1 and Magnesians 8.2; and Josephus, Antiquities 15.7.5 8235 
(R. Brown 1994: 772). 

9 The terms used to describe the clothing are infrequent in the NT: &odng 
(clothes; BAGD 312; BAA 632; elsewhere in the NT only at Luke 24:4; 
Acts 1:10; 10:30; 12:21; James 2:2—3 [three times]; cf. Mark 15:17), 
Aaurıpöc (bright; BAGD 465 83; BAA 946 83; elsewhere in the NT only at 


Acts 10:30; James 2:2—3 [twice]; Rev. 15:6; 18:14; 19:8; 22:1, 16), and 
TIEpIBAAA® (to clothe; BAGD 646 81b6; BAA 1302 81b6; twenty-three 
times in the NT; e.g., John 19:2). The syntax is also disputed: does mockery 
occur by clothing him or is he clothed and sent back to Pilate? Either way, 
the fine clothes are placed on Jesus in jest. The latter option is more likely 
grammatically since participles are not normally subordinated to other 
participles (R. Brown 1994: 773-75). Brown also notes numerous Lucan 
touches in 23:11-12, indicating that Luke summarized here. 

10 On Sejanus, see R. Brown 1994: 693-94, 1376. His anti-Semitism is 
recorded by Philo, Embassy to Gaius 24 8160-61 and Flaccus 1 81. 
Brown doubts Philo’s account, arguing that he transferred blame from 
Tiberius to Sejanus for political reasons. But Sejanus carried too much 
power in a.d. 26-31 to pass responsibility to a largely absentee Tiberius 
(who was sensitive to Jews, as noted above). 

3 Examples of Lucan style and vocabulary in the verse include npög with 
a verb of speaking, kai i600, Evorıov, and probably the forensic use of 
avakpiv@; R. Brown 1994: 791 and Nolland 1993b: 1127. 

5 Hadevo here refers to flogging; BAGD 604 §2by; BAA 1222 82by; 
elsewhere in the NT with this meaning only at Luke 23:22; cf. 1 Kings 
12:11, 14; 2 Chron. 10:11, 14. Mark 15:15 uses pgpayeAAwoccg for the 
whipping before the crucifixion. Sherwin-White 1963: 27-28 distinguishes 
three types of flogging: fustes, flagella, and verbera. He may be right that 
Luke refers to fustigatio in terms of Pilate’s initial intention, but when he 
gave Jesus over, the verberatio would be administered for crucifixion. R. 


Brown 1994: 851 questions the value of these distinctions and whether 


Luke’s audience would know them. Regardless, the punishment came with 
the crucifixion. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

6 Luce 1933: 349 sees an allusion to Isa. 54:1, but since the images are 
so different (i.e., in Isaiah the barren will bear a child), this is probably not 
correct; correctly Marshall 1978: 864 (cf. Luke 1:7, 25; Gal. 4:27) and R. 
Brown 1994: 923, who cites parallels from Lam. 4:4; Wis. 3:13; Eccles. 
4:2-3; 2 Bar. 10.6-10 and argues that Luke received the saying from a 
Sayings source. 

11 Filling in details of this story became popular in some circles. In the 
Old Latin, these two bandits are variously named Ioathas and Maggatras 
(Luke 23:32), Zoathan and Chammatha (Mark 15:27), or Zoathan and 
Camma (Matt. 27:38) (Plummer 1896: 530), while the Acts of Pilate 9 
records their names as Dysmas and Gestas (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 


1.512). Still other traditions speak of Jesus falling, meeting Mary, and 


speaking with awomen named Veronica (called Bernice in Acts of Pilate 
8), who testified before Pilate because Jesus had healed her issue of blood 
(cf. Luke 8:43-48). See also the Arabic Infancy Gospel 23 (R. Brown 1994: 
969; Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.460). 

13 The name Calvary comes from calvaria, the Latin translation of 
Kpaviov; Plummer 1896: 531; Geldenhuys 1951: 613. R. Brown 1994: 938- 
40 discusses the location of Golgotha and decides for the traditional 
location associated now with the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in what is 
called the Christian quarter of Jerusalem. Nolland 1993b: 1145 expresses 
less certainty about the locale. 

14 Jesus’ tone differs from the “martyr” parallels in 2 Macc. 5-6 (where 
the intercession is a declaration of the sufferer’s righteousness and 
faithfulness) and 7:14, 17, 19 (where the condemned promise God’s 
vengeance on the executioner). On the other hand, some Jewish texts appeal 
to mercy for all, even sinners (Jon. 4:11; T. Ben. 4.2; Philo, Flaccus 2 87; R. 
Brown 1994: 974), a merciful attitude that also appears in the church fathers 
(Ignatius, Ephesians 10.2-3; Justin Martyr, Apology 1.14). 

20 Noting overlaps of Lucan style, R. Brown 1994: 1001 rejects the 
presence of a source, though he acknowledges that perhaps the paradise 
saying goes back to Jesus. This view fits Brown’s consistent tendency to 
minimize sources in the material, often limiting himself to Mark. But given 
the nature of this event and its importance, as well as the orality of the 
culture, it is unlikely that Luke’s sources were limited to Mark. 

26 R. Brown 1994: 1040-42 discusses the eclipse options and finds none 


persuasive. He sees Luke creatively tying these details together, but in other 


cases where the Synoptics overlap Brown is less skeptical, so it is uncertain 
why he is hesitant here. Whether we have an eclipse or, more likely, some 
other form of darkening like a thick cloud, it is the timing of this event with 
Jesus’ death that creates the sign. 

1 Luce 1933: 354 speaks of Mark plus L. Marshall 1978: 878 and V. 
Taylor 1972: 99-103 say that special Lucan material may appear in 23:55- 
56. Ernst 1977: 640-41 holds that it is 23:50c, 51a, 53b, 54b. Nolland 
1993b: 1162-63 holds to 23:53c and perhaps 23:52-54. Grundmann 1963: 
436 holds to 23:50, 51a, 53b, 54-56. Fitzmyer 1985: 1523 holds to 23:53c, 
56a. Though it could be debated whether certain verses derive from another 
source, Luke seems to have had access to additional material, against R. 
Brown 1994: 1226. 

2 Jeremias 1966: 15-84 deals with various aspects of this issue. Other 
key studies include Hoehner 1977: 74-90; Marshall 1980: 30-75 (which 
has the advantage of assessing Jeremias’s claims); Jaubert 1965; Blinzler 
1958; and R. Brown 1962b. For bibliography, see Nolland 1993b: 1035—40. 

43 Liefeld 1984: 907 cites John 8:31, 44 as examples. If S. Brown 1969: 
12-16, 30-31 is correct, then Luke changed the terminology to clarify the 
text’s meaning by leaving out terms capable of being misunderstood. 

6 K adeäfig is clearly temporal, denoting events that follow those of 
Luke 7; BAGD 388; BAA 788. It means afterward, but not necessarily soon 
afterward, as A. B. Bruce 1897: 518 correctly notes. It appears only in 
Luke-Acts (Luke 1:3; here; Acts 3:24; 11:4; 18:23). Acts 3:24 speaks of the 


sequence of prophets following Samuel— which spanned centuries. 


33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445-46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 
Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 

4 Reicke 1968: 138, 228-29. F. F. Bruce 1972: 16-17 notes that the term 
procurator is later than this period, coming into use with the emperor 
Claudius (41-54). 

9 For discussion of Josephus’s text, see Creed 1921-22; F. F. Bruce 
1974: 34-35. 

17 This view dates back to the seventeenth century and is supported by 
F. F. Bruce 1972: 32 n. 1. Hoehner 1977: 21 discusses it. 

1 Fitzmyer 1985: 1185 discusses the relationship of this pericope to 
Paul’s message, though with less emphasis on the unity of the perspectives. 
See also F. F. Bruce 1952: 66-69 and the exegesis of 18:14a. 

2 So Wiefel 1988: 305 and Bruners 1977. Bruners also argues that the 
account is Lucan. Fitzmyer 1985: 1150-51 and H. Betz 1981 question the 
connection. At most, it is a form parallel. Betz’s main thesis (1971) that the 
account is a polemic against healing miracles is incorrect; see Marshall 
1978: 649. Meier 1994: 750-51 shows how an appeal to Lucan creation 


from 2 Kings cannot explain four differences in the account: (1) no mention 


of Elijah, (2) no mention of Jesus as prophet, (3) no delay in the miracle’s 
occurrence, and (4) the different kind of miracle in the account (punitive 
versus healing). 

39 This seems similar to a view that Bovon 1989: 318-19 calls the 
existential view, held by R. Bultmann, P. Ricoeur, and M. Buber. Practically 
speaking, it leads to a cosmopolitan philanthropy. This kind of activity 
might be an implication of this passage, but it is hardly the point. 

3 1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 


42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

43 Among those who support this approach are Schürmann 1969: 302; 
Vogt 1959; Buchanan and Wolfe 1978; and apparently Danker 1988: 130. 
Marshall 1978: 230 is uncertain of the origin. 

2 For example, Büchele must omit certain verses to achieve symmetry 
(e.g., 23:33-34, 44-46). In addition, both thieves did not mock Jesus (this 
unit is positive, not negative). 

10 For more on öınyno1g as meaning oral and written accounts, see the 
introduction to SI.A above and TDNT 2:909, where Büchsel provides a nice 
summary of usage. One parallel to note is Polybius 5.31.4. 

26 So most hold, including Büchsel, TDNT 1:378. So read NKJV (“from 
the very first”), NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, Zürcher Bibel, 
Einheitsübersetzung. 

19 R. Brown 1977: 337; BDF 8493.2; BDR 8493.2-3; Büchsel, TDNT 
1:663. This is called “distributive doubling.” Schürmann 1969: 75 n. 231 
prefers the translation “for many generations” with BDF. 

1 Wiefel 1988: 68-70 gives some background on Caesar Augustus. For 


an evaluation of the Lucan notes that place Luke within the sphere of 


ancient history writing, see Büchsel, TDNT 3:395-96, and Strathmann, 
TDNT 4:492 n. 53. 

10 Fitzmyer 1981: 467; Büchsel, TDNT 1:672; Nolland 1989: 147. The 
image parallels the expression offspring of asps in the LXX: Isa. 11:8; 
14:29; 30:6; 59:5. 

19 On yevwvntoic yovaikav, see Job 11:2c [not in MT]; 11:12 [4 MT’s 
sense]; 14:1; 15:14; 25:4; Biichsel, TDNT 1:672. Fitzmyer 1981: 675 gives 
Qumran parallels from 1QS 11.21; 1QH 13.14; 18.12-13, 16, 23-24. He 
also notes Gospel of Thomas 46.1. The parallel in Matt. 11:11 is the only 
other NT use of the phrase. 

46 Other NT uses are Titus 3:3; James 4:1, 3; 2 Pet. 2:13. Mark has the 
synonymous em@vupia; Stählin, TDNT 2:924-25; Büchsel, TDNT 3:171 n. 
36. Bovon 1989: 410-11 suggests that Luke made the change, because 
Mark’s term can be read positively by a Greek. 

53 On the idea of total authority in mapadidapt (to give over), see 
Büchsel, TDNT 2:171; Matt. 11:27; 28:18 (Siwy; 1 Cor. 15:24; Exod. 
Rab. 15.30 on 12:2. Stauffer, TDNT 2:348, calls this passage the “cry of 
jubilation.” 

38 Matt. 7:11 refers more broadly in another setting to good things, so 
there is no need to discuss which wording is original; but see Marshall 
1978: 470 for options. James 1:5-8, 17 is conceptually parallel. For 600 
(gift), see Eph. 4:8 (where the Spirit is referred to as gift) and Phil. 4:17; 
Biichsel, TDNT 2:166. 

11 Outside of this pericope and its parallels, thc yeveäg taútnç occurs in 


Luke 7:31 = Matt. 11:16; Luke 11:50-51 = Matt. 23:36; Luke 17:25; 21:32 


= Mark 13:30 = Matt. 23:34; Büchsel, TDNT 1:663. Note that the concept is 
multiply attested in Q and Mark. 

41 This key term links 16:9 and 16:11. In this context, &öıkla is a 
Hebraistic “genitive of quality,” describing the steward’s character; Zerwick 
1963: 840; Büchsel, TDNT 3:943 n. 2 (for kpırrjc). Schrenk, TDNT 1:157, 
calls it a “genitive of definition.” 

43 BAGD 153-54 and BAA 308 have such a category for yeveä but note 
its rarity—only “clan, race” in Luke 16:8, which is debated. Their other 


categories of meaning are “generation, 


“family,” while Büchsel, TDNT 1:662-65, speaks of “birth/descent,” 


age,” “period of time,” and 
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“progeny,” “race,” and “generation.” When yeved is qualified by the 
adjective wicked, the racial sense becomes possible, at least in the broad 
sense of “humanity,” but this really results in an ethical force, not a racial 
one. The adjective makes clear the force of yeved. The phrase fh yeved ath 
(this generation) is seen by some as a shortened “ethical” reference equal to 
“this type of generation.” If one takes an ethical view and argues that yeved 
has no temporal force, then the wicked-generation idea is the best 
suboption. 

2 KatdAvua is a private house, but in Luke 2:7 it refers to the inn where 
Jesus was born; elsewhere in the NT only at the parallel Mark 14:14; also 1 
Sam. 1:18 [no MT equivalent]; 9:22; Sir. 14:25; BAGD 414; BAA 841; 
Büchsel, TDNT 4:338; Stählin, TDNT 5:19 n. 136. 

16 On the reference to the vine, see Deut. 22:9; Isa. 32:12; m. Ber. 6.1; b. 


Ber. 35a. The wording parallels the cup blessing in the Passover meal; 


Büchsel, TDNT 1:685. On abstinence, cf. Lev. 10:9; Num. 6:3; Ezek. 44:21; 
Leaney 1958: 268. 

6 On the syntax of fipgavto (they began), which Luke often uses to speak 
of a fresh reaction, see 4:21; 5:21; 7:15; 12:45; 13:25; 19:37; Plummer 
1896: 520; Grundmann 1963: 422. Katnyop&o (to accuse) is used 
elsewhere by Luke at Luke 6:7; 23:10, 14; Acts 22:30; 24:2, 8, 13, 19; 25:5, 
11, 16; 28:19; Büchsel, TDNT 3:637. 

34 So one should understand £ruyvöc. Bultmann, TDNT 1:704, argues 
that it means “to confirm,” but this comes more from the context than from 
the term itself; see Acts 22:24; 23:28. 

8 But so argues Creed 1930: 22-23, who draws on the position of 
Harnack. Also in favor of this view are Danker 1988: 41; Klostermann 
1929: 17-18; Bultmann 1963: 296-97; and Luce 1933: 91-92. 

35 Plummer 1896: 42. The NT refers to this concept in alternative ways: 
Mark 1:4; Matt. 26:28; Luke 1:77; 24:47; Acts 2:38; 5:31; 10:43; 13:38; 
26:18; Col. 1:14; Heb. 10:11 (“take away sin”); Eph. 2:17 (“peace”); 
Bultmann, TDNT 1:511. 

3 Among the candidates for comparison are Cyrus, Romulus and Remus, 
Mithras, Osiris, Aion, Virgil, Semiramis, and Moses. For discussions see 
Creed 1930: 30-32; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Bultmann 1963: 298; 
Gressmann 1914; and Machen 1930: 348-58 (who has a detailed critique). 
Virtually no one argues for any direct connection, though most speak of the 
account’s legendary features, because of its supernatural elements. 

4 Bultmann 1963: 299; Grundmann 1963: 76. Luke is given credit for 


2:1-5 because of the note that alludes to history. Such notes are unique to 


his Gospel and recall the historical notes common in the OT historical 
books, esp. Kings and Chronicles. 

21 So yv@pidw often in the NT (Rom. 9:22-23; Acts 2:28), and often tied 
to the idea of making known a mystery (Col. 1:27; Eph. 1:9; 3:5, 10; 6:19); 
Bultmann, TDNT 1:718. 

2 Bultmann 1963: 299, 304 regards this setting as artificial and 
erroneous, since the firstborn child is presented at the temple, which was 
not required by the law. Schürmann 1969: 119-20, 131 speaks of editorial 
work from Hellenistic Christianity, though he still insists that the bulk of the 
tradition is Jewish-Christian because of its heavy emphasis on Israel and its 
traces of a Palestinian setting (the only other verse he questions is 2:27). He 
places the origin in a setting similar to 1:5-25 and 1:57—79. Nolland 1989: 
115 argues for Luke’s hand in 2:22-24, 39; but the non-LXX form of the 
OT citation is against 2:22—24 being from Luke’s hand. In Nolland’s view 
(p. 116), the rest is substantially from a source, with 2:25, 38 serving as 
Lucan editorial links. He also sees possible Lucan elements in 2:33-35. 

4 Creed 1930: 37-38 mentions these associations and rejects them, as do 
Bultmann 1963: 299-300 and Schürmann 1969: 131 n. 244. The 
comparison was described by Aufhauser 1926 and defended by Garbe 1959: 
47-49, but there are just too many differences between these accounts. 

15 Bultmann, TDNT 2:753; Plato, Statesman 311B; Luce 1933: 101; 
Plummer 1896: 66, who notes that Philo used the term to describe Abraham 
in Who Is the Heir? 6 822. 

1 The view is old. Those who hold it include Bultmann 1963: 300; Creed 
1930: 44; Klostermann 1929: 45; Schiirmann 1969: 139; Schneider 1977a: 


76; Wiefel 1988: 82; and Fitzmyer 1981: 435-36. About the only one who 
raises doubts is Marshall 1978: 126. Despite the remarks about sources, 
Coleridge 1993: 187-213 is certainly correct that from a narrative 
viewpoint this pericope could not be dropped without substantial loss to the 
infancy narrative. Jesus’ remarks about himself are a fitting climax to the 
prologue. In Coleridge’s words (p. 189), this unit is “the most important” of 
the infancy narrative. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 145 argues that the account is a product of the late 
Hellenistic church. See the first additional note on 3:10. 

6 Bultmann 1963: 246; Creed 1930: 53-54; Lang, TDNT 6:943; Manson 
1949: 41. This view usually denies that the historical John saw himself as a 
precursor to Jesus the Messiah. John was only a prophet warning that the 
end was near. 

3 It is important to recall that the term legend is not always used in form 
criticism with the negative connotation it often has in English (i.e., 
supernatural, made-up, false). Nonetheless, Bultmann’s use of the term here 
is not appropriate. 

2 Schürmann 1969: 218-19 sees both Mark and Q as contributing to 
Luke, as does Bultmann 1963: 254. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 31-32 (where he calls the account an apophthegm or 
pronouncement story, which he believes grew into this full-blown account); 
Creed 1930: 65; Schneider 1977a: 106—7; Klostermann 1929: 62; Fitzmyer 
1981: 527; Tannehill 1972; C. F. Evans 1990: 266-67 (who notes a series of 
Lucan expressions in the account); Goulder 1989: 299. For a summary of 


the recent discussion and a full bibliography on this passage, see Schreck 


1989, while Corrington 1993 evaluates a redactional reading of this text 
with other types of readings. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 555 calls this account a pronouncement story, while 
Bultmann 1963: 155 is more specific, calling it an “I-saying,” which is his 
category for a commission statement. 

8 Bultmann goes on to note that the account is really a legend because of 
its supernatural flavor. He regards John 21:1-14 as a later variant of this 
tradition. Bultmann’s legend classification reflects his worldview, which 
shuts out the possibility of miracle. 

12 Bultmann 1963: 212, 240; Fitzmyer 1981: 572; Berger 1984: 314; 
Theissen 1983: 321. Fitzmyer notes that M. Dibelius’s classification of this 
account as a tale is certainly wrong. Dibelius classifies many miracle stories 
as tale, reflecting perhaps other presuppositions. 

13 Bultmann 1963: 66, in describing Mark 2:1-10. The pronouncement 
is in Luke 5:20, 23-24. 

4 Bultmann 1963: 18. Berger 1984: 80-81 speaks of a “Chrie,” which is 
his category for apophthegm. 

7 Bultmann 1963: 18-19; Fitzmyer 1981: 595; Berger 1984: 80. 
Bultmann believes that even the first saying was added to this setting, 
which was created by the church, arguing that the situation in the saying is 
“indefinite.” But all metaphors (which Mark 2:19a is) are allusions and 
indirect statements. The objection does not have force. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 18-19, 103, where he argues that Luke’s addition is 


clearly secondary because of its absence in the parallels. But can one rule 


out Luke’s finding such material in his additional research? See Fitzmyer 
1981: 595. 

10 Bultmann 1963: 16-17, who argues that the passage is the work of 
the church to justify its “Sabbath customs” (or, rather, its lack of them). 
This view was rejected in the discussion of authenticity. Bovon 1989: 269 
sees the church drawing on an authentic saying in the tradition. Berger 
1984: 80, 309 calls the passage apophthegm, Chrie, and Sabbath conflict. 

11 Schürmann 1969: 300-301, 306 speaks of a Sabbath conflict for both 
6:1-5 and 6:6-11. In addition, a controversy saying is the focus of 6:6-11. 
It is hard to know whether a conflict pronouncement story or a miracle 
account is present, since both elements exist. The issue is whether the 
miracle or the saying is more central, which is a tough call. Bultmann 1963: 
12 calls it a controversy account occasioned by a healing of Jesus. Bovon 
1989: 273 rightly calls it amixed form, combining a controversy with a 
miracle account. 

39 This seems similar to a view that Bovon 1989: 318-19 calls the 
existential view, held by R. Bultmann, P. Ricoeur, and M. Buber. Practically 
speaking, it leads to a cosmopolitan philanthropy. This kind of activity 
might be an implication of this passage, but it is hardly the point. 

50 BAGD 83-84; BAA 167; Godet 1875: 1.326; Creed 1930: 95; 
Marshall 1978: 264; Fitzmyer 1981: 640; Schürmann 1969: 355 n. 90; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:533-34. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 20-21 places the discussion in the section on 
apophthegms and controversy dialogues. He sees 7:48-50 as added later, so 


that the original key to the passage was 7:47. He also sees the account as a 


doublet for Mark 14:3-9. Fitzmyer 1981: 686-87 sees the parable inserted 
into the pronouncement story. The dubious assumption here is that an 
account cannot mix forms. The argument fails, since without the parable the 
Pharisee’s concerns in 7:39 remain unanswered; Nolland 1989: 351-52. 
Nolland prefers to call the passage “legend” since it is an example account, 
but he notes that doing so does not prejudice the account’s historicity. 
Berger 1984: 51-56, 256, 361 speaks of parable and dialogue side by side, 
and calls the account an apologetic defense of Jesus’ attitude toward 
sinners. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 699-702, 706-7, 710-13 represents this approach; so 
also Bultmann 1963: 199-200 (on the Mark 4 parallel). Fitzmyer argues 
that the Lucan interpretation focuses more on the soils than on the fate of 
the seed. The point about vocabulary also applies to the Marcan 
interpretation, which is also seen as secondary. 

47 For Bioc as manner of life, see Bultmann, TDNT 2:863 n. 262. For 
ouurviyo, see BAGD 779; BAA 1556; Mark 4:7; Matt. 13:22 = Mark 4:19; 
Luke 8:42. For teAeomopéw, a NT hapax legomenon, see BAGD 810; BAA 
1616; 4 Macc. 13:20. 

3 Bovon 1989: 415 speaks of an antithetical word of wisdom. Bultmann 
1963: 81-82, 98 calls the sayings “double-stranded” mésallim, like secular 
proverbs; also Fitzmyer 1981: 716. Berger 1984: 118 speaks of a warning 
word for 8:18. Wiefel 1988: 161 also speaks of a masal (parable), as does 
Jeremias 1963a: 41, but this is unlikely. Luke seems aware of the proverbial 


character by his reuse of the material. 


7 Bultmann 1963: 215-16; so also Fitzmyer 1981: 727. Bovon 1989: 422 
speaks of a “victory of the hero (German Helden) over the elements,” a 
rescue miracle, as does Theissen 1983: 321. Bovon says it is like an 
exorcism, but is distinct. 

2 Creed 1930: 120 and Luce 1933: 170—71 both call it a “strange story” 
and a “popular tale”; see also Bultmann 1963: 210-11. Plummer 1896: 228 
lists nine explanations offered for the material. 

7 Bultmann 1963: 210 classifies it as a miracle of healing. Bovon 1989: 
432 and Theissen 1983: 321 call it an exorcism. Theissen also speaks of the 
liberation of an enslaved personality (pp. 89-90). Berger 1984: 311 puts it 
in his “epideixis/demonstratio” category (where he puts many miracles). He 
also speaks of the account as a “mandatio” that highlights Jesus’ authority 
and power. Pesch 1971: 354 notes the form elements in Mark: encounter 
(5:1-2), demon’s defensive reaction (5:6-7), exorcist’s command (5:8), exit 
of demon (5:13), crowd amazement and spread of exorcist’s fame (5:14a, 
18-20). 

9 Bultmann 1963: 214-15 (who argues that they were originally 
separate); Bovon 1989: 444-45 (who speaks of a “crescendo” in this 
pairing, especially since it includes two women); Fitzmyer 1981: 743; 
Theissen 1983: 321. Berger 1984: 314, 317 speaks of a “supplication 
account” by putting it in his “deesis/petitio” category. It also teaches Jesus’ 
authority, as Berger’s placement in the “mandatio” form shows. 

7 Doubting the account’s historicity, Bultmann 1963: 145, 331-32 sees 
the sayings of Mark 6:8-11 (= Luke 9:3-5) as a church product. He seems 


to assume incorrectly that a passage cannot have a mixture of narrative and 


saying material. Berger 1984: 333, 68 speaks of a commission speech and a 
summary account. 

5 V. Taylor 1935: 147; Fitzmyer 1981: 757. Bultmann 1963: 301-2 does 
not discuss Luke 9, but the longer parallel of Mark 6:14-29. Berger 1984: 
233 speaks of an “uncertain acclamation” present within the account. 

4 Bultmann 1963: 257 calls the account a “legend,” a supernatural 
account designed to bring honor to Jesus. This classification is not accurate 
because there is nothing particularly miraculous in the account nor does it 
have this category’s narrative features. Bultmann’s skepticism about 
historicity probably results in this erroneous classification. Since a disciple 
makes the pronouncement, the form is somewhat unique, but “acclamation” 
is a good description. What the disciple acclaims here, heaven will confirm 
with another acclamation at the transfiguration. 

2 Dinkler 1971, published in the Bultmann Festschrift, defends much of 
the account’s historicity; Dinkler’s position is interesting in light of 
Bultmann’s rejection of the account. Fitzmyer 1981: 778-79, however, sees 
a strong Marcan hand and reflection in Mark’s presentation, while Dinkler 
defends only Peter’s confession and the Satan saying. 

2 So Bultmann 1963: 82-83. As evidence of the individuality of the 
sayings, Bovon 1989: 481 notes similar sayings about cross-bearing in 
Matt. 10:38 = Luke 14:27, about losing one’s life in 17:33, and about 
denying Jesus in 12:9. Fitzmyer 1981: 782 is certain that the sayings were 
separate. 

4 Bultmann believes that this pronouncement is secondary in Mark, a 


conclusion based on the false assumption that forms cannot be mixed. 


Wherever miracle and pronouncement occur together, Bultmann concludes 
that one element is secondary. 

1 Bultmann 1963: 25-26, 64, 68 opts for a pronouncement story, but also 
notes the absence of any pronouncement. Jesus’ response comes in his 
simply turning away. This makes a pronouncement account unlikely and 
explains why the Jesus Seminar makes no comment on the text in The Five 
Gospels (Funk and Hoover 1993: 316). 

3 Bultmann 1963: 145 sees much of this material as church formulated 
and as regulations for the church. Beare 1970 rejects the mission and the 
discourse’s historicity, as does the Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
317-23, esp. 320). 

11 Berger 1984: 68, 167, sees both a speech and a mission. Bultmann 
1963: 145 places it among legal sayings and church rules, arguing that it 
was a missionary tract for the church (see the discussion of sources and 
historicity for rejection of this view). 

12 Bultmann 1963: 112 also rejects its historicity since it views Jesus’ 
work as past and speaks of the possible exaltation of Capernaum to heaven. 
Neither of these reasons has merit. Mission failure certainly did occur in 
Jesus’ ministry—why else did he meet with crucifixion? On the possibility 
of cities being exalted before God, one need think only of the imagery of 
the OT prophets, where Israel is exalted above its foes. Berger 1984: 200, 
205, speaks of woes of warning. For the woe oracle form, see Amos 6:1-7; 
Mic. 2:1; Hab. 2:6-7; Zeph. 2:5. Witherington 1990: 166 defends their 
authenticity, along with Matthew’s mention of Chorazin, which is not 


mentioned outside of these parallel passages. 


13 Bultmann 1963: 153 rejects the historicity of “I-sayings” because of 
their connection to the larger unit. This saying is authentic on the basis of 
the criterion of dissimilarity. 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136—40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25—28 is probably rooted in 


Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 


9 Bultmann 1963: 324 is similar. Berger 1984: 46, 239-40 argues that 
two parables conclude the passage, but it is hard to know if 11:11-13 isa 
parable or a wisdom saying that makes a simple comparison. 

2 Bultmann 1963: 13-14 argues that Matthew and Luke have the story’s 
original core (Luke 11:14-15, 17-18), to which various sayings have been 
added. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 131-32 and esp. 113-14 speaks of a combination of 
legal (11:39, 41-42) and minatory (i.e., warning) sayings (11:43-44, 46— 
51). He sees Matthew taking Q material and adding it to the scene in Mark 
12, along with other available material. Luke created his setting, and 
Bultmann doubts that the woes fit Jesus’ teaching. Why Jesus would not 
have engaged in prophetic condemnation is not clear. Without it, it is hard 
to explain why the leadership ever sought to remove him. If he was just a 
pleasant messianic pretender or a mere sage, they could have waited him 
out. Berger 1984: 81 speaks of an apophthegm and a woe speech and sees 
special Lucan material. 

3 Fitzmyer 1985: 954, 957, 958, 963; Bultmann 1963: 83, 131-32; 
Berger 1984: 81, 144. 

11 Many distinguish the saying’s earliest form about a Son of Man other 
than Jesus from the later linkage of the Son of Man to Jesus, which appears 
throughout the NT. The original advocate of this distinction was Bultmann 
1951-55: 1.29. The Son-of-Man sayings elsewhere refer exclusively to 
Jesus, making it unlikely that there are any “other than Jesus” Son-of-Man 
sayings. For more on the Son of Man, see Bock 1991c and excursus 6 in 


vol. 1. 


5 Bultmann 1963: 54-55. Berger 1984: 81, 207 speaks of an apophthegm 
and a warning. Fitzmyer 1985: 971 prefers to call the parable an example 
(on the genre of example story or exemplum, see excursus 8 in vol. 1 of this 
commentary). 

8 Tob. 2:14; 4:7-11; 12:9; 14:8-11; Sir. 3:30; 29:12; 2 Enoch 50.5; Ps. 
Sol. 9.5; m. Pe.a 1.1; t. Pe>a 4.17-21 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.45, 72-75); 
SB 1:430; Grundmann 1963: 262-63; Talbert 1982: 142; Wiefel 1988: 241; 
Matt. 19:21 = Mark 10:21 = Luke 18:22; 12:21. On the custom of alms, see 
BAGD 249-50; BAA 504. ’EAenpoovvn refers literally to “acts of mercy”; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:486; Dan. 4:27 [4:24 MT]. Interestingly, the refrain of t. 
Pe>a 4.18 is, “My ancestors stored up treasures of money, but I have stored 
up treasures.” The object of the last clause is not clear (“for heaven,” “of 
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benefits,” “of souls,” or “for myself in the world to come”), but the point 
about the value of alms is clear. 

5 This form of mission statement appears at Qumran; Marshall 1978: 
546. 1QH has numerous claims by the Teacher of Righteousness about what 
God is doing through him. Jeremias 1971a: 293 and n. 6 defends the age of 
the key tradition in Mark 10:45, another example where multiple traditions 
are possible with Luke 22:27. As a controversial figure, such statements of 
purpose from Jesus were inevitable (see Grundmann 1963: 269 for a 
critique of Bultmann). 

22 Fitzmyer 1985: 1002 rejects the spiritual interpretation of 12:57-59, 
calling it allegorizing. Such a description says more about his seeing the 


material as derived from Q and reading it accordingly than it does about his 


literary sensitivity. There is no reason to regard this as a displaced saying 


about brotherly reconciliation (so Bultmann 1963: 172), since the 
contextual force is clear. Klostermann 1929: 141 errs in calling the accuser 
Satan (correctly refuted by Marshall 1978: 551). 

3 Bultmann 1963: 23, 54-55 is undecided whether the pronouncement is 
controversy or scholastic dialogue, but there is no controversy raised for 
Jesus, so a scholastic dialogue is present. The people are asking his 
religious opinion. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1010-11 speaks of a miracle story, while Bultmann 
1963: 12 speaks of a pronouncement. Elements of both are present, with the 
key being the pronouncement in 13:15 and the miracle itself being the 
dominating element. Berger 1984: 312 calls it epideixis, which is his term 
for a miracle. Such accounts are designed to show who Jesus is and to elicit 
a response of respect. 

4 Berger 1984: 57-59, 81. Fitzmyer 1985: 1022 prefers to speak of a 
collection of minatory sayings, while Bultmann 1963: 93, 117 speaks of 
wisdom sayings in 13:23-24, 26-27. The passage is a warning and a 
wisdom background is not clear, except in 13:24. Bultmann also regards 
13:26-27 as a church reflection that presents Jesus as judge of the world, 
but this saying is like OT prophetic utterances that warn about salvation and 
judgment. The parable portrays Jesus as the judge, with an identity between 
his message and the authority it carries. The crowd must respond to him. 
However, it was this very emphasis on response that caused the leadership 
to do away with him. It is not a post-Easter development. Jesus’ view of 
himself was dangerous to the leadership. Luke 22:69 makes the same point 


conceptually. 


12 Bultmann 1963: 114 sees wisdom here. Leaney 1958: 210 cites Matt. 
23:34; Luke 2:40, 52; 7:35; 11:31, 49 as parallels. See also 1 Enoch 42. 
Luke 11:49-51 uses the wisdom motif openly. For more reasons not to see 
wisdom here, see Bock 1987: 120. Marshall 1978: 573-74 and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1034 opt for wisdom terminology, but without Jesus alluding to 
himself as wisdom, since Jesus sees himself as wisdom’s messenger. Sir. 
24:7-12 provides a plausible background. If wisdom is in the background, 
this is the best way to argue for it. Nolland 1993a: 739 questions the 
presence of wisdom here, as do I. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1039 remarks that, even though Matt. 12:11 has a 
similar saying, the rest of the detail is too different to be attributed to Q. In 
fact, it is too difficult for any other shared tradition. Fitzmyer also correctly 
denies that Luke 6:9 is a doublet to this verse. Marshall 1978: 578 sees aQ 
connection as possible. Bultmann 1963: 12 and Lohse, TDNT 7:26, argue 
that the text was a variant tradition created from Mark 3:1-6, but Ernst 
1977: 435 correctly notes that the distinct terminology and motives suggest 
too much distance for this connection; so also Meier 1994: 710. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 12 opts for pronouncement; Berger 1984: 81 speaks of 
apophthegm. These are the same classification, since controversy accounts 
are a specific kind of pronouncement. On such classifications, see Bock 
1991b. 

9 Prov. 25:6-7 (NRSV) says, “Do not put yourself forward in the king’s 
presence / or stand in the place of the great; / for it is better to be told, 
‘Come up here,’ / than to be put lower in the presence of a noble.” For 


Jewish parallels, see Sir. 3:17—20; 4:8; 12:11; 29:5; Lev. Rab. 1.5 on 1:1 


(fifth century); »Abot de Rabbi Nathan A.25 (= Goldin 1955: 110); 
Bultmann 1963: 104; Fitzmyer 1985: 1047; SB 1:916. 

3 Fitzmyer 1985: 1061 speaks of “prophetic words” as well. Bultmann 
1963: 328 speaks of a discourse on discipleship composed by Luke; but 
how one can argue that Luke is responsible for the discourse is not clear. 
Berger 1984: 51, 97 speaks of parables and a warning. The text is a 
combination of “I-sayings” (14:26-27) and parabolic comparisons (14:28— 
35). Blomberg 1990: 281 calls the comparisons “which one of you?” 
parables, showing Jesus’ desire to cause the audience to reflect: “If people 
must carefully calculate their chances of success in major human endeavors, 
how much more so must they take seriously the results of spiritual 
commitments.” 

5 Bultmann 1963: 171, 334 sees the discourse composed by Luke. But it 
is not clear why it cannot go back to Jesus. If he pursued sinners and was 
criticized for it, surely he produced an explanation for his actions. Bultmann 
calls the two parables similitudes, his name for detailed comparisons where 
a common event is described (see excursus 8). 

4 Bultmann 1963: 196 accepts the parable’s historicity. Other contrastive 
parables involving two figures or groups are Matt. 21:28-31; 25:1-13; Luke 
7:41—42; 18:9-14. 

35 Bultmann 1963: 175-76, 199-200; so also Grundmann 1963: 318-20, 
esp. 320, who also argues that Luke changes an original parabolic reference 
to the master to refer to Jesus. Luce 1933: 260 regards ötı (for) in 16:8b as 


difficult for any other view. 


6 Fitzmyer sees polemical sayings in 16:14-15 (1985: 1112), a saying in 
16:16-17 (p. 1115), and a legal saying in 16:18 (p. 1120). Bultmann sees a 
wisdom saying in 16:15b (1963: 73), an “I-saying” in 16:16 (p. 164), and a 
legal saying in 16:18 (p. 132). Berger agrees that 16:18 is a legal saying 
(1984: 199) and argues that the passage is a warning made up of 
pronouncements, since he has the remarks in the apophthegm category (pp. 
81, 89, 186). 

3 For unity are Marshall 1978: 633-34 and Grobel 1963-64. Bultmann 
1963: 178 denies unity (although he says that Luke received a unified 
story), wrongly assuming that a parable can only have one point. Crossan 
1973: 66-67 and B. Scott 1989: 142—46 argue that 16:19-26 go back to 
Jesus and 16:27-31 to the early church, citing conceptual ties to Luke 24. 
The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 360-62) makes a similar break, 
printing 16:19-26 in gray type (arguing that its roots may go back to Jesus) 
and 16:27-31 in black type (arguing that these verses were added later and 
are inauthentic). For refutation, see Pilgrim 1981: 114-15 and Hock 1987: 
454-55. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 178 calls the account a similitude, which is where he 
puts parables and such. Berger 1984: 51 sees it as a parable. Ernst 1977: 
472 rightly compares it to 15:11-32 and 16:1-8. Hauck, TDNT 5:752, calls 
it an illustrative story and compares it to 10:30-37; 12:16-21; and 18:9-14. 
For the structure, see B. Scott 1989: 146-48. 

5 Fitzmyer 1985: 1137 and Bultmann 1963: 144 call 17:1-3a a legal 
saying, while Berger 1984: 65 calls it a “sentence.” Luke 17:3b—4 is like a 


wisdom saying according to Ernst 1977: 479 and a warning according to 


Berger 1984: 119, 165. Fitzmyer 1985: 1142 calls 17:5-6 a wisdom saying, 
while Berger 1984: 81 calls it a pronouncement (“apophthegm”). All agree 
that 17:7-10 is a parable. 

1 Bultmann 1963: 33 calls it a “biographical apophthegm” and sees the 
account as a variant of Mark 1:40-45 (on the Marcan connection, see the 
discussion of sources and historicity). Berger 1984: 314, 317 speaks of 
“deesis” or “petitio” because of the appeal for help. Tannehill 1986: 118-20 
calls it a “quest story.” 

23 On rtepinoleo (to gain), see BAGD 650; BAA 1310; Gen. 12:12; 
Exod. 1:16; elsewhere in the NT only at Acts 20:28; 1 Tim. 3:13. On 
Caoyovew (to preserve alive), see BAGD 341; BAA 690; Exod. 1:17; Judg. 
8:19; 1 Sam. 2:6; elsewhere in the NT only at Acts 7:19; 1 Tim. 6:13; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:873-74. 

3 There is no need to regard the story as a creation based on 2 Kings 
4:27, but so Bultmann 1963: 32, who also cites a rabbinic story from the 
later b. Ketub. 63a, where disciples try to dissuade Akiva from seeing his 
mother. This approach is rightly rejected by Fitzmyer 1985: 1192 and 
Marshall 1978: 681-82. 

10 Bultmann 1963: 75, 81, 110-11, who on form-critical grounds 
distinguishes wisdom sayings in 18:24b, 25, 27 from a prophetic saying in 
18:29-30 and regards eternal life, the kingdom, and salvation as loosely 
related concepts. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 33-34 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1219 take 19:8 as a Lucan 
addition, breaking the flow of the story. Marshall 1978: 695 agrees with 


Bultmann that 19:10 may be a later comment, but Fitzmyer sees it as part of 


the account. Schweizer 1984: 290 regards 19:8 as a non-Lucan addition to 
the story, while Luke is responsible for 19:10. Those who see Luke adding 
19:10 often suggest that it is his version of the famous ransom saying of 
Mark 10:45. 

9 For form-critical discussions of the individual subunits, see Fitzmyer 
1985: 1329, 1334, 1338, 1342, 1348, 1351, 1355, 1357; Bultmann 1963: 36, 
122-23, 125, 119; Berger 1984: 81, 296-97, 304-5, 48, 142, 352. 

1 Fitzmyer 1985: 1368, 1373 strongly objects to Bultmann’s questioning 
(1963: 262) of this material. 

21 Against Bultmann 1963: 267 n. 2, who argues that the original 
tradition did not know of Peter’s denial; but so correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 
1425 and esp. Marshall 1978: 821. 

2 The authenticity of the healing, the kiss, and Jesus’ short remark in 
Matt. 26:52 are frequently questioned (e.g., Bultmann 1963: 268-69 doubts 
the healing, but is uncertain about the kiss). But none of these elements 
need be doubted: the healing is bound up in how one sees Jesus’ miracles in 
general; the kiss is a standard greeting of respect or acceptance (Gen. 33:4; 
2 Sam. 20:9 [deceitfully]; Luke 7:45; 15:20; Rom. 16:16; R. Brown 1994: 
255); and it is not unnatural for Jesus to make short comments. 

8 Marshall 1978: 844 notes that elsewhere in his Gospel Luke does not 
add the title köpıog to Marcan material. Catchpole 1971: 168-69 argues 
against Lucan creation of this detail (pace Bultmann 1963: 168) and notes 
that otpageiç (turning) is common in Luke’s special source (7:44; 9:55; 
14:25; 23:28), although 7:9 and 10:23 may be Lucan or from a source 
shared with Matthew. 


1 Bultmann 1963: 282 calls Pilate’s declaration of Jesus’ innocence an 
“apologetic” motif designed to acquit Rome. But the execution of an 
admittedly innocent person is no acquittal. Rome does not come out well 
here. The apologetic motif is lacking. The remark is historical. Pilate 
wished to placate the masses. 

2 Even Bultmann 1963: 274 accepts the general tenor of the account, 
except for the women witnesses, which he suspects has an apologetic flavor. 
In a culture that did not regard women’s testimony as significant, there is no 
motive to create such a detail—in fact, the temptation would be to suppress 
it! Bultmann also sees Matthew’s guards as an apologetic addition, but 
guarding the tomb of a controversial figure is not unusual. 

7 Rom. 11 sees a clear future for Israel and a future role in God’s plan; 
Burns 1992. They will be grafted into the vine again one day. For another 
set of arguments against this Israel-church connection, see Witherington 
1990: 128-29, who also notes that the Twelve were called to help gather a 
community. 

15 The image here is not used in the same way as the vine image in 
Rom. 11, since there the national groupings are pictured as the branches, not 
as the entire vine. In addition, Romans indicates a hope of future engrafting 
for Israel (esp. Rom. 11:12, 15, 25-26). In Rom. 11:26, to “turn godlessness 
away from Jacob” is to graft in the natural branches again—a clear 
reference to Israel. Rom. 11 surveys the whole future, while Luke is looking 
at the short term. On Rom. 11, see Burns 1992. 

2 Abraham is the root in 1 Enoch 93.5. The parable is not unlike Paul’s 


vine image in Rom. 11. Though related to Israel as “natural branches,” this 


promise is tied to God’s commitment to Abraham and encompasses, but is 
not limited to, Israel (Luke 1:54-55). See Burns 1992 on Rom. 11. 

1 So Fitzmyer 1981: 309, who notes that the title goes back to E. 
Burrows. Bovon 1989: 45-47 belongs here, though he sees the presence of 
legend (1:57--80; 2:1-40), a declaration scene (1:26-38), a meeting account 
(1:39-56), and two hymns (1:46-56, 67-79). Bovon also sees parallelism in 
form to Acts 10, though there is no hymnic material there. In addition, he 
accepts the description of the material as Midrash, provided Midrash is 
defined as actualizing existing revelation. 

3 The term levirate comes from Latin levir (husband’s brother); M. 
Burrows 1940. The practice was still used in the first century; Josephus, 
Antiquities 4.8.23 88254-56. 

7 "Eyvov is a dramatic use of the aorist: “I have determined what I will 
do,” which might be idiomatically rendered, “I’ve got it!” (Kistemaker 
1980: 230-31; Burton 1900: 845; Zerwick 1963: 8258). The asyndeton in 
the verse suggests that the idea came to him suddenly; Plummer 1896: 383. 

9 Leaney 1958: 50-54. Schürmann 1969: 227-28, 241—42 says the 
source is Q; so also Busse 1978: 113-14 (though he sees Q’s influence as 
more conceptual than verbal, which makes Luke very responsible for the 
account); Nolland 1989: 192. 

18 Busse 1979: 110-14 argues that the idea of the leprosy “going out” of 
the man in 5:13 suggests an exorcism (he also notes Luke 4:32, 36; Acts 
10:38). Bovon 1989: 240 is uncertain. However, the departure of the fever 


of Luke 4:39 is described in different but similar terms: d@fKev. 


39 Luke 6:33 (twice) and 6:35 use the term üyadorto1Eo; Ernst 1977: 
205; Schürmann 1969: 308; Busse 1979: 140 perceptively notes the 
conceptual tie to 9:11 and 4:18. 

A Schürmann 1969: 395-96; Carson 1984: 200; Liefeld 1984: 897--98. 
Also noting four options is Busse 1979: 142 n. 3: (1) Luke added the detail, 
(2) Luke is truer to Q than is Matthew, (3) Luke had another source, and (4) 
Luke received a pre-Lucan expansion of Q. Busse cannot decide between 
views 1 and 4. Wiefel 1988: 142 opts for view 4. 

2 Theissen 1983: 177 speaks of natural compression for Matthew and 
Luke, which is the view of those who hold Marcan priority. Busse 1979: 
254 n. 3 notes that Luke has 44 percent fewer words than Mark. 

9 Elsewhere in the Synoptics at Matt. 9:18 = Mark 5:23; 6:5; 8:23, 25. 
The same action in different terms is found in Luke 5:13; 8:44, 54; 14:4; 
22:51; Busse 1979: 295. 

16 BDF 8333.2; BDR 8333.1b.6, 8331.1. The frequency of such tense 
shifts in Hebrew poetry is demonstrated by Buth 1984, who argues, on the 
basis of this feature, that the hymn was originally in Hebrew. 

7 Cadbury 1922a: 494 has a list of texts using Euyeip&o; some are 
neutral, others pejorative. As always, context determines the proper force. 

12 So Cadbury 1922a: 495-96. RSV and NASB: “the things (which have 
been) accomplished.” Similar is Neu Luther and Zürcher Bibel. 

20 So Cadbury 1956-57: 131, who argues that the meaning “to 
investigate” is unattested in Greek; so also Ropes 1923-24: 70-71; Luce 
1933: 82; Maddox 1982: 4-5; and RSV. Cadbury’s argument has roots in an 


earlier article (1922b), where he notes the six possibilities for the verb. 


21 So most take it, including Fitzmyer 1981: 297; Creed 1930: 4-5; Ellis 
1974: 66; Schweizer 1984: 12; Marshall 1978: 43; and Kittel, TDNT 1:215- 
16, who cites Polybius 3.32.2; Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and Life 
65 8357. Cadbury 1922a: 501-2 challenges the first two examples directly. 
This view is present in NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, and Einheitsübersetzung. 
NKJV and KJV speak of having a “perfect understanding,” the most 
emphatic of all translations, which is really a separate view. 

23 Cadbury 1922a: 504 takes a&kpiBdc with ypawaı in order to solve the 
contextual problem of his view. So in his view, Luke writes carefully. But 
word order makes such a connection grammatically unlikely, as Creed 
1930: 5 makes clear. 

27 So Cadbury 1922a: 502-3; Marshall 1978: 42; and RSV. For options, 
see BAGD 77 82; BAA 153 82a. 

1 Drury 1976: 49-51 and Tannehill 1974; earlier Cadbury 1958: 192-93. 
For a fuller list, see Farris 1985: 15. 

24 Rejecting a medical term are Fitzmyer 1981: 550 and Cadbury 1926: 
194-95, 203; but see also Hengel and Hengel 1959: 340-41. Cadbury 
shows that the terminology itself is not limited to physicians, but is quoted 
by laypeople, e.g., Aulus Cornelius Celsus and Alexander of Aphrodisias, 
the second of whom cites Galen almost verbatim (the source of both 
citations appears to be Archigenes). Thus, this language had come into 
popular use. 

31 Here ð is a good example of a dative of disadvantage: “against 
you.” Marshall 1978: 423 and Grundmann 1963: 210 note that this is true— 


unless the town repents. The declaration is not decisive, but it indicates 


where the town is headed. The danger of refusal now is that there will be 
refusal later. For more on “shaking dust,” see Cadbury 1933: 269-71. 

12 So Leaney 1958: 230; Fitzmyer 1985: 1161-62; Mattill 1979: 201; 
Roberts 1948; Rüstow 1960; Cadbury 1950; Tertullian, Against Marcion 
4.35.12. Beasley-Murray 1986: 102-3 takes this view, though he fails to 
evaluate this option when it is taken with a present force. Riesenfeld 1949 
does not mention the evidence from Aquila noted in n. 13 below—a grave 
omission—in arguing that “in your midst” is not possible. Schlosser 1980: 
1.202—4 argues that “in one’s power” is a possible first-century meaning, 
but he opts for “in the midst of.” His discussion is the latest careful 
examination of the evidence. 

52 For another view, see Cadbury 1917. H. J. Holtzmann sees the 
pericope as contained in Luke’s sources (noted by Klostermann 1929: 205). 

15 For a good example, see how Calvin handles oaths in his treatment 
(1972: 1.190-93) of Matt. 5:33-37. He concludes that all oaths that profane 
or abuse God’s name are unlawful, but that Jesus does not outlaw every 
oath here. To make this distinction, Calvin appeals to the teaching of the 
law where people are to swear in God’s name. Thus, analogous Scripture 
helps to reveal the limits of the figure. 

24 So E. Scott 1911; J. Campbell 1936-37; Clark 1940. "Eyyi@a means 
“arrives soon” in Mark 14:42. 

33 BAGD 602; BAA 1217-18; 1 Cor. 9:7; 1 Macc. 3:28; Heidland, 
TDNT 5:591; Caragounis 1974. 

1 For more detail about the Son of Man debate and an extended version 


of this excursus, see Bock 1991c. Key recent studies (with full 


bibliographies) include Colpe, TDNT 8:400-77; Casey 1979; Caragounis 
1986; S. Kim 1985; T6;dt 1979 (whose work Kim in particular critiques). 

3 1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

25 See BAGD 856 82 and BAA 1708 82. With émi, @8Gva means “to 
overtake.” Appeals to the ability of ¿ni to mean “near” (as in John 21:1) are 
not good enough to refute the force of the verb-preposition combination. In 
the LXX, @8av@ normally means “to reach, arrive, happen to.” When 


combined with émi in the LXX, it means for something to reach someone; 


Dan. 4:24, 28 [Theodotion]. Caragounis’s appeal (1989: 20-23) to the 
proleptic aorist here fails (even though he sees a fulfillment with 
resurrection); see also Nolland 1993a: 640. 

1 On allegorical parables, see Derrett 1974; Blomberg 1982a: 6-8; 
Carlston 1981; and Klauck 1978. On the parable’s interpretive history, see 
Snodgrass 1983: 3-11, who defends authenticity (pp. 2, 87, 103-4, 108, 
112). Giblin 1985: 65-66 does not see allegory as a distinct genre of 
parables, but speaks of the parable’s allegorical bent. See also excursus 8, 
where parable and allegory are seen as part of a literary continuum. 

20 Seeberg 1914: 11-12. In an exhaustive study of the problem, 
Carmignac 1969: 122-28 notes that “necessary” and “for the future day” 
were the most popular ancient options. 

25 Schürer 1973-87: 2.381-403; R. Meyer and H. Weiss, TDNT 9:11- 
48. For Luke and the Pharisees, see Carroll 1988. 

23 Sloan 1977: 38-41. One could also suggest that the Isa. 58 connection 
was made to underline the very type of ministry that Jesus did exhibit on the 
Sabbath. His activity fulfilled expectation in line with the general ethical 
call of Isa. 58:1-13, esp. v. 13, where the Sabbath theme appears; see 
Carroll R. 1992. 

1 Plummer 1896: 106; Manson 1949: 46 (who strongly defends this 
view); Dupont 1968: 97-115 (who argues for a middle course between 
literalism and parable); Carson 1984: 111; Nolland 1989: 177 (who defends 
the plausibility of Jesus’ reporting this event to his disciples). On the other 
end of the spectrum apparently is Crossan (1991), who does not even 


discuss this event in his portrayal of Jesus. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 


Hoover 1993: 133-34 [Matt.], 278-80 [Luke]) places all the sayings of this 
unit in black type, thereby indicating rejection of a tie to Jesus. The 
consensus of the seminar is that the text is legendary, like Greco-Roman 
biography, and that the sayings were authored by Q following the LXX. The 
seminar calls it an “ordeal story,” but this generic form category does not 
explain the explicit uniqueness of this confrontation account, a point that 
negates this argument. Manson 1949: 45-46 rightly challenges the 
description of the account as legendary (see the discussion of form below). 
LXX citations reflect only Luke’s sensitivity to his Greek audience and are 
not evidence of the text’s origin, since MT renderings would work (Nolland 
1989: 177). 

11 Carson 1984: 112. In Bovon’s short excursus (1989: 196—97) on the 
term devil, he notes that Luke uses dıdßoAog and oataväg seven times each 
in Luke—Acts. The reference to ö1aßoXog in Luke 4:2 is possibly Luke’s 
choice, though Matt. 4:1, 8 renders this judgment as less than certain. Matt. 
4:3 uses ó rteipälwv and Matt. 4:10 oatavä, which Luke lacks. In 4:1-13, 
Luke speaks only of the ö14ßoAog, avoiding Matthew’s variation of terms 
and Mark’s reference to Satan. 

41 Gundry 1982: 138 notes that Matthew will mention exorcisms later. 
Carson 1984: 204 argues that Matthew omits the account to condense the 
presentation of Jesus’ authority. The omission is still odd, because the 
passage fits Matthew’s theme. 

8 Carson 1984: 223-24, in critique of Pesch’s view. Fitzmyer 1981: 590 
is uncommitted, though he appears to lean toward equating the two names, 


calling two names “theoretically possible,” while noting the debate of the 


early church. For examples of double names, see Acts 1:23; 12:25; 13:9; 
double Semitic names include Joseph Barnabas (Acts 4:36) and Joseph 
Caiaphas (Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 835). 

23 So correctly, Carson 1984: 279-80. No path is being made for Jesus 
as an authority nor is there a reference to excessive travel on the Sabbath to 
do kingdom preaching. 

12 Carson 1984: 239 (undecided between this and view 1); A. Ehrman 
1978; Arbeitman 1980. Fitzmyer 1981: 620 calls this view highly unlikely 
but gives no reason. 

12 Fitzmyer 1981: 623 is skeptical of the new Moses emphasis in Luke, 
but underplays the Mosaic allusions in Acts. If the motif is present, it is 
clearer in Matthew than in Luke, though even in Matthew it is not certain. 
For the motif in Matthew, see Davies and Allison 1988: 423-24; against its 
presence in Matthew is Carson 1984: 129. 

16 If Carson is right, then the possibility of a sermon compilation is 
increased, but there is no indicator in Matthew or Luke that a long period is 
in view. Neither can it be ruled out. 

A Schürmann 1969: 395-96; Carson 1984: 200; Liefeld 1984: 897-98. 
Also noting four options is Busse 1979: 142 n. 3: (1) Luke added the detail, 
(2) Luke is truer to Q than is Matthew, (3) Luke had another source, and (4) 
Luke received a pre-Lucan expansion of Q. Busse cannot decide between 
views 1 and 4. Wiefel 1988: 142 opts for view 4. 

5 Carson 1984: 214 suggests that the discipleship emphasis is 
overdrawn, especially when it is treated as Matthew’s sole concern. Van Der 


Loos 1965: 649 argues that calling the boat the “ship of the church” 


originates in the “ship-yard of the imagination.” The miracle pictures 
spiritual truth, but it is not allegory, nor does it focus only on discipleship. 

7 Machen prefers the latter, a choice that Carson fails to mention in 
critiquing the view. Thus, Machen sees two childless fathers at the end of 
Matthew’s list: Eleazar and Jacob. 

8 For Carson, Levi is an only son; but his sister, who bears the line, 
marries Jacob. So when Levi dies childless, Joseph, the nephew, becomes 
the heir physically through Jacob and Levi’s sister. 

9 Carson appears to have read Luke in the wrong generational direction 
here or else this is a typo reading Levi in place of Heli. Carson (or his 
editor) is not the first to get tangled in the complex intersection of these 
genealogies, nor is he likely to be the last! 

1 Carson 1984: 125-26. Augustine’s view that two distinct sermons were 
present was decisive in the early history of interpretation. 

4 Matthew elsewhere (14:23; 15:29) uses 6poc to refer to hills; Carson 
1984: 129. Luke’s me6divoc is not a prairie, but can be a plateau in the 
mountains: Jer. 21:13; Isa. 13:2; Godet 1875: 1.295; BAGD 638; BAA 
1287. See the discussion of sources and historicity in Luke 6:17-19. 

5 Carson’s four objections (1984: 123-24; 1978: 139-49) are really two 
objections, each stated in two forms. 

9 See McArthur 1960: 105-27; Carson 1984: 126-27; Jeremias 1963b: 
1-12, 19-23; Hunter 1965: 107-11; Toussaint 1980: 86-94; Bauman 1985; 
and J. Martin 1986. 

3 Carson cites texts where náoya can mean Passover week: Josephus, 


Antiquities 14.2.1 821; 17.9.3 8213; Jewish War 2.1.3 810; m. Pesah. 9.5. 


1 For more detail about the Son of Man debate and an extended version 
of this excursus, see Bock 1991c. Key recent studies (with full 
bibliographies) include Colpe, TDNT 8:400-77; Casey 1979; Caragounis 
1986; S. Kim 1985; Tö;dt 1979 (whose work Kim in particular critiques). 

37 Recent treatments taking this approach are Dunn 1980: 67-69; Casey 
1979: 7-50; and Black 1976: 60—63, who argues that this text is unique, 
since it is the only place in the OT where Israel is “deified” (see Bock 1987: 
335 n. 179 for refutation). 

23 For defense of this linkage, along with a defense of 18:8’s original 
unity with 18:7 and 18:2—5, see Catchpole 1977. 

2 Catchpole 1984 argues against historicity on form-critical grounds. For 
a response, see Witherington 1990: 104-7 and Nolland 1993b: 922-23. 
Holding to historicity, Kinman 1993 argues for a contrast between this 
event and Greco-Roman entries of dignitaries. Kinman also argues that 
Luke tries to show Jesus as a “king like Solomon” who is not a political 
threat and thus seeks to blunt the charge that Christians are a political threat 
to Rome. As such, Luke declares the significance to the event by how he 
tells the whole story of Jesus. 

4 J. Green 1988: 282 calls Luke the most primitive form of the tradition. 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-59 is agnostic on historicity, saying that it is 
impossible to prove. The most detailed English study, Catchpole 1971: 153- 
220, gives the nod to Luke. For a more skeptical appraisal, giving seven 
reasons not to accept these accounts as authentic, see E. Sanders 1985: 296— 
99. For a detailed response to most of his objections, see Bock 1994b. The 


Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 392—93) rejects Jesus’ prediction 


(22:61) and the trial dialogue (22:67—69, 70) as inauthentic because 22:61 
recalls 22:34 and the absence of disciples at the trial means that no 
witnesses were present. Jesus’ anticipation of Peter’s failure, however, 
reflects his knowledge of how pressure would cause Peter to wilt (the 
disciples’ past record of inconsistency might also contribute to Jesus’ 
expectation). The presence of people like Joseph of Arimathea at the trial 
makes an internal witness possible. 

5 Carefully surveying the historical background to the trial scenes and 
crucifixion in a Jewish setting, O. Betz 1982 argues for the historical 
coherence and integrity of the Marcan account as well as for its 
chronological priority (against Catchpole and Green in n. 4 above). He 
suggests that the temple charge, which Luke lacks, raised the issue of Jesus’ 
authority and, in the view of the Jews, made him a risk to begin a chain of 
events that ultimately would lead Rome to take the temple and Jerusalem 
(John 11:47-52). The messianic confession only highlighted the danger in 
their view. This could be called blasphemous in the sense that someone 
causing God’s people to be handed over to the nations would be guilty of 
his name being blasphemed (11QTemple* 64.6-13). Betz’s study raises one 
potential element that could have set up the decisive Jewish negative 
reaction to Jesus (for another, more direct cause, see the exegesis of 22:69). 
I am not certain, however, that it is as important to choose between the 
Lucan and Marcan accounts as other scholars seem prone to believe. Gospel 
writers could incorporate older source materials despite the age of their 


composition. 


8 Marshall 1978: 844 notes that elsewhere in his Gospel Luke does not 
add the title köpıog to Marcan material. Catchpole 1971: 168-69 argues 
against Lucan creation of this detail (pace Bultmann 1963: 168) and notes 
that otpageiç (turning) is common in Luke’s special source (7:44; 9:55; 
14:25; 23:28), although 7:9 and 10:23 may be Lucan or from a source 
shared with Matthew. 

16 Besides those already cited, other major works on Jesus’ trial are 
Bammel 1970, Blinzler 1969, Sherwin-White 1963: 24-47, and Winter 
1974. Catchpole, Blinzler, and Sherwin-White defend the historicity of 
much of the Lucan account. Fitzmyer 1985: 1466 also thinks a morning trial 
is most likely. 

20 Catchpole 1971: 193—94 argues that this difference reflects a non- 
Marcan source. 

11 For discussion of the name Lazarus, see Dunkerley 1958—59; Derrett 
1970: 78-99; Cave 1968-69; B. Scott 1989: 149 n. 28; SB 2:223; Meier 
1994: 825, 868 n. 158. 

13 So Chafer 1951: 410; W. Kelly 1943: 103-6. Popularly known as 
Scofieldian dispensationalism, this view was made famous in the Scofield 
Reference Bible. I call this the tribulation-kingdom view because some see 
the sermon as applicable only in a future kingdom period, while others 
prefer to see its application beginning in and focusing on the tribulation 
period. 

7 This point makes it unlikely that the judge was a Gentile, but so 
Plummer 1896: 411 and C. A. Evans 1990: 269. On the historical 


background, see B. Scott 1989: 184, citing Chajes 1892, who notes that 
most cases were heard by one judge (though he uses late texts). 

30 Note that ek{ntndnoetan (shall be required) repeats the verb of 11:50. 
A key article discussing the options is Chapman 1911-12, with a summary 
in Manson 1949: 103-5. 

46 The English translations by H. T. Andrews (in Charles 1913: 2.113) 
and Hadas 1951: 180-81 correctly look like the Golden Rule, while that by 
R. J. H. Shutt (in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 2.26) does not. 

12 In the OT, see 1 Kings 4:25 [5:5 MT]; Ps. 80:8-19 [80:9-20 MT]; Isa. 
5:1-7; 34:4; Jer. 5:17; 8:13; 24:1-8; Hos. 2:12 [2:14 MT]; 9:10; Joel 1:7; 
Mic. 4:4; 7:1; Hab. 3:17; Matt. 20:1-8; 21:28, 33-41 = Mark 12:1-9 = Luke 
20:9-16. In Judaism, see Syriac Ahigar 8.35 (Charles 1913: 2.775). The 
picture of caring for the vine makes the figure refer to God’s blessings. 
Manson 1949: 274 notes that in rabbinic literature the fig-tree image often 
alluded to the law, but that is not its referent in this parable. 

41 Bertram, TDNT 8:619 n. 48, cites 1QH 7.6-7 (where God’s power as 
Most High and the Spirit are linked; see 1QH 6.33) and T. Levi 16.3 (where 
a man who brings renewal to the Law is said to work by “the power of the 
Most High”). Some think that T. Levi 16 has been reworked by a Christian 
editor to allude to Jesus; H. Kee in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.794 n. 16a. 
Grundmann, TDNT 2:300, 311 n. 91, notes the tie between power and the 
Spirit. Procksch, TDNT 1:101, speaks of a “supranatural origin.” 

42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
AQplIsa?]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3-4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 


debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 


Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 
the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 
8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 

15 Aixtua is also plural, indicating that there is a crew on this boat. On 
the use of öiktuov, see T. Dan 2.4; T. Abr (A) 8.10 (= J. Charlesworth 
1983-85: 1.886) (BAGD 198; BAA 399). Perhaps these negative figurative 
uses in Judaism help set up Jesus’ positive metaphors later? On fishing in 
Palestine, see Bishop 1951. 

46 The English translations by H. T. Andrews (in Charles 1913: 2.113) 
and Hadas 1951: 180—81 correctly look like the Golden Rule, while that by 
R. J. H. Shutt (in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 2.26) does not. 

13 This may also be the significance of the request in Luke 8:31 not to 
be sent into the abyss; Van Der Loos 1965: 387 n. 4. 1 Enoch 56.3; T. 
Moses 10.11-12; and T. Levi 18 reflect such an eschatological judgment 
(the T. Moses reference is disputed; see J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.932, 
933 n. g). 

19 The nature and age of the so-called Hebrew version of the Testament 
of Naphtali is disputed; see H. Kee in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.775-76. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 973; Marshall 1978: 524; Klostermann 1929: 136; 
Wiefel 1988: 237. Parallels for this concept are common; see 1 Cor. 15:32; 
Eccles. 8:15; Isa. 22:13; Tob. 7:10. Two other Jewish texts are especially 
relevant: Sir. 11:18-19 (NRSV) reads: “One becomes rich through diligence 
and self-denial, / and the reward allotted to him is this: / when he says, ‘I 
have found rest, / and now I shall feast on my goods!’ he does not know 


how long it will be/ until he leaves them to others and dies.” 1 Enoch 97.8— 


10 reads: “Woe unto you who gain silver and gold by unjust means; / you 
will then say, “We have grown rich and accumulated goods, / we have 
acquired everything that we have desired. / So now let us do whatever we 
like; / for we have gathered silver, / we have filled our treasuries [with 
money] like water. / And many are the laborers in our houses.’ / Your lies 
flow like water. / For your wealth shall not endure / but it shall take off from 
you quickly / for you have acquired it all unjustly, / and you shall be given 
over to a great curse” (translation by E. Isaac in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 
1.78). For Hellenistic parallels, see Euripides, Alcestis 788-89; Menander, 
Fragment 301. 

8 R. J. H. Shutt’s translation of Aristeas (in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 
2.20) says that each settler had 100 acres, based on 600,000 settlers on 
60,000,000 acres or arourae. But this figure is too high, since one aroura is 
0.275 hectare or about two-thirds of an acre. One hundred arourae is thus 
around 70 acres. 

17 On the role of purity in Judaism as a stage on the way to holiness, see 
Neusner and Chilton 1991; m. Sota9.15. On the Pharisees’ concern for 
purity, see Witherington 1990: 56-59, who speaks in particular of the 
häberim, the overly strict Pharisees. 

23 For the debate, see Ladd 1974a; Ladd 1974b: 57-69; Kümmel 1957 
(a full presentation of the NT kingdom passages, dividing them into present 
and/or future aspects); Lundströ;m 1963; Chilton 1984; and Beasley- 
Murray 1986. For the term in Judaism, see Lattke 1984. 

15 So Schrenk, TDNT 1:612, argues, while opting for Matthew’s version 
as the more original form in Q. But Chilton 1979: 205-23 argues that 


Luke’s saying is from Lucan Q, a version distinct from but parallel to 
Matthew’s Q. Chilton also defends the originality of Luke’s form of the 
saying. Given all the other anomalies in the text, it is more satisfactory to 
argue for distinct sources and settings. 

5 For example, Chwolson’s 1908 work (view six below) was first 
published in 1892, three decades before the start of form criticism, so that 
Fitzmyer’s appeal to form-critical analysis is challenged. Some of the 
arguments in this debate are lexical and so are unrelated to any solid results 
emerging from form criticism. Apparently, Fitzmyer has Luke’s additional 
cup in mind when he discusses form criticism. Some see Luke’s mention of 
the additional cup as evidence of liturgical expansion by the later church. 

24 So E. Scott 1911; J. Campbell 1936-37; Clark 1940. ’Eyyilo means 
“arrives soon” in Mark 14:42. 

5 Though not accepting this view, Schweizer 1984: 272 notes a rabbinic 
tradition that if two Sabbaths were perfectly observed the kingdom would 
come, citing Isa. 56:4—7; b. Sab. 118b; SB 1:600 §B. Against this view is 
the late tractate Derek ‚eres Rabbah 11.13 (= A. Cohen 1965: 2.565), which 
cites Rabbi Jose as saying, “Whoever calculates the end has no portion in 
the future world.” This fits the later rabbis’ tendency to discourage 
apocalyptic speculation. 

1 The view is old. Those who hold it include Bultmann 1963: 300; Creed 
1930: 44; Klostermann 1929: 45; Schürmann 1969: 139; Schneider 1977a: 
76; Wiefel 1988: 82; and Fitzmyer 1981: 435-36. About the only one who 
raises doubts is Marshall 1978: 126. Despite the remarks about sources, 


Coleridge 1993: 187—213 is certainly correct that from a narrative 


viewpoint this pericope could not be dropped without substantial loss to the 
infancy narrative. Jesus’ remarks about himself are a fitting climax to the 
prologue. In Coleridge’s words (p. 189), this unit is “the most important” of 
the infancy narrative. 

25 For a brief discussion of the Qumran texts and an evaluation of 
Fitzmyer’s 1973-74 article, see Bock 1987: 65, 298 n. 51 and Collins 1993 
(who challenges Fitzmyer’s claim that Son of God lacks a messianic 
nuance). 

3 Bayer 1986: 193-94. Appealing to possible oral tradition, Marshall 
1978: 394 more cautiously notes that n&AAecı reflects an Aramaic participle 
and thus perhaps the saying’s ancient form. Colpe, TDNT 8:444, speaks of a 
possible “unabbreviated special tradition,” though he also sees the church 
developing this tradition. Fitzmyer 1981: 812 sees Luke’s dependence only 
on Mark, though he has trouble explaining Luke’s abbreviated prediction. 
Bayer 1986: 197 makes a good case against the Lucan short form as the 
original form, arguing that Luke has abbreviated the tradition. Against a 
second source is Nolland 1993a: 512. 

1 For more detail about the Son of Man debate and an extended version 
of this excursus, see Bock 1991c. Key recent studies (with full 
bibliographies) include Colpe, TDNT 8:400-77; Casey 1979; Caragounis 
1986; S. Kim 1985; Tö;dt 1979 (whose work Kim in particular critiques). 

2 Colpe, TDNT 8:432-33, argues that the reference is to “a man such as 
Jesus.” But in 12:22—34, Jesus teaches that God cares for the birds. Jesus 
also argues, however, that God cares for people, who are “greater” than the 


birds. The remark is not generic. 


8 Conzelmann 1960: 105 n. 3, 123 suggests that this speech is the 
“insider” explanation for Jesus’ remarks. So also Zmijewski 1972: 417-19, 
although he acknowledges the possibility of a special Lucan source. Against 
a Lucan redaction are Kümmel 1957: 29; Colpe, TDNT 8:450-51; and 
Marshall 1978: 659, who notes that Luke does not create Son-of-Man 
sayings and that the text has a good claim to authenticity. In addition, the 
criterion of multiple attestation favors authenticity. 

40 For refutation of France’s attempt (1971: 227--39) to tie this remark to 
a.d. 70, see Marshall 1978: 776-77, who notes that the presence of cosmic 
signs, the force of Dan. 7:13, and the context all argue against such a view. 
Marshall also defends the saying’s authenticity and rightly questions 
attempts to reject the saying because of the Synoptic mixture of OT text (Ps. 
110 and Dan. 7) or by holding that other sayings such as Mark 8:38 or 
14:62 are earlier. Colpe, TDNT 8:450, and Perrin 1967: 173-85 deny 
authenticity; Hooker 1967: 148-59 and Borsch 1967: 361-64 defend it. 

13 Combrink 1973; Talbert 1982: 54-55; Tiede 1988: 103. I present 
Tiede’s suggestion. See also the further discussion in 4:18. 

5 Delling, TDNT 8:32-33, esp. n. 3, makes it clear that a censure of the 
predecessors is not in view. He cites the first-century B.C.. historian 
Diodorus Siculus 1.1.1-3 as a parallel. To this Conzelmann, TDNT 9:596, 
adds from the same work 1.2.7 and 1.4.4—5. 

8 Against this view is Conzelmann 1960: 18-27. See the introduction in 
8II.A above. 

1 Goulder 1989: 299, accepting both omissions as likely explanations, 


believes that Luke used Mark. For a different view on the kingdom 


omission based on an alleged Lucan reduction of a connection between the 
kingdom’s coming and repentance, see Conzelmann 1960: 114. 

15 So Fitzmyer 1981: 573 and Wiefel 1988: 116 rightly, against 
Conzelmann 1960: 43 and Schneider 1977a: 130, who see a reference to 
Judea, no doubt because of 4:44. Of course, if Judea is broadly understood 
in that verse, then Galilee is included in that earlier reference as well. See 
the exegesis of 4:44. 

16 Fitzmyer 1981: 186-87 rightly notes that this verse destroys 
Conzelmann’s claim (1960: 156-57) that the period of Jesus’ ministry is 
“Satan free.” Jesus is engaged in victorious battle against Satan here, as 
11:21-22 also stresses. 

16 On the figurative use of “bound” and “loosed,” see Fitzmyer 1985: 
1013; MM 142, 144. The length of the woman’s condition is underlined by 
the use of the interjection idov (behold). On Satan’s activity, see Job 2:1-7; 
Acts 10:38; 1 Cor. 5:5; 2 Cor. 12:7; 1 Tim. 1:20; Plummer 1896: 343. 
Fitzmyer notes that the verse argues against Conzelmann’s view (1960: 27— 
28, 80) of a “Satan-free” period during Jesus’ ministry. 

12 Conzelmann 1960: 16 presents a threefold division: Israel, Jesus, the 
church. Fitzmyer 1981: 182-87 and 1985: 1115 defends a modified 
threefold division: the law and the prophets, Jesus, and the early church. 
But the Lucan passages cited know of only a law-and-prophets period 
(promise) and a kingdom-Jesus-church period (fulfillment). 

8 Conzelmann 1960: 105 n. 3, 123 suggests that this speech is the 
“insider” explanation for Jesus’ remarks. So also Zmijewski 1972: 417-19, 


although he acknowledges the possibility of a special Lucan source. Against 


a Lucan redaction are Kümmel 1957: 29; Colpe, TDNT 8:450-51; and 
Marshall 1978: 659, who notes that Luke does not create Son-of-Man 
sayings and that the text has a good claim to authenticity. In addition, the 
criterion of multiple attestation favors authenticity. 

18 Fitzmyer follows Conzelmann 1960: 126; but correctly Marshall 
1978: 762. Danker 1988: 329 notes that the issues of Jerusalem’s 
destruction and the end-time were linked in most people’s minds; one 
suggests the other. Jesus’ answer goes beyond the temple. Zmijewski 1972: 
93-95 suggests that the reference to the “coming days” in 21:6 suggests an 
eschatological setting, since nuépa (day) alludes to the day of the Lord. It 
must be remembered that any judgment that consumed Jerusalem would be 
seen as catastrophic, so either event—Jerusalem’s fall or the temple’s 
removal—would suggest severe judgment. The disciples are asking, “When 
will that judgment come?” 

36 Marshall 1978: 775 notes that, in Greek astrological texts, ovvoyn 
signifies the dismay caused by unfavorable omens, while Manson 1949: 
332 says that it denotes “bewildered despair.” Conzelmann, TDNT 7:440, 
says that the apocalyptic coloring is stronger in Luke. 

6 Hayles 1973: 120; Fitzmyer 1981: 400. On Augustan census activity, 
see Braunert 1957; Corbishley 1936; Tacitus, Annals 1.11; Dio Cassius 
53.30.2. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 31-32 (where he calls the account an apophthegm or 
pronouncement story, which he believes grew into this full-blown account); 
Creed 1930: 65; Schneider 1977a: 106-7; Klostermann 1929: 62; Fitzmyer 
1981: 527; Tannehill 1972; C. F. Evans 1990: 266-67 (who notes a series of 


Lucan expressions in the account); Goulder 1989: 299. For a summary of 
the recent discussion and a full bibliography on this passage, see Schreck 
1989, while Corrington 1993 evaluates a redactional reading of this text 
with other types of readings. 

23 M. Power 1912 mentions this approach, while Cortés and Gatti 1970 
and Bover 1951 suppose that the missing saying was that Jesus told his 
parents he would remain in Jerusalem, but they had not understood him on 
that point. 

18 So also Godet in the third French edition of his commentary, but not 
in the English translations of his earlier French editions (see Cortes and 
Gatti 1987: 255 n. 27). Lexical support for this sense comes from the LXX 
(Gen. 33:11; Judg. 13:15-16; 19:7; 2 Sam. 13:25, 27; 2 Kings 5:23 [variant 
reading]), the related verb rrapaßıdlonan (to urge insistently; Luke 24:29; 
Acts 16:15), and Koine sources (MM 109-10 and Spicg 1995: 1.290-91). 

4 The Gospel of Peter 9.35-10.42 (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.224-25) 
gives details about the resurrection, an expansion that demonstrates the 
differences between canonical and noncanonical accounts and indicates 
what happened to the tradition in the postapostolic period; cf. also Barn. 
15.9. The glorified body is not a mere return to the former earthly existence 
(i.e., like the resurrection of Lazarus), but represents a transcendent form of 
real existence (1 Cor. 15:35—49, esp. 15:42—44). On the resurrection as 
event, see Stein 1977 and Craig 1980. 

9 For a defense of the authenticity of Mark 2:18—20, and thus of its 
parallels, see V. Taylor 1966: 208-12 (who argues that the Marcan tradition 


has roots in an eyewitness and was told to reveal Jesus’ mind about fasting); 


Cranfield 1959: 107-11; Marshall 1978: 223 (though he regards it as 
possible that Luke 5:36-39 may be a separate tradition). Bovon 1989: 256 
also sees a distinct tradition, since Luke’s saying has a parallel in the Gospel 
of Thomas 47, though in a different order (Luke: garment [5:36], then wine 
[5:37-39]; Thomas: the reverse). Teaching through word linkage was 
popular in Judaism. When done with the Scriptures, it was called gezerah 
shewah. 

2 Cranfield 1959: 146. The distinct placement of these discourses in 
Matthew and Mark—i.e., gathered versus being scattered throughout Luke 
—shows that either multiple traditions about Jesus’ kingdom teaching or an 
anthology of his teaching on the kingdom was available in the church. 
Matthew and Mark represent a summary of this teaching. 

32 So Cranfield 1959: 176. Plummer 1896: 227 speaks of Kersa, a locale 
near the lake, but he rejects Origen’s association of it with Gergesa. Arndt 
1956: 239-40 and Bovon 1989: 434 accept Gergesa as original in Luke. 
Liefeld 1984: 914-15 is rightly cautious about a solution, as is Nolland 
1989: 407. No clearly superior option exists between reading a regional 
reference or concluding that Gergesa is intended. 

10 Cranfield 1959: 100—101; Lane 1974: 96—98. Of course, what is true 
of Mark is also true of the parallels in Matthew and Luke. 

20 Cranfield 1963 has a variation of this view that sees concessive kat: 
“God will vindicate even though (kai) he suffers long with the wicked.” 

22 Cranfield 1963: 299 n. 1 and Linnemann 1966: 188-89 n. 16 object 
that the term cannot have this force and challenge the passages where it is 


said to have this meaning. 


21 So most take it, including Fitzmyer 1981: 297; Creed 1930: 4-5; Ellis 
1974: 66; Schweizer 1984: 12; Marshall 1978: 43; and Kittel, TDNT 1:215- 
16, who cites Polybius 3.32.2; Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and Life 
65 8357. Cadbury 1922a: 501-2 challenges the first two examples directly. 
This view is present in NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, and Einheitsübersetzung. 
NKJV and KJV speak of having a “perfect understanding,” the most 
emphatic of all translations, which is really a separate view. 

23 Cadbury 1922a: 504 takes a&kpiBdc with ypawaı in order to solve the 
contextual problem of his view. So in his view, Luke writes carefully. But 
word order makes such a connection grammatically unlikely, as Creed 
1930: 5 makes clear. 

35 Fitzmyer 1981: 300; Creed 1930: 5; Marshall 1978: 44. K. Schmidt, 
TDNT 1:506, cites the Lucan usage noted above. In the LXX, dopaAeıa 
normally refers to something that is safe or secure (2 Macc. 3:22), as it does 
in Acts 5:23. Its use in Luke with a verb of knowing points to a 
psychological goal. It refers to knowing the truth, but doing so securely. 

8 1 Chron. 15:24; 2 Chron. 35:8; Neh. 11:12; Fitzmyer 1981: 322; 
Leaney 1958: 79; Creed 1930: 8. ABD 6:1057--61 records thirty-one 
individuals with the name Zechariah in the OT and Judaism, four of whom 
are also mentioned by Josephus (who knows of two more); Schalit 1968: 
49. 

22 On the structure of this verse and Luke’s use of €yéveto, see Creed 
1930: 9; Klostermann 1929: 6-7; Marshall 1978: 54; BDF 8472.3. 

35 In Luke’s writings: Luke 1:30; 2:10; Acts 18:9; 27:24; elsewhere in 
the NT: Matt. 1:20; 28:5, 10; Mark 6:50; Rev. 1:17; in the OT: Gen. 15:1; 


26:24; Josh. 8:1; Isa. 43:1, 5; 44:2; Jer. 46:27—28; Dan. 10:12. See Balz, 
TDNT 9:212 8D2c; Marshall 1978: 56; Plummer 1896: 12; Creed 1930: 10. 
49 Chiasmus is a pattern that pairs the first and last ideas in a unit and 
the second and third ideas (e.g., a-b-b’-a’). When a chiasmus has more than 

four lines, the pairings continue until the ideas merge at the middle. The 
thought reverses at the middle back up the chain in the opposite direction. 
Creed 1930: 11 cites A. Loisy as holding this view. 

57M. Tamid 7.2; also 5.4-6.3; Creed 1930: 12; Fitzmyer 1981: 328. See 
the exegesis of 1:22 for details. 

1 There are various ways to list the parallels. With only minor variations, 
I follow Schürmann’s list (1969: 59 n. 132). For other arrangements and 
discussions, see Tiede 1988: 45-47; R. Brown 1977: 293-98; Schneider 
1977a: 48; and Creed 1930: 13. 

18 Sibylline Oracles 8.459-72. Klostermann 1929: 13 and Creed 1930: 
17 note this ancient interpretation. 

37 Creed 1930: 19; Schneider 1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 49-50; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 348-50; Wiefel 1988: 51-52; Ernst 1977: 72; R. Brown 
1977: 309. Gewiess, in an appendix to Laurentin’s German 1967 edition, 
interestingly takes a view opposite of Laurentin in the French original and 
omits Laurentin’s own discussion of the question. 

48 Creed 1930: 21; R. Brown 1977: 292; Klostermann 1929: 15; BDF 
8302.1; BDR 8302.1.2. The force is that “nothing at all is impossible” for 
God. 

5 Y. Sota 20c (5.4) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 27.153); Creed 1930: 21; 


SB 2:101. The idea of singing babies does represent a major expansion of 


this motif, not paralleled in the OT or NT. On ßp&9og as fetus, see Oepke, 
TDNT 5:637; BAA 293-94; Luke 1:44; Sir. 19:11. In later Judaism, Tg. Ps. 
68:27 calls on the fetus in the womb to praise God, while Odes Sol. 28.2 
speaks of a child leaping in the womb; Bovon 1989: 85 n. 35. 

8 But so argues Creed 1930: 22—23, who draws on the position of 
Harnack. Also in favor of this view are Danker 1988: 41; Klostermann 
1929: 17-18; Bultmann 1963: 296-97; and Luce 1933: 91-92. 

18 See the discussion of sources in this unit. Klostermann 1929: 19; 
Luce 1933: 92; Danker 1988: 43; and Creed 1930: 23. The term can be 
translated “humiliation” (James 1:10; Acts 8:33), as well as “humble state.” 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 380; Klostermann 1929: 23; SB 2:107. Efforts to prove 
that the grandfather was the most frequent choice, as argue Creed 1930: 24 
and Nolland 1989: 79, are not substantiated. Examples of naming after a 
relative are numerous: after the father: Tob. 1:1, 9; Josephus, Life 1 85; 
Jewish War 5.13.2 8534; Antiquities 14.1.3 810; after a grandfather: 1 
Macc. 2:1-2; Jub. 11.15. C. F. Evans 1990: 179, positing Hellenistic 
assimilation, is entirely too skeptical about the details here. 

14 Exod. 13:3; 15:6; Isa. 5:12; 26:11; 31:3; Ps. 28:5; 1 Chron. 28:19; 
Creed 1930: 25; Marshall 1978: 90. In the NT, Acts 7:50; Lohse, TDNT 
9:431 §C3. Schiirmann 1969: 83 n. 20 notes that only Luke uses the phrase 
“the hand of the Lord” in the NT (Acts 11:21; 13:11; in the LXX, Isa. 
41:20; 66:14). 

2 Major discussions can be found in Fitzmyer 1981: 392-93; R. Brown 
1977: 411; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Creed 1930: 30-32; Schürmann 


1969: 103-4, 108-9, 118-19; Marshall 1978: 96-97; Plummer 1896: 46; 
Nolland 1989: 98-103; and Ernst 1977: 99. 

3 Among the candidates for comparison are Cyrus, Romulus and Remus, 
Mithras, Osiris, Aion, Virgil, Semiramis, and Moses. For discussions see 
Creed 1930: 30-32; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Bultmann 1963: 298; 
Gressmann 1914; and Machen 1930: 348-58 (who has a detailed critique). 
Virtually no one argues for any direct connection, though most speak of the 
account’s legendary features, because of its supernatural elements. 

4 Creed 1930: 37-38 mentions these associations and rejects them, as do 
Bultmann 1963: 299-300 and Schürmann 1969: 131 n. 244. The 
comparison was described by Aufhauser 1926 and defended by Garbe 1959: 
47-49, but there are just too many differences between these accounts. 

11 Most commentators note that Mary’s association with purification 
argues against a view that sees her as an “intact virgin” after Jesus’ birth; 
see 1:34; Creed 1930: 39; Plummer 1896: 63; R. Brown 1977: 436; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 421. 

20 Procksch, TDNT 4:328 n. 3; Creed 1930: 41. Bovon 1989: 143 n. 35 
adds Sophocles, Antigone 1268, 1314. 

1 The view is old. Those who hold it include Bultmann 1963: 300; Creed 
1930: 44; Klostermann 1929: 45; Schürmann 1969: 139; Schneider 1977a: 
76; Wiefel 1988: 82; and Fitzmyer 1981: 435-36. About the only one who 
raises doubts is Marshall 1978: 126. Despite the remarks about sources, 
Coleridge 1993: 187-213 is certainly correct that from a narrative 
viewpoint this pericope could not be dropped without substantial loss to the 


infancy narrative. Jesus’ remarks about himself are a fitting climax to the 


prologue. In Coleridge’s words (p. 189), this unit is “the most important” of 
the infancy narrative. 

6 Creed 1930: 44 and Nolland 1989: 129 have typical lists of examples: 
Cyrus (at ten) in Herodotus 1.114-15; Alexander the Great in Plutarch, Life 
of Alexander 5 (666-67); Apollonius in Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 1.7; 
Moses in Josephus, Antiquities 2.9.6 8230, and in Philo, Life of Moses 821; 
Samuel (at twelve) in Josephus, Antiquities 5.10.4 8348; Solomon (at 
twelve) in 1 Kings 2:12 LXX; and Josephus (of himself!) in Life 2 888-9. 
To this can be added the account of Augustus in Suetonius, Augustus 94, as 
Klostermann 1929: 45 notes. Luke’s account of Jesus is restrained in 
comparison to most of these accounts. 

2 For characteristic approaches to this issue, often appealing to Q, see 
Klostermann 1929: 50; Creed 1930: 46-48; Schneider 1977a: 82. Bovon 
1989: 165-66 speaks of Q, Mark, and other material. Distinctive is Goulder 
1989: 271-72, who argues for Luke’s use of Matthew. 

9 For discussion of Josephus’s text, see Creed 1921-22; F. F. Bruce 
1974: 34-35. 

14 Creed 1930: 50; Nolland 1989: 141. Tiede 1988: 86 notes the 
emphasis this idea has in Acts (2:38; 3:19; 5:31; 8:22; 11:18; 17:30; 20:21; 
26:20). 

2 See, e.g., the treatments of Creed 1930: lvi-lxx; Klostermann 1929: 49; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 75-81. Detailed studies are Schulz 1972; Polag 1982; 
Kloppenborg 1988; and Kloppenborg 1987. A commentary on Q is Manson 
1949. On the rationale for Q, see Stein 1987. These analyses differ in detail 


and approach, but all agree that an independent source or set of sources is 
involved. 

6 Bultmann 1963: 246; Creed 1930: 53-54; Lang, TDNT 6:943; Manson 
1949: 41. This view usually denies that the historical John saw himself as a 
precursor to Jesus the Messiah. John was only a prophet warning that the 
end was near. 

31 Creed 1930: 63 cites Acts of Peter 32 and Lucian, Lover of Lies 13, 
while Fitzmyer 1981: 511 notes Josephus’s description of Theudas in 
Antiquities 20.5.1 8397-98. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 31-32 (where he calls the account an apophthegm or 
pronouncement story, which he believes grew into this full-blown account); 
Creed 1930: 65; Schneider 1977a: 106-7; Klostermann 1929: 62; Fitzmyer 
1981: 527; Tannehill 1972; C. F. Evans 1990: 266-67 (who notes a series of 
Lucan expressions in the account); Goulder 1989: 299. For a summary of 
the recent discussion and a full bibliography on this passage, see Schreck 
1989, while Corrington 1993 evaluates a redactional reading of this text 
with other types of readings. 

38 Euripides, Fragments 1086, 1071; Oepke, TDNT 3:205; Creed 1930: 
68; Marshall 1978: 187; Cicero, Letters to His Friends 4.5.5; Gen. Rab. 
23.4 on 4:23; SB 2:156; P. Oxy. vol. 1 #1 logion 6; Gospel of Thomas 31; 
Nolland 1979. On iatpdc, see BAGD 369 81; BAA 750. 

26 Danker 1988: 112 (who calls it ademonic effect); Marshall 1978: 
195; Creed 1930: 71; Nolland 1989: 211-12 (who speaks of the presence of 


“demonic force” as opposed to possession). On the idea of rebuke, see Luke 


9:21, 42, 55 (other Lucan uses of ¿mtua are 4:41; 17:3; 18:15, 39; 19:39; 
23:40). 

27 Tlapayprpa occurs sixteen times in Luke—Acts and elsewhere in the 
NT only twice at Matt. 21:19-20; Plummer 1896: 157; Creed 1930: 71. 
'Eolotnni appears eighteen times in Luke—Acts and not at all in Mark or 
Matthew; Schramm 1971: 88. 

5 Creed 1930: 73 mentions J. Wellhausen as holding this view. Luce 
1933: 127 also discusses this option. 

50 BAGD 83-84; BAA 167; Godet 1875: 1.326; Creed 1930: 95; 
Marshall 1978: 264; Fitzmyer 1981: 640; Schürmann 1969: 355 n. 90; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:533-34. 

9 Marshall 1978: 285 notes that Luke 19:34; 22:61; and 24:3 are not 
exceptions to this observation, though he also notes that the final decision is 
still open; Creed 1930: 104. Hahn 1969: 81-82 argues that Luke, though 
introducing the title himself, reflects traditional usage. 

11 BAGD 759; BAA 1516; Creed 1930: 104; Gen. 50:26; T. Reub. 7.2; 
MM 581. A plank is in view because the man arises directly upon Jesus’ 
call. 

22 Creed 1930: 108 adds that, if the remarks are Jesus’, then the 
reference to hearing should contextually refer to Jesus’ comment about John 
and not to the response to John’s ministry, a connection that is very unlikely, 
given the reference to John’s baptism in 7:29. 

24 Creed 1930: 108. Against this idea is Schrenk, TDNT 1:635, who ties 
the phrase to God’s will, so that the idea is that “they rejected God’s will for 


themselves.” Word order favors Creed, though there is not much difference 
in the options. 

28 Leaney 1958: 145; Godet 1875: 1.354-55; Creed 1930: 108; 
Schürmann 1969: 423-24; Fitzmyer 1981: 680. Geldenhuys 1951: 231 n. 15 
notes that the couplet has rhyme in Aramaic. 

25 Among those who argue for breaking up the account are Creed 1930: 
111-12; Luce 1933: 162-63 (who argues that Luke confused two points 
here); and Ernst 1977: 258—59. 

8 Creed 1930: 112-13 cites kai Eyeveto (it came to pass), Kadesfic 
(afterward), 6106E0@ (to travel through), evayyeAi@w (to preach the good 
news), and coGeveia (weakness) as Lucan vocabulary. 

17 Only Luke has this variation. Matthew uses Ent for the last three soils, 
while Mark has eig for the last two. Creed 1930: 114-15 notes a possible 
Semitism in Ertoinoev Kaprıov (yielded fruit) (see Luke 3:8). 

37 Creed 1930: 116 notes that Luke uses both oataväc and é1aBoAoc. In 
fact, Luke uses each term seven times in Luke-Acts; Bovon 1989: 408 n. 
32. It is hard to explain this difference as a conscious change because of 
stylistic preference; so correctly Marshall 1978: 325. 

1 Those who see an anthology in Mark 4 will see less value in such a 
chronological note as this; so, e.g., Creed 1930: 119. At the least Mark 
indicates that the event took place in a setting that followed some type of 
parabolic kingdom teaching, a setting not unlikely, given that Jesus taught 
throughout the region. 

2 Creed 1930: 120 and Luce 1933: 170-71 both call it a “strange story” 
and a “popular tale”; see also Bultmann 1963: 210-11. Plummer 1896: 228 


lists nine explanations offered for the material. 
27 Mark has épyovtai(they came), Luke €pyetou (he came). Creed 1930: 
123 notes that this is the only historic present in Luke, acommon 


construction in Mark. 


33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445-46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

2 Creed 1930: 132-33 cites E. Meyer’s complaint about the “rationalistic 
prejudice” of some critics in the 1920s. 

27 Creed 1930: 145 argues that Matt. 10:10 is different from Luke, since 
it mentions food. This view ignores Matt. 10:11, which speaks of finding a 
worthy house and staying there. 

54 Such efforts, beginning with Harnack, regard this verse as too harsh a 
literary transition. This view appeals to the church fathers, who often cite 
the phrase and reverse the position of the Son and Father. Creed 1930: 147— 
48 rightly rejects such attempts because they are without strong external 
textual support; see also Schweizer, TDNT 8:372 n. 276. Marshall 1978: 
435 notes that Marcion and codex N reverse the expression in Luke, while 
Justin Martyr and codex N reverse it in Matthew; for more reversal 
passages in the fathers, see Grundmann 1963: 218 n. 16. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444—45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 


331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

2 Creed misses the point when he says that Jesus’ goal is to say that 
anyone is your neighbor. The answer includes this and more. Klostermann 
1929: 118-19 makes the same error in seeing the point as only that the 
compassionate Samaritan is closer to the kingdom than is the representative 
of Judaism. 

19 BAGD 296-97 and BAA 601-2. Creed 1930: 157 notes objections to 
saying that the evangelists coined the term, citing a disputed papyrus 
reading of a fragmentary text (Preisigke #5224). Fitzmyer 1985: 905-6 lists 
three possible etymologies: émi + oboia = “necessary”; éni + odoa = “for 
today” (supplying nnepa [day] to make a complete idea); Erti + present 
participle of ein (to come) = “for the coming day” (with ru&pa again 
supplied to complete the thought). Determining the etymology is not 
crucial, since a word’s meaning is not determined by etymology. 

5 Creed 1930: 159 speaks of Q here, as does Manson 1949: 83. The 
amount of Matthean-Lucan agreement makes this source connection likely, 
though whether it is Q or another shared tradition is debatable (Matthean 
prioritists see Matthew as the likely source). Grundmann 1963: 236-37 
correctly notes that Matthew is closer to Luke than to Mark (see also Easton 
1913, as discussed in n. 1 above). Fitzmyer 1985: 918 argues for Lucan 
additions in 11:16, but is uncertain about it in 11:14, 21-22. Additional 


source material cannot be ruled out. Tiede 1988: 216 notes that Matt. 12:23 
and Mark 3:11 stress Christology, while Luke emphasizes controversy with 
the leadership; but Luke also has strong Christology in light of the parable 
in 11:21-23. Of the three accounts, Mark has less confrontation than the 
other two. 

10 An older solution regards the reference to Jonah as a textual 
corruption that originally referred to John the Baptist, but there is no 
manuscript evidence for this understanding. Creed 1930: 163 seems 
attracted to this view. Fitzmyer 1985: 931—39 presents the various options 
on source and tradition history. 

16 @epamneia refers to a body of servants only here in the NT; cf. Esth. 
5:2b [= 15:16 NRSV]; BAGD 359 82; BAA 729 82; Creed 1930: 177. 

1 Ellis 1974: 184; Danker 1988: 259; Tiede 1988: 247; Creed 1930: 180. 
In addition to the Josephean references in the list in the exegesis of 13:1, 
see also Life 17 §92. 

5 Luke 5:15; 8:2; 11:14; 13:12; Matt. 8:17. Demonic influence may be a 
better description than demonic possession, because it is not behavior but a 
diseased condition that is the point; Luke 4:33, 38-39; 2 Cor. 12:7. 
Weakness is produced by the evil spirit; 1QapGen 20.17, 21-29; Stählin, 
TDNT 1:493; Marshall 1978: 557. Fitzmyer 1985: 1012 calls the genitival 
aodeveiag (weakness) an Aramaism; see Creed 1930: 183. Nolland 1993a: 
724 suggests that the number eighteen may be conventional (2 x 9 = “a long 
time”); Judg. 3:13-14; 10:8; 20:25, 44; 2 Sam. 8:13. This is possible, but 


not certain. 


10 Avop86qw is limited to OT quotations in its other NT uses: Acts 15:16; 
Heb. 12:12; Creed 1930: 183; Klostermann 1929: 145. It was used 
commonly in medical situations; LSJ 147. 

9M. B. Qam. 5.6 is not parallel, since that passage deals with legal 
damages, not the Sabbath; so correctly Creed 1930: 189. B. Sab. 128b gives 
both rulings: one that allows and one that forbids help (also m. Sab. 18.2). 
This was a debated point among Jews, even in the fifth century. 

7 To emßaAAov means “that which falls to me”; Tob. 3:17; 6:12; P. Oxy. 
vol. 4 #715 lines 13-15; Creed 1930: 198; Hauck, TDNT 1:529; MM 235; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1087. As a noun, ovoiac refers to property; Tob. 14:13; 3 
Macc. 3:28; Josephus, Antiquities 7.5.5 8114. On d1eiAev (he divided), see 
Schlier, TDNT 1:184. 

13 The hapax legomenon cowtac speaks of a debauched, profligate life 
(BAGD 119; BAA 239; Prov. 7:11; 28:7), and so Luke 15:30 speaks of the 
son’s time with prostitutes. Conceptual parallels are found in Eph. 5:18; 
Titus 1:6; 1 Pet. 4:4; Creed 1930: 199; Foerster, TDNT 1:507, esp. n. 4. 

4 On the debate in older commentaries, see Creed 1930: 202-3, who 
holds that 16:9-13 was added later. Blomberg 1990: 245-47 builds a case 
for unity. 

17 Ernst 1977: 464; Klostermann 1929: 163; and Creed 1930: 204 argue 
that the variation is only for literary value; but ancient parables were based 
on daily life, so the point may not be an either/or proposition. Derrett 1970: 
66, 69 also defends a much higher charge for oil. 

28 Luke 16:10-11 makes clear that dishonesty is not the only point, but 
also faithfulness at every level of stewardship (see also 16:12). Creed 1930: 


205 may unduly limit the application to wealth only, a point that is explicit 
only in 16:11. 

21 Creed 1930: 207 adopts this meaning, but regards it as unlikely that 
Jesus said it. On the endurance of the law in Judaism, see Bar. 4:1; 2 Esdr. 
[= 4 Ezra] 9.37; 2 Bar. 77.15. 

23 The penalty was apparently never carried out in Jesus’ time since 
Jews did not have the right to execute capital punishment under Roman 
rule; Creed 1930: 208. The idea of such punishment still remains, as Jub. 
30.8-9 shows. The standard was to pursue holiness. Such an act of adultery 
rendered a woman defiled (Jub. 33.9; m. Sot\;a 2.6; 5.1). In fact, these 
Mishnah texts almost require divorce for the adulterous wife since she 
becomes unclean to the husband. Thus, adultery was seen as extremely 
serious in Judaism (on the Greco-Roman view of adultery tied to shame, see 
Nolland 1993a: 818). 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1136-37 argues that all of the material is from Q, but 
that 17:2 has been influenced by Mark 9:42. Marshall 1978: 640 agrees that 
Q and Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and also sees (pp. 642, 643-44) the rest of 
17:3-6 as coming from Q, though he entertains the possibility that Q has 
various forms from which Matthew and Luke drew. Creed 1930: 215 sees Q 
and Mark 11:23 exercising influence in 17:5-6. Ernst 1977: 477-80 sees 
17:1-3a as coming from either Q or a form of oral tradition that circulated 
in a variety of forms, 17:3b—4 as rooted in Jesus’ teaching, and triple 
tradition (i.e., Mark and Q) influencing 17:5-6. Ellis 1974: 207 speaks of 
Mark and Q in 17:1-4 and regards Luke’s special source as responsible for 


17:5-10. Egelkraut 1976: 120-21 speaks of Q/Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and 


multiple tradition in 17:5-6. Grundmann 1963: 331 suggests that it is hard 
to know if Q or Luke’s special material is responsible for the unit, except 
for 17:7-10, which is L. Grundmann sees its roots in material earlier than 
the versions of Matthew and Mark. All of this assumes that only one form 
of these sayings existed in the tradition and that it emerged from a single 
saying. If this was a theme repeated by Jesus, multiple renderings could 
well exist. 

17 Against Creed 1930: 215, who argues that Luke’s saying is like Matt. 
21:21 and that Luke has turned the fig tree into a sycamine tree. This saying 
does come with some variety, but this is only a problem if we assume that 
the saying had only one original form. If the tradition has complex roots, 
then we may only be seeing a rich conceptual field for the imagery. 

11 Creed 1930: 218-19; Sneed 1962; Dalman 1909: 145-47; Dodd 1961: 
62-63 (who later switched to view 2). See Mattill 1979: 193 and Beasley- 
Murray 1986: 101 for details on the Gospel of Thomas, Origen, 
Chrysostom, Athanasius, Ambrose, Jerome, and Luther. 

11 Another Lucan parable (11:8) with this construction and theme also 
uses 610 ye (yet because) in the second portion of the statement; Creed 
1930: 223. 

7 Creed 1930: 229 says that the use of the optative in an indirect 
question and the use of rtuv8dvouan (to inquire) are Lucan (only three NT 
uses of muvOavopat are non-Lucan: Luke 15:26; Acts 4:7; 10:18, 29; 21:33; 
23:19, 20, 34; Matt. 2:4; John 4:52; 13:24); BAGD 729; BAA 1459. 

21 Fitzmyer 1985: 1337 is against a source. Creed 1930: 255 and Leaney 
1958: 260 say Luke inserted the phrase because he was detailing what was 


sketched in previous verses. Marshall 1978: 764-65 speaks of the great 
puzzlement that this addition has caused and mentions the possible 
influence of another source (also Schramm 1971: 174-75). Perhaps this one 
source had the two eschatological discourses that Luke reflects. But what 
caused the difference? Did Luke or his source supply a clarifying stylistic 
break? Either option is possible. 

1 Those arguing for an additional source are Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-58 
(but not in 22:54-62); Creed 1930: 276 (maybe); Marshall 1978: 839-40, 
845, 848; Grundmann 1963: 416, 418-19; Ernst 1977: 612-13, 616, 618; 
Nolland 1993b: 1092-93, 1098-99, 1104-5; and J. Green 1988: 276. Soards 
1987: 100-120 argues for a mixture of tradition, Marcan rewriting, and 
Lucan rewriting. The classic study on this issue is V. Taylor 1972. Dissent 
about an extra source outside of some oral material comes from R. Brown 
1994: 581-83. Most of Luke’s changes (e.g., 22:63-65) reflect his style and 
vocabulary. But all that this shows is Luke’s hand on his sources, not 
whether additional information existed. Brown sees the “game” in 22:64 as 
evidence of the presence of oral tradition (see the exegesis). But why limit it 
here, given evidence of sources throughout this material? 

14 This Matthean—Lucan agreement causes some commentators (e.g., 
Creed 1930: 277—78) so much trouble that they go to great lengths to 
explain away the agreement for fear it challenges Marcan priority. 

10 The main argument for Creed’s view is the mention of “other women 
with them” (24:10), which may refer to those who reported the women’s 
story or to the larger group of women who followed Jesus as disciples (8:1— 


3). 


23 ’Aoavtog is used in 2 Macc. 3:34 of angels and in Greco-Roman 
literature of disappearing gods: Euripides, Orestes 1496; Euripides, Helen 
605-6; Virgil, Aeneid 9.656-58; Creed 1930: 297; Marshall 1978: 898; 
Danker 1988: 394; Klostermann 1929: 238; Grundmann 1963: 447. On 
departures of transcendent or transported figures, see Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; 
Acts 10:7; 12:10; and esp. 8:39; Nolland 1993b: 1206. 

1 Plummer 1896: 106; Manson 1949: 46 (who strongly defends this 
view); Dupont 1968: 97-115 (who argues for a middle course between 
literalism and parable); Carson 1984: 111; Nolland 1989: 177 (who defends 
the plausibility of Jesus’ reporting this event to his disciples). On the other 
end of the spectrum apparently is Crossan (1991), who does not even 
discuss this event in his portrayal of Jesus. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 133-34 [Matt.], 278-80 [Luke]) places all the sayings of this 
unit in black type, thereby indicating rejection of a tie to Jesus. The 
consensus of the seminar is that the text is legendary, like Greco-Roman 
biography, and that the sayings were authored by Q following the LXX. The 
seminar calls it an “ordeal story,” but this generic form category does not 
explain the explicit uniqueness of this confrontation account, a point that 
negates this argument. Manson 1949: 45-46 rightly challenges the 
description of the account as legendary (see the discussion of form below). 
LXX citations reflect only Luke’s sensitivity to his Greek audience and are 
not evidence of the text’s origin, since MT renderings would work (Nolland 
1989: 177). 

11 Schramm 1971: 37; Marshall 1978: 179. Ernst 1977: 168-69 sees 


Luke’s hand in many but not all changes. Bovon 1989: 207-8 sees an 


additional source beyond Mark, either Q or special Lucan material, and 
despairs of being able to sort out what came from where, beyond the basic 
elements in 4:18-22 and 4:25-27 originating in the additional source. 
Crossan 1991 fails to discuss this text, a significant omission in a life-of- 
Jesus study. This omission may well suggest that Crossan regards none of it 
as going back to Jesus. 

10 Nolland 1989: 204 notes that in the ancient world exorcism falls 
between magic (Paris Magic Papyrus, lines 3007-85) and medicine 
(Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 4.20; Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185). 
Jews and non-Jews believed in magic (Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; 
Lucian, Lover of Lies 16, 30-31). But these healings often included potions 
or other aids that Jesus does not use. The healer in Lucian’s account, a 
Syrian from Palestine, charged a large fee for the service. Lucian also notes 
the exorcist’s use of “Egyptian works” and “imprecations in the Egyptian 
language.” Surveying recent work on the question, Crossan 1991: 304-10 
compares magic, miracle, and medicine and equates miracle to magic. But 
this grossly underestimates Jesus. The range of Jesus’ miracles suggests the 
presence of power far beyond anything magical. Jesus does not rely on 
potions or aids, but uses only his word. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 42) argues that because Jesus did not use magical formulas or 
incantations, the disciples did not preserve his actual words for the 
exorcism. But the logic of this argument for a lack of remembrance is not 
clear or compelling. The very dissimilarity of Jesus’ style compared to other 


such events in the ancient world might make what he did say memorable. 


18 Crossan 1971-72: 293 argues that Jesus’ original parable was altered 
into an example story in the tradition and redaction, a theory that makes too 
much of a distinction between the actions that set up the story and the point 
made from it. For Crossan, the original parable by Jesus was only about 
seeing the possibility that a Samaritan could be good. According to 
Crossan, the lesson that others could enter the kingdom was the key 
parabolic insight. The point is correct, though overstated, but Crossan’s 
tradition history is not on target. 

1 Also Schulz 1972: 391-98; Crossan 1973: 72; Fitzmyer 1985: 1052. 
Jeremias 1963a: 63-64, 176 argues that the Gospel of Thomas may be more 
original than Matthew, except for its expansion of excuses. The Thomas 
parable is closer to Luke than to Matthew and so is often discussed with 
Luke’s version, but it introduces a fourth figure who cannot come to the 
banquet. Thomas gives no setting, since the document is just a list of 
teachings. But the excuses in Thomas use more urban imagery; Luke’s use 
of agrarian imagery fits Jesus’ tendency to use agrarian illustrations. 
Horsley 1987: 180 sees Luke as the more original of the versions, noting 
that the economically prosperous are the excluded; so also the Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 352), though it regards the symposium- 
table setting as Lucan. 

3 For unity are Marshall 1978: 633-34 and Grobel 1963-64. Bultmann 
1963: 178 denies unity (although he says that Luke received a unified 
story), wrongly assuming that a parable can only have one point. Crossan 
1973: 66-67 and B. Scott 1989: 142—46 argue that 16:19-26 go back to 
Jesus and 16:27-31 to the early church, citing conceptual ties to Luke 24. 


The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 360-62) makes a similar break, 
printing 16:19-26 in gray type (arguing that its roots may go back to Jesus) 
and 16:27-31 in black type (arguing that these verses were added later and 
are inauthentic). For refutation, see Pilgrim 1981: 114-15 and Hock 1987: 
454-55. 

7 This pericope contains no allusion to infant baptism (Marshall 1978: 
682; Schweizer 1984: 285; Tiede 1988: 309-10; and Fitzmyer 1985: 1193 
correctly challenge Jeremias 1960: 54; Cullmann 1950: 76—78; and 
Grundmann 1963: 353), though by implication a child’s spiritual responses 
should be encouraged and accepted. Jeremias notes the use of K@Ab@ in 
baptismal settings (Matt. 3:14; Acts 8:36; 10:47; 11:17), but in Luke 18, the 
point is blessing, not baptism (against the Jesus Seminar [Funk and Hoover 
1993: 370], who import a baptismal sense here; see the discussion of 
sources and historicity above). 

12 Godet 1875: 1.137; Plummer 1896: 65; Fitzmyer 1981: 426. In favor 
of this view is Cutler 1966. New Testament uses of the name include Luke 
3:30; Acts 13:1; 15:14; 2 Pet. 1:1; Rev. 7:7. Simon is a variation of the 
name. 

28 Dahl 1966 studies Luke’s presentation of this figure and argues that 
Luke faithfully presents Abraham as the OT did. 

13 The OT term is often translated “turn” or “return.” One could easily 
paraphrase the idea as a change in one’s point of view. Such a change 
manifests itself concretely in action according to Luke 3:10—14 and Acts 


26:20. On the ethical thrust of such rites in Judaism, see Dahl 1955. Jesus 


made it clear that the church’s concept and message of repentance are 
rooted in the OT (Luke 24:44-47). 

6 Dalman 1909: 143—44 notes this suggestion by A. Meyer, who appeals 
to Aramaic TU} (nétir, observation) and 012 (bintir, secretly) in Tg. Job 
4:12. 

11 Creed 1930: 218-19; Sneed 1962; Dalman 1909: 145-47; Dodd 1961: 
62-63 (who later switched to view 2). See Mattill 1979: 193 and Beasley- 
Murray 1986: 101 for details on the Gospel of Thomas, Origen, 
Chrysostom, Athanasius, Ambrose, Jerome, and Luther. 

10 On mourners, see m. Meg. 4.3; Danby 1933: 206 nn. 9-10. M. Ketub. 
4.4 argues that a minimum of two flutes and one wailing woman should be 
present; also Semahot 12.5 (= Zlotnick 1966: 81). T. Judah 26.3 protests 
against too much extravagance in the funeral procession for Judah. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 
Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 

29 Ps. 110:1; Mark 16:5; Marshall 1978: 55; Klostermann 1929: 7. 
Danker 1988: 29 is wrong to call it the side of divine authority; this is the 
meaning only when one is at the right side of God, though the altar does 
represent approaching God. 

50 See Dan. 7:16 and Job 1:6 for the idea of direct access to God or his 
angels; R. Brown 1977: 262; Danker 1988: 32. 

2 Danker 1988: 34, more agnostic, says an attempt to trace the account 


back to Mary is “pure speculation,” but the attempt to argue Lucan 


invention is “sheer conjecture.” Tiede 1988: 47 notes that the argument that 
the tradition had contact with Mary cannot be proved or disproved. 

49 Jer. 32:17 MT is close in force to the genitive expression here. So the 
genitive may reflect a Semitic original behind Luke and suggest that he is 
not responsible for the material in the section; Marshall 1978: 72; Danker 
1988: 40; see additional note. 

50 BAGD 205; BAA 413; Acts 2:18 from the Joel 2 citation; 1 Sam. 
1:11 (Hannah). Mary’s remarks recall Hannah. The figure also is used of 
Israel in Isa. 65:13-15 (Danker 1988: 40). 

12 R. Brown 1977: 333; Danker 1988: 41; BAGD 486; BAA 988 81b; 
Luke 6:20-22. 

8 But so argues Creed 1930: 22—23, who draws on the position of 
Harnack. Also in favor of this view are Danker 1988: 41; Klostermann 
1929: 17-18; Bultmann 1963: 296-97; and Luce 1933: 91-92. 

18 See the discussion of sources in this unit. Klostermann 1929: 19; 
Luce 1933: 92; Danker 1988: 43; and Creed 1930: 23. The term can be 
translated “humiliation” (James 1:10; Acts 8:33), as well as “humble state.” 

23 Danker 1988: 43-44; Ellis 1974: 76; Klostermann 1929: 20; Godet 
1875: 1.104-5; Plummer 1896: 33; Marshall 1978: 84. It must be 
remembered that Luke presented the passage as Mary’s words, so he must 
expect them to be read prophetically. Here is another failure of the view 
(1b) that argues for a reference to Jesus’ work in the past. 

29 Danker 1988: 48—49; Plummer 1896: 42; Hauck, TDNT 5:491 n. 24, 
493. The combination is found elsewhere in Wis. 9:3 and Eph. 4:24. God 


seeks righteousness and worship even among the heathen: Acts 13:10, 16; 


24:25; 10:35, 43; Schrenk, TDNT 2:199. In the OT, Josh. 24:14 is similar in 
thrust; Nolland 1989: 88. 

31 Danker 1988: 49; Leaney 1958: 24 (who suggests that this hymn 
originally was tied to Anna [2:38], but then the question is why move it and 
bring in John the Baptist). Levi is referred to as a priest-king, fulfilling the 
Maccabean model. Evil king-priests of the Most High appear in T. Moses 
6.1. 

43 This is the point of the connection to Luke 1:77; Godet 1875: 1.117. 
On the verse as a whole, see Danker 1988: 50-51. C. Schneider, TDNT 
3:443, argues that the image is a figure for mourning. Those who sit in 
darkness are those who mourn the presence of death. Whether this 
particular picture is present is less likely given the OT background. 

7 All but three NT uses are Lucan: Luke 21:34; 24:4; Acts 12:7; 23:11; 1 
Thess. 5:3; 2 Tim. 4:2, 6; Marshall 1978: 109; Danker 1988: 56-57. 

17 Note the similar description of Joseph of Arimathea in Luke 23:51, 
while Acts 4:36, 9:31, and 15:31 describe consolation or encouragement as 
a characteristic of the believer in day-to-day life, a different force than here. 
Danker 1988: 64 notes the contact with Luke 6. 

18 Jer. 31:31-33 [as writing the law on the heart]; Joel 2:28-32 [3:1-5 
MT]; 1QS 4.21-22; Danker 1988: 64; SB 2:126-27; R. Meyer, TDNT 
6:816—20, 826-27. On the view of some in ancient Judaism that the Spirit’s 
revelatory work ceased sometime before the Maccabean period, see 1 Macc. 
9:27; 14:41. 

30 R. Brown 1977: 461; Hendriksen 1978: 170; Danker 1988: 68. 


Jeremias in his later TDNT article, 6:541—42, revised his view. 


31 Acts 13:45; 28:19, 22; Danker 1988: 69. In the OT, examples of the 
image of opposition are found in Isa. 65:2 and Hos. 4:4. 

9 Danker 1988: 74; Plummer 1896: 74. BDF 8305 discusses the 
distributive use of kata that is present here. 

15 Danker 1988: 75 notes the difference in wording, but still thinks a 
hint exists about the future; Fitzmyer 1981: 441. Luke 9:22 is an example of 
the different phrasing. Bovon 1989: 156 also sees no allusion to the 
resurrection. 

19 Luke 4:43 [to preach the kingdom of God]; 9:22 [to suffer, die, and be 
raised]; 13:33 [he must go to Jerusalem]; 17:25 [to suffer]; 19:5 [to remain 
with Zacchaeus]; 22:37 [to be reckoned with criminals]; 24:7 [to suffer, die, 
and be raised]; 24:26 [to suffer and come into glory]; 24:44 [that Scripture 
about him be fulfilled]; Danker 1988: 77. 

9 Ps. 58:4 [58:5 MT]; 140:3 [140:4 MT]; Matt. 3:7 [the parallel to this 
pericope]; Luce 1933: 110; Danker 1988: 86; SB 1:114-15; Foerster, TDNT 
2:815-16. Acts 28:3 refers to a poisonous snake. 

30 Descent into Hades 11. Other notations from ancient writers include 
Tacitus, Annals 2.42; and Pliny, Natural History 12.32 8863-65. Emperors 
sometimes warned against abuses: Tiberius said, “The sheep are to be 
shorn, not fleeced”; Dio Cassius 57.10.5; Suetonius, Tiberius 32; Danker 
1988: 88. 

26 Danker 1988: 112 (who calls it a demonic effect); Marshall 1978: 
195; Creed 1930: 71; Nolland 1989: 211-12 (who speaks of the presence of 


“demonic force” as opposed to possession). On the idea of rebuke, see Luke 


9:21, 42, 55 (other Lucan uses of emitiuäo are 4:41; 17:3; 18:15, 39; 19:39; 
23:40). 

12 Danker 1988: 115 argues that the phrase equals the expression good 
news of the kingdom in 4:43. This is possible, given the Lucan form of the 
parable of the seed in 8:4-15. For Bovon 1989: 230-31, it is God’s saving 
message and covenant promise that are in view. 

19 Danker 1988: 128-29 and Luce 1933: 136 overdraw the difference. 
Marshall 1978: 227 is more balanced. 

32 Danker 1988: 131 alludes to the promises of Ezek. 34:20-24 and 
37:24—28 as helpful background. Jesus is more than a prophet or teacher. 

43 Among those who support this approach are Schürmann 1969: 302; 
Vogt 1959; Buchanan and Wolfe 1978; and apparently Danker 1988: 130. 
Marshall 1978: 230 is uncertain of the origin. 

20 Danker 1988: 137 notes that Jesus’ ultimate battle is with Satan (Col. 
1:12-14). 

40 Danker 1988: 145 still sees this background in Luke. Marshall 1978: 
261 holds out the possibility of separate sayings. 

52 Danker 1988: 150 cites Epictetus 2.14.12-13 to show how the Greeks 
viewed imitation of the gods: “It is of prime importance for those who 
would please and obey the deities to be as much like them as lies within 
their power. If fidelity is a divine characteristic, then they are to be faithful; 
if generous, they are to be generous; if beneficent, they are to be beneficent; 
if magnanimous, they are to be magnanimous. In brief, they are to do and 


say everything in emulation of God.” Christianity also has this goal in the 


context of monotheism, but in addition offers enablement to make it happen 
(John 14-16). 

59 Democritus, Fragments 60. Danker 1988: 153-54 also notes 
Diogenes Laertius 1.36; Menander, Fragment 710; Petronius, Satyricon 57; 
and Persius, Satires 4.23—24. 

37 Danker gives this view as an option in 1988: 169, unlike the more 
definitive statement in the first edition of his commentary (1972: 98-99). 

20 Luke 15:20; Acts 20:37. Paul calls it the “holy kiss”: Rom. 16:16; 1 
Cor. 16:20; Danker 1988: 171. 

25 Others suggest that iva indicates result. So Danker 1988: 177 argues 
that (va expresses not purpose, but tragic realization; but see 9:45 and 
11:50. Jeremias 1963a: 17 suggests that the parables’ purpose is to fulfill 
the scriptural promise and thus he sees an ellipse. However, the Isaiah 
passage is key and is negative. Judgment is expressed here because of 
hardness of heart. 

4 So also Danker 1988: 179 (with a little hesitancy); Ellis 1974: 127. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 725 rightly rejects this view, as do Schiirmann 1969: 470 n. 
197; Marshall 1978: 332; and Wiefel 1988: 162. 

26 Arndt 1956: 243 argues that their consciences feared more distress 
from God’s presence. Hendriksen 1978: 449 calls such fear sinful, because 
they showed no interest in the exorcised man. Danker 1988: 183 notes that a 
reference to possessions is unstated in Luke. 

33 Arndt 1956: 240-41 speaks of many commands; Danker 1988: 182 of 
an ingressive imperfect (“he began to command” or “was about to 


command”), which is probably better; so also Fitzmyer 1981: 738; BDF 


8328, 8329, 8331. Bovon 1989: 435 n. 44 calls the choice very difficult, a 
judgment with which I concur. 

17 The opposite of a testimony against someone is found in 5:14, where 
the leper is to testify to God’s work; Danker 1988: 190. 

4 Danker 1988: 205 cites the following exchange from Diogenes 
Laertius 1.36: when the philosopher Thales was asked if one could hide an 
evil deed from God, he answered, “No, not even the thought.” 

2 Danker 1988: 207-8; Fitzmyer 1981: 828. BAGD 57 and BAA 112 
note that &voAnuWeog, a NT hapax legomenon, alludes to the ascension. 
The LXX uses it of Elijah’s departure (2 Kings 2:9, 11; 1 Macc. 2:58; Sir. 
48:9; 49:14). For more discussion, see the additional note on 9:51. 

22 See Matthew’s synonymous phrase child of the kingdom (Matt. 
13:38). Child of peace focuses on what one has, while child of the kingdom 
describes where one resides. Danker 1960-61; Klassen 1980-81. SB 2:166 
notes parallel Semitic phrases like child of power, child of knowledge, child 
of Haggadah, and child of the future world. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 


1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

21 Danker 1988: 229 suggests that Luke 12:16-21 and 21:1-4 elaborate 
on the petition. Since disciples recognize that God gives, they are generous 
with what they receive. 

30 Battle imagery with evil angels in the OT includes Isa. 24:22—23; in 
Judaism, T. Sim. 6.6 and T. Zeb. 9.8. Plummer 1896: 303; Danker 1988: 
233; and Schürmann 1994: 243 see an allusion to Isa. 49:25-26. The battle 
imagery is similar, but the application to spiritual forces does not fit Isaiah’s 
language in 49:26a, which clearly pictures humans. At best, Isaiah shows 
the principle involved. Such a move with imagery, however, is not 
surprising; see Luke 1:67—79 and Bock 1993. The point in the language for 
Luke is how Jesus, as God’s representative, is God’s victorious warrior. 

17 TIovnpög is used in 11:29 to describe the evil generation; Danker 
1988: 237. The term’s repeated use and the internal contrast make the 
meaning “generous” for amAovdc impossible; against Fitzmyer 1985: 940. 
The point is not the eye’s “generosity” but its reception of good or evil. 

6 Paul responds similarly when he allows the Corinthian church to 
appoint a believer to arbitrate a lawsuit (1 Cor. 6:4-6; Danker 1988: 247). 
In fact, he regards the church to have failed if the matter goes to an outside 
arbitrator. Note also that, in Acts 6:1—4, a church’s social problem is solved 
internally. 

11 Grundmann 1963: 263 notes the contrast of Jesus’ position to the 


Stoics, who tried to live without possessions and who tried to have no need 


of other people, so they could be “like the gods”; Diogenes Laertius 6.104. 
Danker 1988: 253 notes that monastic withdrawal is not the answer either, 
since Jesus assumes compassionate engagement with people. 

5 See Exod. 12:11 (of Israelites eating Passover); 1 Kings 18:46; 2 Kings 
4:29; 9:1; Isa. 59:17; Eph. 6:14; 1 Pet. 1:13; Danker 1988: 253. Plummer 
1896: 330 notes the emphatic position of budv (your) to indicate a 
condition: “your loins are to be girded.” 

7 So Danker 1988: 256 argues, though he minimizes the fire as an image 
of judgment and emphasizes purification. This point can work only if the 
purification is seen as coming in judgment. 

1 Ellis 1974: 184; Danker 1988: 259; Tiede 1988: 247; Creed 1930: 180. 
In addition to the Josephean references in the list in the exegesis of 13:1, 
see also Life 17 892. 

7 For example, Job’s friends wrongly but naturally assumed that his 
initial travail was the consequence of some past sin: Job 4:7; 8:4, 20; 22:5; 
also Exod. 20:5; Prov. 10:24-25; John 9:1-3; Plummer 1896: 338; Danker 
1988: 259; Manson 1949: 273. 

7 Danker 1988: 261 notes that the woman might be unclean, in which 
case Jesus’ action would be bold on two counts: one cultural, the other 
cultic. But the text is not clear on this point. 

7 Auayoyyl(o (to grumble) appears in the NT only here and in 19:7. This 
idea is a significant one in the OT and is often negative in force: Num. 11:1; 
14:27, 29 (using the simple yoyyb(wo); Danker 1988: 274. The word order, 
with Pharisees first, is unusual; so 5:30, but not 5:21; 6:7; 11:53. 


2 Danker 1988: 275 cites F. Preisigke’s edition of an ancient letter in 
which an impecunious son pleads with his mother to be received back into 
the family: “I am writing to tell you I am naked. I plead with you, forgive 
me. I know well enough what I have done to myself. I have learned my 
lesson.” 

19 Danker 1988: 276 notes a similar appeal to Caesar for clemency in 
Cicero, On Behalf of Quintus Ligarius 30. 

21 Holding the emphatic position in the clause is the reference to the son 
being distant when spotted. Danker 1988: 277 sees a picture of Jer. 31:18- 
20 here. Tobit 11:5-6 has a similar observation from a distance. 

36 Danker 1988: 285-86 notes that Jesus appears only to his disciples 
after his resurrection, a point that confirms this emphasis. Even in the Book 
of Acts, the resurrection is not preached as a bare fact, but as a fulfillment 
of Scripture, so that the call is always to believe God’s promise. 

18 Danker 1972: 179 notes that the disciples would have considered the 
reversal in the question humorous. The image is similar to the president of a 
company opening the door to the presidential office for the janitor and 
giving the janitor the presidential chair. 

29 On aetoc, see Lev. 11:13; Deut. 14:12; Job 39:27; Matt. 24:28; 
BAGD 19; BAA 36; Marshall 1978: 669. Aetoc can refer to an eagle, but 
not here, since eagles do not seek out dead meat; Rev. 12:14; 4:7; 8:13; 
Arndt 1956: 376. Attempts to interpret &etög as eagle, recalling the Roman 
emblem that accompanied the invasion of Jerusalem, assume a post—a.d. 70 


date for Luke, as well as suggest an image contextually distant from the 


metaphor here; but so Danker 1988: 294; Leaney 1958: 232; and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1173 (with less certainty). 

1 Luke 5:35 alludes to Jesus’ death. The death of the Son of Man appears 
in three of the Lucan passion predictions (9:22; 9:44-45; 17:25; Danker 
1988: 302). Three of Luke’s passion predictions (9:22; 9:44-45; 18:31-34) 
have Marcan parallels and are grouped together because they are quite 
specific. 

7 Luke 8:10, 16-17 promises this unveiling to the disciples; Danker 
1988: 302. John 2:22 and 12:16 repeat the picture of the disciples’ 
incomprehension, while Luke 2:50 says a similar thing about Jesus’ parents. 

21 Jeremias 1963a: 62 holds that Jesus’ audience interrupted him; so also 
Plummer 1896: 442, who argues that the crowd thinks Jesus is spoiling the 
parable; so also Nolland 1993b: 916-17. Klostermann 1929: 189; Marshall 
1978: 708; and Danker 1988: 309 hold that the interruption comes from 
attendants in the parable. If 19:26-27 maintains the parabolic perspective, 
and 19:27 looks as if it does, then those who react here come from within 
the parable and comment as a crowd to the king. Of course, since the king 
represents Jesus, there is no real difference in sense in the choice. If Jesus 
speaks, he simply gives the parable’s lesson. 

14 Danker 1988: 312 suggests an additional tie to Isa. 1:3 where, 
ironically, the ox knows its master but Israel does not. Such an allusion is 
probably too subtle. 

21 Danker 1988: 314 notes a “prophecy” by Demetrius of Phalerum, 
who predicted the Macedonian victory with similar political sensitivity 


(Polybius 29.21). 


25 Another failure to read the times is found in 12:54-56. Danker 1988: 
315 cites 14:15-24 with the note “God had kept his appointment with the 
city, but Jerusalem’s power structure did not show up at the banquet.” 

21 Danker 1988: 328 cites a similar remark by Aristotle, Nicomachean 
Ethics 4.1.19 (1120b): “One’s generosity is to be evaluated in terms of one’s 
resources.” 

18 Fitzmyer follows Conzelmann 1960: 126; but correctly Marshall 
1978: 762. Danker 1988: 329 notes that the issues of Jerusalem’s 
destruction and the end-time were linked in most people’s minds; one 
suggests the other. Jesus’ answer goes beyond the temple. Zmijewski 1972: 
93-95 suggests that the reference to the “coming days” in 21:6 suggests an 
eschatological setting, since nuEpa (day) alludes to the day of the Lord. It 
must be remembered that any judgment that consumed Jerusalem would be 
seen as catastrophic, so either event—Jerusalem’s fall or the temple’s 
removal—would suggest severe judgment. The disciples are asking, “When 
will that judgment come?” 

32 Danker 1988: 334 describes a coin of Vespasian and an inscription on 
the Arch of Titus where a Roman officer, with one foot on his helmet, 
stands guard by a palm tree under whose branches crouches a woman, the 
daughter of Zion, weeping over her defeat. 

3 Danker 1988: 344 notes that this is the last key meal in Luke (others in 
5:27-39; 7:36-50; 11:37-54; 14:1-24), but he overlooks the 
postresurrection meals in 24:30, 41-43. 

15 Danker 1988: 345 and Jeremias 1966: 208—9 argue that in preparation 


for his coming suffering Jesus did not drink the wine. Schürmann 1952: 63— 


65, Plummer 1896: 495-96, and Marshall 1978: 798 argue that he did drink 
the wine. 

12 This verse is unique to Luke and reflects an independent source, 
which Fitzmyer 1985: 1412 calls L. Conceptual parallels are found in Mark 
10:45 and Matt. 23:8-10; Marshall 1978: 813-14; Danker 1988: 349--50. 

18 But so Fitzmyer 1985: 1419, who speaks of “reconstituted Israel,” 
and Marshall 1978: 817, who suggests an allusion to the Lord’s Supper, 
along with many others (those who see a tie to Israel include Ellis 1974: 
256 and Danker 1988: 350-51). Dupont 1964: 388 correctly argues against 
this view. This expectation is continued in the question of Acts 1:6-8 and 
the remarks of Peter in Acts 3:18-21. Even later Petrine expectation of a 
new heaven and earth in 2 Pet. 3:10-14, which looks to the ultimate end of 
history, does not remove this intervening stage when God deals with Israel 
in bringing it again into the blessing reserved for God’s people. 

9 Danker 1988: 364 notes the crowd’s fickleness in Luke, citing 8:4-15; 
9:41; 11:24-30; 12:13-15, 54-59. 

7 Danker 1988: 355-56 cites Diogenes Laertius 3.19 and 9.115 for 
occasions where the accused is silent. See also Wis. 8:12; Ignatius, 
Ephesians 15.1 and Magnesians 8.2; and Josephus, Antiquities 15.7.5 8235 
(R. Brown 1994: 772). 

21 That the participants do not even know that they were sitting with 
Jesus speaks against seeing the messianic banquet here; but so argues 
Danker 1988: 394. 

23 ’Aoavtog is used in 2 Macc. 3:34 of angels and in Greco-Roman 


literature of disappearing gods: Euripides, Orestes 1496; Euripides, Helen 


605-6; Virgil, Aeneid 9.656-58; Creed 1930: 297; Marshall 1978: 898; 
Danker 1988: 394; Klostermann 1929: 238; Grundmann 1963: 447. On 
departures of transcendent or transported figures, see Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; 
Acts 10:7; 12:10; and esp. 8:39; Nolland 1993b: 1206. 

8 The shifts occur at Ps. 90:14; 128:5. Marshall 1978: 87 notes that 
Daube 1956: 201 speaks of mixed forms. 

6 On this passage and various views on the authenticity issue, see also 
Roloff 1970: 55-62; Lohse, TDNT 7:21-24; Lohse 1960: 84-85; Daube 
1972-73: 7-8; and France 1971: 46-47. 

30 Daube notes Isa. 63:7-19; Sir. 47:12-22 (esp. 47:21-22); 48:1-12 
(esp. 48:11); and Luke 1:67—79, where shifts of person occur at the end of 
lists, as well as the structure of 6:37—38, where the last line is longer than 
the three preceding lines. I already noted Ps. 127:1-2 LXX in the exegesis 
of 6:20. 

17 Plummer cites Socrates’ phrase as návv Op80c; so also Godet 1875: 
1.359 and Bovon 1989: 393 n. 53. However, no reference is given in any of 
these sources. A check of Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, an electronic 
database containing most of the extant ancient Greek literature, did not 
surface the phrase in Socrates. This classical comparison should not be 
made until the texts are revealed. However, the general rhetorical pattern 
does fit a type of Socratic interrogation; see Daube 1956: 152; Aristotle, 
Rhetoric 3.18.2. 

18 Michaelis, TDNT 7:379-80, rejects a connection to the Feast of 
Tabernacles; but see Boobyer 1942: 76-79; Ellis 1974: 143; Daube 1956: 


30-32 (though some of his citations involve material that is much later than 
this period). 

26 Through tracing the saying’s later tradition history, Harvey 1982b: 
211 n. 8 argues that its original context is not certain, but the Matthean and 
Lucan settings are a natural starting point. There is good cultural precedent 
in the Essene and other communities for such hospitable reception for 
traveling religious messengers. Rabbis were forbidden to receive direct 
wages for their teaching, though such provision was allowed; m. ‚Abot 1.13; 
4.5; Daube 1956: 395—96. 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 


while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 


from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25—28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

6 Daube 1956: 433 believes that the verse asks simply for a biblical 
exposition of how the scribe sees the issue; so also Derrett 1970: 224. 
Daube cites as support m. «Abod. Zar. 2.5, where the question “how do you 
read (X7P)?” seeks a specific scriptural response (though in fact what is 
asked for in the mishnaic example is a defense of a certain vocalization of 
the text). 

9 Though exceptions do exist; see Jeremias 1963a: 129 and Daube 1955: 
334, though his explanation that the father gave property to the younger son 
but not to the older is not correct, given the end of this verse. On this 
custom, see Horowitz 1953: 402—21 and Pö;hlmann 1979. 

1 Jesus’ question is formed like a rabbinic paradox, where two things are 
opposed to one another and yet both are true; Daube 1956: 158-63. 

6 On cutting off the ear, see Horst, TDNT 5:558, and Marshall 1978: 837. 
Daube 1960: 59-62 argues that such an act is an indirect insult to the 
master; cf. 2 Sam. 10:4—5. 

15 In Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 5.14, Isaiah quietly endures 
being sawed in two. Other ancients quietly accepting death are Socrates 
(Plato, Apology 39c) and Stoic philosophers (Epictetus 1.19.8); see Daube 
1961: 61-65. 


12 Fitzmyer 1981: 623 is skeptical of the new Moses emphasis in Luke, 
but underplays the Mosaic allusions in Acts. If the motif is present, it is 
clearer in Matthew than in Luke, though even in Matthew it is not certain. 
For the motif in Matthew, see Davies and Allison 1988: 423-24; against its 
presence in Matthew is Carson 1984: 129. 

14 Hendriksen 1978: 334 argues for this locale; Marshall 1978: 241—42 
calls it possible. Davies and Allison 1988: 422 mention Karn Hattin (Horns 
of Hattin) as another suggestion, but they prefer not to adopt a specific 
location, since for them the Matthean sermon is a collected representative 
sermon, as opposed to a sermon in a single place (see excursus 7 for 
details). Edersheim 1889: 1.524 argues against Karn Hattin. 

4 Ps. 130:1 LXX [131:1 Engl.]; Josephus, Antiquities 16.4.6 8135; 
Marshall 1978: 529; Deissner, TDNT 4:630-31; Fitzmyer 1985: 980; 
BAGD 514; BAA 1041; P. Oxy. vol. 14 #1679 line 16 (where it is a term 
for “wrong”). 

4 Such a classification is also used for other sections of Luke 1-2. On 
such motifs in the Greco-Roman biographical tradition, see H. De Jonge 
1977-78; Nolland 1989: 127; C. F. Evans 1990: 222-27. See n. 6 for the 
ancient texts. 

29 Josephus, Jewish War 6.5.3 88293-96, notes the mysterious opening 
of the temple doors at midnight on a Passover (but he doesn’t give the year). 
T. Ben. 9.3 and T. Levi 10.3 refer to a rending of the temple curtain, but 
these references may be Christian interpolations; see M. De Jonge 1960: 


222-26 (repr. pp. 233-37). 


5 Delling, TDNT 8:32-33, esp. n. 3, makes it clear that a censure of the 
predecessors is not in view. He cites the first-century B.C.. historian 
Diodorus Siculus 1.1.1-3 as a parallel. To this Conzelmann, TDNT 9:596, 
adds from the same work 1.2.7 and 1.4.4—5. 

19 Stylistically this is like some OT phrases, e.g., “advanced in days” 
(Gen. 18:11; 24:1; Josh. 13:1; 23:1; 1 Kings 1:1); BDF 8197; N. Turner 
1963: 220 (dative of respect using Ev); Luke 1:18; 2:36; Delling, TDNT 
2:947-50, and esp. n. 42. 

23 Bock 1987: 61-62. On conceptual ties reaching back at least to the 
Palestinian church, see Delling, TDNT 5:836 n. 66. On the issue of possible 
Jewish parallels, see Delling, TDNT 7:760 n. 6. 

53 Laurentin 1957a: 176-88 (this discussion is only in the French 
edition). The view is first attested in Gregory of Nyssa in A.D.. 386; PG 
46:1140D-41A; R. Brown 1977: 304; and Delling, TDNT 5:834—35, esp. n. 
55, who prefers to speak of a “virgin conception” as the most accurate way 
to describe Luke’s portrayal. Wiefel 1988: 53 refers to Ambrose, Expositio 
Evangelii Secundam Lucam 2 (Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum 
Latinorum 32:99), and Augustine, De Sancta Virginitate 4 (Corpus 
Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 41:327). For the full history of 
exegesis, see Graystone 1968: 3-36. 

54 This view is why Delling makes the distinction described in the 
previous note. 

6 Friedrich, TDNT 6:835 §D.III.2, notes that Elizabeth is filled with the 
Spirit and cries out like a prophet, actions parallel to Anna in Luke 2 and to 


Zechariah in his hymn; see also Delling, TDNT 6:130. 


17 This last meaning must be clearly indicated by the context, as in Jer. 
2:2 (A, B); Delling, TDNT 8:85. 

48 The phraseology is Semitic in style, both in using the term rn&pa as 
meaning “time” (BDF 8165; Delling, TDNT 2:950) and in using the 
genitive avadeigewc (R. Brown 1977: 374). The use of dvadeigewc to 
describe his manifesting himself to Israel is the only NT use of the term 
(Sir. 43:6). 

17 For such language to express the end of pregnancy, see Gen. 25:24; 
Luke 1:57; R. Brown 1977: 398. This is yet another Hebraism; Delling, 
TDNT 2:950 n. 42. 

22 On Luke’s love of triads, see Delling, TDNT 8:223-24, esp. n. 58; 
also Sparks 1936. Of sixty-four such groupings in the NT, seventeen are 
peculiar to Luke. The note in TDNT argues that the technique goes back to 
Jesus. 

7 Josephus, Antiquities 7.11.6 8280; 8.8.1-2 88214, 218; Fitzmyer 1981: 
781; Delling, TDNT 8:220. However, no allusion to Hos. 6:2 is present in 
the reference to the third day, since this passage is never directly alluded to 
in the NT. The reference to rn&pa (day) is inclusive in each case, so that 
Friday, Saturday, and Sunday are in view in both “after three days” and “on 
the third day.” 

33 On degrees of judgment, see 12:47-48. “That day” is the day of 
judgment; Matt. 7:22; 2 Tim. 1:12, 18; 4:8; Zech. 12:3-4; Jer. 30:8; Isa. 
10:20; Delling, TDNT 2:952. It looks to the fearful day-of-the-Lord 


judgment. 


6 'Eykak&o almost has the force “do not give up faith.” The term can 
mean “to become weary” (2 Thess. 3:13; Gal. 6:9) or the more 
eschatological “to lose heart” (2 Cor. 4:1, 16; Eph. 3:13); BAGD 215; BAA 
434; Grundmann, TDNT 3:486. Symmachus uses the verb in Gen. 27:46; 
Num. 21:5; Prov. 3:11; Isa. 7:16 (Delling 1962: 6 n. 23). 

17 Delling 1962: 16 n. 68 cites numerous LXX uses of Eköik&o: Ps. 
149:7 (of the punishment of the wicked); 1 Macc. 3:15; 7:9, 24, 38; Exod. 
12:12 and Num. 33:4 (of what God did to the Egyptians in the plagues); 
Mic. 5:14 [5:15 Engl.] (of judgment on the nations); Ezek. 16:41 and 23:10 
(of what the nations did to Israel). 

18 Delling 1962: 15 gives Qumranian usage and OT background (n. 63) 
for €xAektoc: 1 Chron. 16:13; Isa. 42:1; 43:20; 65:9; Ps. 105:6, 43 [104:6, 
43 LXX]; Sir. 47:22. He also covers NT usage (n. 64). 

2 The idea of fulfilling Scripture occurs throughout Luke’s writings, 
frequently with TeA&w (BAGD 811 81, esp. 82; BAA 1617 82; Luke 2:39; 
12:50; 18:31; 22:37; Acts 13:29) or det (Luke 9:22; 17:25); also Luke 
13:22, 32; 24:44-49; Acts 2:23. Delling, TDNT 8:60 n. 16, says that this 
emphasis is part of special Lucan material. 

4 Fitzmyer 1985: 1474 and Delling, TDNT 6:279, note that twenty-four 
uses of rAfidoc (company) are in Luke—Acts, with only one in Mark and 
none in Matthew. The combination ärtav (or ma&v) tò rıAfdog (the whole 
company) is found in Luke 1:10; 8:37; 19:37; Acts 15:12; 25:24; Marshall 
1978: 852. The idea of leading Jesus to Pilate shows the use of yo for 
taking a criminal somewhere (Matt. 10:18; Josephus, Jewish War 6.5.3 
8303; BAGD 14 82; BAA 25 82). 


7 Ellis 1974: 122. Derrett 1970: 267-68, 275-78 is confident that she is a 
prostitute (many of the points he makes depend on this view). 

5 Jeremias 1971a: 187 argues that the verb dvayıvaokw renders Semitic 
XP (qr,) and means “to recite,” so that Jesus is calling for a specific text. 
Derrett 1970: 224 n. 1 notes that this view goes back to J. B. Lightfoot. 

6 Daube 1956: 433 believes that the verse asks simply for a biblical 
exposition of how the scribe sees the issue; so also Derrett 1970: 224. 
Daube cites as support m. «Abod. Zar. 2.5, where the question “how do you 
read (X7P)?” seeks a specific scriptural response (though in fact what is 
asked for in the mishnaic example is a defense of a certain vocalization of 
the text). 

11 There is debate about the age of these sections of the Testaments of 
the Twelve Patriarchs and, as a result, whether they reflect the Judaism of 
Jesus’ period. Fitzmyer 1985: 879 questions their value, while Derrett 1970: 
225 n. 5 holds that this uncertainty is insufficient to reject the presence of 
these ideas in this time. Nolland 1993a: 580-82 argues that the theme has 
Jewish roots, but that Jesus gives more focus to these two laws being the 
center of godliness. In Luke, the lawyer has such insight as well. Would the 
early church put such a reply in the lips of a Jewish lawyer? Nolland rightly 
rejects insistence on a Hellenistic background (against Schürmann 1994: 
135, who speaks of piety toward God and righteousness toward others), but 
it must be noted that nowhere in Judaism do Deut. 6 and Lev. 19 appear 
explicitly side by side. See also the additional note. 

13 Whether it is a midrash on Hos. 6:6, as Derrett suggests, rather than 


Deut. 6 and Lev. 19, is less clear. The passage speaks against a view like 


Sir. 12:1-4: one does good to a person one knows, and definitely not to 
sinners. 

21 Derrett 1970: 220-21; b. Sab. 13b; 17b; m. «Abod. Zar. 2.3. Derrett 
overinterprets the imagery here when he makes allusions to the temple 
setting. 

22 Derrett 1970: 217-18 gives details of the transaction that show how 
the innkeeper was bound to offer aid. The exchange of money is part ofa 
deal noted in b. B. Bat. 174a. 

10 Derrett 1977a and Jarvis 1965-66 argue that the subject of the parable 
is Jesus, who has counted the cost. However, the previous remarks make an 
exhortation to the multitudes about discipleship far more likely. 

5 The second parable of this chapter also centers around a rich man 
(16:19). In Rome, the steward was called a dispensator, vilicus, or 
procurator, though the latter title usually was reserved for a more 
comprehensive role; Derrett 1970: 52-55. 

14 Similarly high interest for items is found in ancient Egyptian 
documents; Derrett 1972b. The term tà ypappata describes the promissory 
note; BAGD 165 82a; BAA 330 82b; Schrenk, TDNT 1:764-65; Fitzmyer 
1985: 1100. 

16 Twenty-five percent fits the ancient rate for grain; Derrett 1970: 66- 
68. 

17 Ernst 1977: 464; Klostermann 1929: 163; and Creed 1930: 204 argue 
that the variation is only for literary value; but ancient parables were based 
on daily life, so the point may not be an either/or proposition. Derrett 1970: 


66, 69 also defends a much higher charge for oil. 


33 Ireland 1992: 36, 41 reports that this view goes back to D. Schulz in 
1821 and was tied to ancient practice by J. J. Van Oosterzee in 1859. It has 
recently been defended through appeal to Jewish practice by Derrett 1970: 
48-77. Fitzmyer 1964 adds an additional twist to this view: this interest was 
the steward’s commission, making his action of canceling the interest only a 
clever pretense of personal sacrifice. 

11 For discussion of the name Lazarus, see Dunkerley 1958-59; Derrett 
1970: 78-99; Cave 1968-69; B. Scott 1989: 149 n. 28; SB 2:223; Meier 
1994: 825, 868 n. 158. 

1 On allegorical parables, see Derrett 1974; Blomberg 1982a: 6-8; 
Carlston 1981; and Klauck 1978. On the parable’s interpretive history, see 
Snodgrass 1983: 3-11, who defends authenticity (pp. 2, 87, 103-4, 108, 
112). Giblin 1985: 65-66 does not see allegory as a distinct genre of 
parables, but speaks of the parable’s allegorical bent. See also excursus 8, 
where parable and allegory are seen as part of a literary continuum. 

5 Hengel 1968 and Derrett 1970: 286-312 discuss the ancient customs 
that provide the historical background for this parable. Such tenants would 
work for a commission (m. Kil. 4-6 describes laws governing vineyards; 
Mur 24b-e [DJD 2:124-32] gives details of a tenant arrangement; Derrett 
1970: 293-94). Derrett argues that if the vineyard could be shown to have 
been “abandoned” by the owner, it would revert to the tenants if they had 
worked the land for three years (m. B. Bat. 3.1; Jeremias 1963a: 74-75; 
Dodd 1961: 97). Such a cultural background gives context to the parable, 
though it is comprehensible without it (correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 1283). 


15 Dessau 1892-1916: #918; Dessau 1921. Another relevant inscription 
on Quirinius is Dessau 1892-1916: #2683, which describes his career in 
Syria; Nolland 1989: 100. 

12 Bultmann 1963: 212, 240; Fitzmyer 1981: 572; Berger 1984: 314; 
Theissen 1983: 321. Fitzmyer notes that M. Dibelius’s classification of this 
account as a tale is certainly wrong. Dibelius classifies many miracle stories 
as tale, reflecting perhaps other presuppositions. 

1 Dibelius 1934: 160-61, esp. 160 n. 1, says that the general nature of 
the remark shows that it comes from the evangelist, but how “general 
principles” can come from the evangelist is not clear. It is the unique 
attestation of this saying in Luke that appears to be the only reason for this 
conclusion, along with its possible use of OT imagery from Gen. 19:26. The 
Jesus Seminar sees these verses as going back to Luke, claiming that the 
saying assumes too much self-identity for disciples (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
316 prints it in black type). But the distinctive behavior and identity are 
already indicated in the first two sayings, which the seminar accepts. On the 
rejection of other attempts to argue that the early church is responsible for 
the sayings, see Marshall 1978: 409, in particular his evaluation of Schulz 
1972: 435 n. 239, who relies on Dibelius. Glombitza 1971 also makes a 
case for Lucan creation. 

1 Dibelius 1934: 160-61, esp. 160 n. 1, says that the general nature of 
the remark shows that it comes from the evangelist, but how “general 
principles” can come from the evangelist is not clear. It is the unique 
attestation of this saying in Luke that appears to be the only reason for this 


conclusion, along with its possible use of OT imagery from Gen. 19:26. The 


Jesus Seminar sees these verses as going back to Luke, claiming that the 
saying assumes too much self-identity for disciples (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
316 prints it in black type). But the distinctive behavior and identity are 
already indicated in the first two sayings, which the seminar accepts. On the 
rejection of other attempts to argue that the early church is responsible for 
the sayings, see Marshall 1978: 409, in particular his evaluation of Schulz 
1972: 435 n. 239, who relies on Dibelius. Glombitza 1971 also makes a 
case for Lucan creation. 

6 So hold most scholars. For discussion, see Schneider 1977a: 122-23; 
Marshall 1978: 199; Fitzmyer 1981: 561 (who speaks of L, where the 
postresurrection tradition was already moved back; Luke simply used L and 
joined it to Marcan material); Ernst 1977: 184-85 (who goes on to say that 
Luke is not merely embellishing Mark); Van Der Loos 1965: 670; Schramm 
1971: 37—40 (who sees mostly Marcan material); Dietrich 1972: 25-38 
(who explains why Mark alone cannot be the source). 

15 Ellis 1974: 65. For details, see Dillon 1978: 270—71, esp. n. 114. The 
title of Dillon’s volume, From Eye-Witnesses to Ministers of the Word, 
alludes to the unified view of this phrase. 

31 Evaluation and rejection of views 4-7 can be found in Schneider 
1977b. To determine the difference between views 4 and 7 is hard, except 
view 4 says the account is full, while view 7 might suggest it is exhaustive. 
Dillon 1981: 218-23 agrees with Schneider (view 3 above) and argues that 
view 5 is incorporated into it. 

8 Dillon 1978: 21-22, who sees Lucan editorial work throughout the 


resurrection narrative, accepts an outside source here. Luce 1933: 358 says, 


“Very little in these verses (3-5) ... suggests that Luke is using Mark.” 
Marshall 1978: 885 argues that the Johannine parallel shows the traditional 
point of contact. 

12 Dillon 1978: 38-40 argues that Son of Man is a title of concealment 
of the passion secret (i.e., the Son of Man is hidden in his present activity as 
he executes God’s plan), but this is unlikely given the term’s public reuse by 
Stephen in Acts 7:56. Osborne 1984: 110 n. 13 correctly critiques this view. 

14 It looks as if Dillon is trying to protect a “disclosure” theme in this 
chapter, a view that has problems before this point in the narrative (see n. 
12 above). Dillon argues for Lucan creation here, which is unlikely given 
the traditional themes already noted in the passion predictions and the 
additional materials that Luke apparently uses in his resurrection account. 
There is no doubt that the disciples’ understanding deepens through these 
events and Jesus’ visit with them, but faith seems to be present here in these 
women. It took some nerve to report what they had seen, given that women 
were not allowed to testify in this culture (Josephus, Antiquities 4.8.15 
8219). 

16 Dillon’s argument (1978: 56) for a composite list created from Mark 
15:40; 16:1; and Luke 8:2-3 to yield a list of three members is negated by 
the reference “to the rest of the women.” For the syntactical issues, see the 
exegesis of 24:10. 

4 Ernst 1977: 659 says that Luke’s knowledge of the location is 
imprecise. Dillon 1978: 87-88 sees Luke’s distance as an error. 

6 Dillon’s effort (1978: 113) to argue that the men are stopped “under the 


pall of the passion-mystery” misses the point, despite his appeal to 22:25 


and 24:25. They do not think there is any divine mystery in the events— 
only curious disappointment (24:19-24). Granted, they are in an emotional 
stew, but they stop in total shock that their companion does not know what 
has happened. This is not a Lucan motif, the vocabulary is too rare. 

8 Dillon 1978: 122-28 correctly speaks of a miracle-passion pattern that 
shows Jesus is rejected like the prophets of old (Luke 11:47-51; 13:34-35; 
Acts 7:51-53). The travelers do not yet understand the significance of these 
connections (Osborne 1984: 121 n. 24). This detail also shows clearly how 
Jesus’ death is seen as a part of a Jewish squabble. The account takes a 
decidedly Jewish perspective on the events (e.g., the silence about Pilate’s 
and Rome’s roles; Nolland 1993b: 1202). 

16 Dillon 1978: 143 suggests that the motif is of Jesus leading the way 
for others, as Acts 3:15 and 7:35 seem to suggest, but this is not clear from 
Luke 24. 

20 Dillon’s effort (1978: 149-51) to find a connection with John 21:9-13 
seems forced. The catch of fish outdoors in the Sea of Galilee does not 
equal a meal indoors near Jerusalem. Only the motif of a shared meal is the 
same (Behm, TDNT 1:477; Marshall 1978: 898). Another post-resurrection 
meal occurs in Luke 24:41-43 and Mark 16:14 (if it is original). 

12 Dillon 1978: 192 argues that the reference to joy is Luke’s, but why 
Luke should be responsible for such an insertion is not clear. On the syntax 
of ano (from) with the force of bm06 or mapa, see BDR 8210.1.1; cf. Matt. 
13:44; 14:26; Luke 21:26; 22:45; Acts 12:14; Plummer 1896: 560. 

3 Dinkler 1971 defends only Peter’s confession and the Satan saying 
(Mark 8:33 = Matt. 16:23) as authentic. Marshall 1978: 365 correctly 


accepts the whole unit. 

2 Dinkler 1971, published in the Bultmann Festschrift, defends much of 
the account’s historicity; Dinkler’s position is interesting in light of 
Bultmann’s rejection of the account. Fitzmyer 1981: 778-79, however, sees 
a strong Marcan hand and reflection in Mark’s presentation, while Dinkler 
defends only Peter’s confession and the Satan saying. 

26 On the meaning of @8avw, see above and Kümmel 1957: 107 n. 8; 
Ladd 1974b: 65-68; Dodd 1936-37; Marshall 1978: 476. On the verb in NT 
as “arrival,” see Rom. 9:31; Phil. 3:16; and esp. 1 Thess. 2:16, which has a 
similar present-future tension with its reference to the wrath of God having 
arrived and residing until the end. 

11 Creed 1930: 218-19; Sneed 1962; Dalman 1909: 145-47; Dodd 1961: 
62-63 (who later switched to view 2). See Mattill 1979: 193 and Beasley- 
Murray 1986: 101 for details on the Gospel of Thomas, Origen, 
Chrysostom, Athanasius, Ambrose, Jerome, and Luther. 

19 Dodd 1947: 49 argues that all the language is from the OT, as does 
Gaston 1970: 359, citing a catena of verses: Jer. 8:18; 9:1; 6:14, 6, 15, 8. 
Manson 1949: 319-20 cites Jer. 8:18-22, although the whole of Jer. 8:13- 
22, along with Jer. 6:6—21 and Isa. 29:1—4, might also be relevant. See also 
Plummer 1896: 451-52. Tiede 1980: 68-86 challenges Gaston’s view that 
Luke has four stages here: salvation to part of Israel, fulfillment of threat, 
salvation to Gentiles, and the end. He sees a theodicy in Luke—Acts, where 
Luke explains how Jerusalem crumbled and yet Luke argues that God still 
will be faithful by restoring Israel. This is quite possible, though Tiede 
argues for a post—a.d. 70 date for the book, which is less likely. 


5 Hengel 1968 and Derrett 1970: 286-312 discuss the ancient customs 
that provide the historical background for this parable. Such tenants would 
work for a commission (m. Kil. 4-6 describes laws governing vineyards; 
Mur 24b-e [DJD 2:124-32] gives details of a tenant arrangement; Derrett 
1970: 293-94). Derrett argues that if the vineyard could be shown to have 
been “abandoned” by the owner, it would revert to the tenants if they had 
worked the land for three years (m. B. Bat. 3.1; Jeremias 1963a: 74—75; 
Dodd 1961: 97). Such a cultural background gives context to the parable, 
though it is comprehensible without it (correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 1283). 

20 Theodoret, On the Incarnation of the Lord 24; see PG 75:1461CD. R. 
Brown 1977: 477 cites J. Dö;derlein as a modern exponent. 

24 Michel, TDNT 8:94-105; M. Stern 1974: 330-34; Donahue 1971; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 469-70; Badian 1972. E. Sanders 1992: 146-69 notes that 
the tax system in Palestine was not more oppressive than in other regions. 
He estimates that taxes consumed somewhere between 20 percent and 30 
percent of one’s income. For a more skeptical view that sees toll collectors 
as a symbolic representation of Jesus’ outreach to archetypal sinners, see 
Neale 1991: 110-15. I regard Neale’s dichotomy between symbolic 
representation and history as false for reasons made clear below. In this 
approach Neale follows Horsley 1987, and both underestimate the 
connections between John and Jesus in terms of audience. See also 5:29-32. 

14 Ps. 14:1; 53:1 [53:2 MT]; 92:6 [92:7 MT]; 94:8; Prov. 6:12; Luke 
12:20; Rom. 2:20; 1 Cor. 15:36; 2 Cor. 11:16, 19; 12:6, 11; SB 1:280; 2:102 
(discusses Jewish warnings about having an arrogant heart, with Deut. 


8:11-14 being the key text); Schweizer 1984: 199; Plummer 1896: 310; 


Bertram, TDNT 9:230-31; Fitzmyer 1985: 947. On the OT background, see 
Donald 1963. 

1 Drury 1976: 49-51 and Tannehill 1974; earlier Cadbury 1958: 192-93. 
For a fuller list, see Farris 1985: 15. 

1 For solid overviews of this area, see McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 
McKnight is slightly more confident than I am of Marcan priority, though I 
still regard it likely that Mark was the first Gospel written. Still, his and 
Stein’s overviews show why many think Mark’s Gospel is first. For a 
comparative study of the two major options in the debate, see Bellinzoni, 
Tyson, and Walker 1985 and Dungan 1990. A study making significant 
points about Q and the complex interrelationship of the Gospel writers is 
Reicke 1986. For the case for Matthean priority, see Farmer 1964. 

2 This issue is particularly acute if Matthew was the first Gospel, for 
Matthew’s eschatological discourse not only has the Olivet remarks but also 
a series of graphic and theologically significant eschatological parables 
unique to his treatment. If Matthew is first and Luke knew him, why would 
Luke leave them out, since he loves parables, including eschatological 
parables (12:35-48; 18:1-8; 19:11-27)? Matthean prioritists have difficulty 
explaining this situation, which is a strong argument that Mark was written 
before Matthew. For how the various Synoptic theories approach this 
material, see the essays by C. M. Tuckett, F. Neirynck, and A. J. McNicol in 
Dungan 1990: 63-80, 108-24, 157-200. 

11 For discussion of the name Lazarus, see Dunkerley 1958-59; Derrett 
1970: 78-99; Cave 1968-69; B. Scott 1989: 149 n. 28; SB 2:223; Meier 
1994: 825, 868 n. 158. 


8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

9 For fire as purging, Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 12 mentions Isa. 1:25; Zech. 
13:9; Mal. 3:2-3; 1QH 5.16. 

1 For the major essays on this theme, see Tuckett 1983, especially the 
critique of Wrede by Dunn (pp. 116-31, originally Dunn 1970b), who also 
sees the historical roots of the secret residing in Jesus’ ministry. 

14 Jeremias 1971a: 63-68 notes no example of “my Father” in the 
literature. In fact, in Judaism such intimacy was avoided. Jeremias 1967b: 
16-29 lists the potential Jewish parallels. Dunn 1975: 21-26 notes that 
Jeremias overstates the case in allowing no exceptions, but suggests that 
Jeremias’s general portrait is correct. Plummer 1896: 296 remarks that God 
as the Father of Israel is an OT image; the concept of God as Father to 
individual people begins to appear only in intertestamental Judaism (see the 
texts in the previous note). Jesus’ reference to “my Father” is highly 
unusual, though not unprecedented: x4Q372; 3 Macc. 6:3; Wis. 14:3; and 
Sir. 23:1 use “my Father” or “Father.” In the NT, see Luke 2:49; 10:22 = 
Matt. 11:27; Luke 22:29; 24:49; Matt. 7:21; 10:32-33; 12:50; 15:13; 16:17; 
18:10, 35; 20:23; 25:34; 26:29, 39, 53. The contrast is striking and 
significant. 

15 This view has been qualified recently by Barr 1988; see Witherington 


1990: 217-18 for an evaluation of Barr’s critique. On relating to God as a 


child does to a parent, see Luke 18:15-17; Dunn 1975: 23. R. Brown 1994: 
172-75 has a full discussion of .abba:. 

6 For detailed defense of authenticity, see Meier 1994: 408-9 (on 11:17- 
18), 409-10 (11:19), 414-17 (11:20), 417 (11:21-22). Meier prefers to 
separate 11:20 from 11:17—18 in the earlier tradition, as well as from 11:21— 
22. He does think it likely that 11:20 was tied to 11:19. For agnosticism 
about this entire process of sorting out the relationship of 11:20 to 11:19, 
see Dunn 1988: 40-41 and n. 31. As noted above, I too am agnostic, if not 
outright skeptical, of sorting out clearly the question of the original unity of 
this tradition. However, I see no compelling reason to reject its unity, 
especially in light of the connection between 11:19 and 11:21-22 that I shall 
argue for below (see the exegesis of these verses). 

37 Recent treatments taking this approach are Dunn 1980: 67-69; Casey 
1979: 7-50; and Black 1976: 60—63, who argues that this text is unique, 
since it is the only place in the OT where Israel is “deified” (see Bock 1987: 
335 n. 179 for refutation). 

11 Van Unnik 1979: 40-42, esp. n. 23, cites Lucian’s use of 
Avataocoouaı in How to Write History 47-48. See also Van Unnik 1973. It 
should be said, however, that when used in a prologue and tied to a word 
like emyelp€@, AvaTAOOOLAL suggests written or at least well-organized 
reports. Also in favor of written predecessors is Du Plessis 1974: 262-63. 
Written sources are still the most likely referent here. My point is that we 
cannot be sure that Luke did not mean more than that, especially since 


multiple sources are mentioned. 


13 Fitzmyer 1981: 293; Marshall 1978: 41; Schweizer 1984: 11; Du 
Plessis 1974: 263-64; Sterling 1992: 334; L. Johnson 1991: 27. NIV and 
NKJV: “things that/which have been fulfilled.” Einheitstibersetzung speaks 
of events that occurred among us and were fulfilled, combining the first and 
third meanings. 

14 Rengstorf, TDNT 8:543; also Michaelis, TDNT 5:348, 373. Luke will 
call these men “witnesses” later in Luke—Acts (Luke 24:44—48; Acts 1:8). 
Such eyewitnesses were important to ancient historians: Thucydides 1.22.2; 
Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 855; and Lucian’s parody in How to Write 
History 4. See Du Plessis 1974: 265. 

24 See Plummer 1896: 4 for a defense of napakoAoud&o with this 
meaning; BAGD 619 83 cites other ancient texts; also BAA 64. Among 
them are the already noted texts by Josephus: Against Apion 1.10 853 and 
1.23 8218. See Du Plessis 1974: 267. 

29 Josephus liked this term to describe his work; see Against Apion 1.10 
853; Jewish War 1.proem.6 817; Du Plessis 1974: 268 n. 50. 

1 Plummer 1896: 106; Manson 1949: 46 (who strongly defends this 
view); Dupont 1968: 97-115 (who argues for a middle course between 
literalism and parable); Carson 1984: 111; Nolland 1989: 177 (who defends 
the plausibility of Jesus’ reporting this event to his disciples). On the other 
end of the spectrum apparently is Crossan (1991), who does not even 
discuss this event in his portrayal of Jesus. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 133-34 [Matt.], 278-80 [Luke]) places all the sayings of this 
unit in black type, thereby indicating rejection of a tie to Jesus. The 


consensus of the seminar is that the text is legendary, like Greco-Roman 


biography, and that the sayings were authored by Q following the LXX. The 
seminar calls it an “ordeal story,” but this generic form category does not 
explain the explicit uniqueness of this confrontation account, a point that 
negates this argument. Manson 1949: 45-46 rightly challenges the 
description of the account as legendary (see the discussion of form below). 
LXX citations reflect only Luke’s sensitivity to his Greek audience and are 
not evidence of the text’s origin, since MT renderings would work (Nolland 
1989: 177). 

37 Dupont 1968: 58-59. So also Schulz 1972: 180, citing for the use of 
this verb Acts 2:16 and 13:40, which themselves may reflect traditional 
expressions. Nolland 1989: 181 gives the most plausible explanation: Jesus 
refuses to match yeyparttaı, which the devil used in 4:10. The form eipntou 
does not appear elsewhere in the NT, which suggests a traditional use more 
than a Lucan change. 

2 For a good summary of the critical discussion, see Nolland 1989: 351- 
53, who relies on the approaches of Legault 1954, Lö;ning 1971, and 
Dupont 1980. Nolland also rightly rejects Brodie’s midrashic reading 
(1983) of this text as an internalization of 2 Kings 4:1-37. The points of 
connection between 2 Kings 4 and Luke 7 are too general to be compelling. 
In addition, the function of oil in the two accounts is too different (2 Kings 
4:3-7 versus Luke 7:37—38), and the bowing of the Shunammite in 2 Kings 
4:37 is a natural expression of respect, not unlike Luke 5:8. Luke 7:37-38 is 
filled with emotion, a background that 2 Kings 4 lacks. 

18 But so Fitzmyer 1985: 1419, who speaks of “reconstituted Israel,” 
and Marshall 1978: 817, who suggests an allusion to the Lord’s Supper, 


along with many others (those who see a tie to Israel include Ellis 1974: 
256 and Danker 1988: 350-51). Dupont 1964: 388 correctly argues against 
this view. This expectation is continued in the question of Acts 1:6-8 and 
the remarks of Peter in Acts 3:18-21. Even later Petrine expectation of a 
new heaven and earth in 2 Pet. 3:10-14, which looks to the ultimate end of 
history, does not remove this intervening stage when God deals with Israel 
in bringing it again into the blessing reserved for God’s people. 

45 Dupont-Sommer 1973: 108; Michel and Betz 1960: 11-13, 15-17; 
Michel and Betz 1962-63. This usage also shows that a Hellenistic origin 
for the phrase is not required. 

19 1QS 5.13; Josephus, Jewish War 2.8.2-13 88119-61. Bringing 
Josephus’s description into consideration assumes that the Qumran 
community is Essene, a stance defended by Dupont-Sommer 1961: 39-67. 
Despite recent objections raised because of the find of Migsät Ma sê Törä 
(4QMMT) at Qumran, this is still the best option. 

26 In AQPrNab, a Jewish exorcist remits sins of the Babylonian King 
Nabonidus; Dupont-Sommer 1961: 322, esp. n. 3. The problem with this 
fragmentary Qumran parallel is that the method of expressing forgiveness to 
the king is not described in the text, but only summarized. Consequently, it 
can hardly carry the weight of the case for a prophetic understanding in 
Luke. See the exegesis of 5:24 and Bock 1991c: 117 and n. 26. 

1 In this view, a tighter connection is seen between Matthew and Luke 
than between Luke and Mark, and proponents tend to speak of Q tradition. 
If Q is the source, this is the only exorcism in Q, a point that, by its 


uniqueness, argues for authenticity. Marshall 1978: 471—72 sees the account 


reflecting several controversies and that reconstructing the tradition history 
must be speculative. Fitzmyer 1985: 918 discusses only 11:19 as possibly 
reflecting an early church setting. Detailed evidence for Matthew’s and 
Luke’s being closer to each other than to Mark comes from Easton 1913. 

5 Creed 1930: 159 speaks of Q here, as does Manson 1949: 83. The 
amount of Matthean-Lucan agreement makes this source connection likely, 
though whether it is Q or another shared tradition is debatable (Matthean 
prioritists see Matthew as the likely source). Grundmann 1963: 236-37 
correctly notes that Matthew is closer to Luke than to Mark (see also Easton 
1913, as discussed in n. 1 above). Fitzmyer 1985: 918 argues for Lucan 
additions in 11:16, but is uncertain about it in 11:14, 21-22. Additional 
source material cannot be ruled out. Tiede 1988: 216 notes that Matt. 12:23 
and Mark 3:11 stress Christology, while Luke emphasizes controversy with 
the leadership; but Luke also has strong Christology in light of the parable 
in 11:21—23. Of the three accounts, Mark has less confrontation than the 
other two. 

14 Hendriksen 1978: 334 argues for this locale; Marshall 1978: 241—42 
calls it possible. Davies and Allison 1988: 422 mention Karn Hattin (Horns 
of Hattin) as another suggestion, but they prefer not to adopt a specific 
location, since for them the Matthean sermon is a collected representative 
sermon, as opposed to a sermon in a single place (see excursus 7 for 
details). Edersheim 1889: 1.524 argues against Karn Hattin. 

1 If one counts lines, as Egelkraut 1976: 2 n. 1 does (using the twenty- 
fifth edition of Nestle-Aland), then the figure is closer to 44 percent. Since 


both verse length and line length vary, such counts are only approximations. 


3 For the debate about its ending, see Egelkraut 1976: 3-11 and 
Resseguie 1975: 3 (a good survey of the history of interpretation). 

4 The amount of material in these groups can be variously measured, 
depending on the division of the pericopes and one’s judgment about the 
presence of parallels. Egelkraut 1976: 27 bases the percentages in Luke’s 
central section (for him 9:51—19:48) on the pericope delineation in two 


common synopses: 


Lucan Parallels Unique Lucan Lucan Parallels 


to Matthew (i.e., Material to Mark 
Q) 
Aland 1985 26 of 75 27 of 75 22 of 75 


pericopes (35%) pericopes (36%) pericopes (29%) 


Huck and 25 of 60 24 of 60 11 of 60 
Lietzmann 1936 pericopes (42%) pericopes (40%) pericopes (18%) 


Resseguie 1975: 4 calculates the same section this way: of 60 Lucan 
pericopes, 31 (52%) parallel Matthew/Q and 29 (48%) are uniquely Lucan. 
Resseguie argues that only one-tenth of the material in 9:51-18:14 has even 
a possible Marcan connection. Teaching material that is capable of being 
repeated might slightly alter the exact count. Nonetheless, the numbers of 
Huck-Lietzmann and Resseguie are closer to the real percentages, since 


Luke 9:51-18:14 lacks any significant Marcan parallels. In addition, most 


ofthe Q pericopes and unique Lucan material are long units. Conceptual 
overlap with Matthew and unique Lucan material abound (see the 
introduction in vol. 1, pp. 10-12). Goulder (1989: 455) notes that in 9:51— 
13:21 one of every three words comes from Q or L, while in 13:22-18:14 
(where Goulder ends the unit) one in six words comes from this material. 

5 Twelve narratives (depending on how one counts) focus on 
individuals: 9:52-56; 9:57-62; 10:29-37; 10:38—42; 11:14-23; 11:27-28; 
13:31-35; 18:15-17; 18:18-30; 19:1-10; 19:29-40; 19:41—44 (note the gap 
from 14:1 to 18:14). Egelkraut 1976: 28 has a slightly different list. 

5 On Jewish “works of love” and for the key ancient texts, see Egelkraut 
1976: 139 nn. 3, 5; SB 1:487-88; 4:578-92; Hengel 1981: 8-10 and n. 21. 
Quick burials are mentioned in Acts 5:5-6, 10; John 11:1, 14, 17. On 
Jewish burial customs, see the exegesis of Luke 7:12. The OT notes periods 
that might demand that burial not take place, e.g., the time of exile (Jer. 
16:5-7; Ernst 1977: 321). 

2 Egelkraut 1976: 142, esp. n. 3, mentions the options. Schweizer 1984: 
174 argues that Luke likes to split accounts from Q and Mark into distinct 
events (e.g., the Olivet Discourse in 17:22-37 ~ 21:6-36 and Jesus’ 
condemnation of the religious leadership in 11:37-54 * 20:45-47). 
Fitzmyer 1985: 843, citing 22:35, argues that Luke created the mission in 
the split. For detailed discussion of texts where Mark and Q overlap, see 
Laufen 1980. 

6 Egelkraut 1976: 143 sees this as possible, especially for the 
unparalleled 10:17—20, as well as for 10:21-24. 


15 Egelkraut 1976: 143, esp. n. 1; Miyoshi 1974: 59-61. For example, 
età TAOTA occurs nine times in Luke-Acts, but not at all in Matthew and 
Mark (unless one counts the textually uncertain Mark 16:12). The use of 6 
kuptoc (the Lord) in narrative introductions is Lucan; see the exegesis of 
Luke 2:11. The verb dvaödeikvuni (to appoint) appears only here and in Acts 
1:24; Schlier, TDNT 2:30. 

61 Egelkraut 1976: 145-48 emphatically and correctly shows that Israel 
is in view in this mission, since the woes of 10:13-15 are only to Israelite 
cities. At most, the inclusion of Samaria could be implied by 9:51—56, but it 
looks as if the failure of that effort led to a return to Galilee. 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 


speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 


while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25—28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

9 Five Greek terms are found in Deut. 6:5 LXX and its quotation in the 
Synoptics: kapdia (heart), Wuyr) (soul), SUvapic (power), ôtévowa (mind), 
and ioyüg (strength). Deut. 6:5 has kapdia—wuoyn—dbvapic; Matt. 22:37 has 
Kapdia—woyn—dtavoia; Mark 12:30 has Kapsla—Wuyxr-SLAVoLa-ioXUG; and 
Luke 10:27 has kapdita-yvyn—ioyvc—é1avoia. See Egelkraut 1976: 86, esp. 
n. 1. In addition, Luke uses both Ex (ek, from, with) and &v (en, with), while 
Deut. 6:5 and Mark 12:30 use only €k and Matt. 22:37 only ev. 

24 The term occurs in Luke at 7:13; 10:33; and 15:20. The exceptions to 
Egelkraut’s claim, Matt. 18:27 and Luke 15:20, undercut his argument. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 897-98 is skeptical about the Lucan setting, though he 
does regard it as likely that the prayer goes back to Jesus. See also 
Egelkraut 1976: 153, esp. n. 1. 

10 Egelkraut 1976: 154 n. 5 notes that none of SB’s examples are about 
prayer. Although 17:5 is similar, it is not a direct request for teaching but 
encouragement. 

4 Egelkraut 1976: 91-92, esp. 91 n. 2, argues for six Marcan connections 
in Luke, but only three are clear. The phrase that you say in Luke 11:18 and 
Mark 3:30 and the use of Ent (against) in Luke 11:17 are a part of these 


connections, so that separate points about them are really the same point. It 
is doubtful that Luke 11:21-23 is just Mark 3:27 expanded, since Luke is 
not any closer to Mark than to Matt. 12:29-30. 

2 Egelkraut 1976: 93 n. 1 argues that the question of 11:38 does not 
match the answer of 11:39 and thus Luke created the introduction (but see 
the exegesis of 11:38). Taking 11:39 as indicating the original setting, 
Marshall 1978: 492 argues that it is Matthew who shifted to a Mark 12 
setting. He argues that Luke does not conflate sources, while Matthew has 
many topical rearrangements; so also Godet 1875: 2.87. 

3 So Kistemaker 1980: 45 speaks of the same occasion. On Q, see 
Grundmann 1963: 281; Egelkraut 1976: 108; Marshall 1978: 559-60; 
Wiefel 1988: 257; Fitzmyer 1985: 1015. The same linkage of parables 
occurs in Matthew and, as noted above, the wording in the leaven parable is 
very similar. The Gospel of Thomas 96-97 links the leaven parable to a 
different parable, the jar full of meal, which has no canonical parallel. A 
parable of the mustard seed is found in the Gospel of Thomas 20; 
Hunzinger, TDNT 7:290 n. 32. 

9 Paul’s image of the olive tree in Rom. 11 is a variation on Jesus’ 
picture. There the key point is not growth, but one’s presence in the plant; 
Egelkraut 1976: 109; Jeremias 1963a: 147-49; Joseph and Asenath 15. On 
the verb KataoKnvow (to live or nest), see BAGD 418 82; BAA 851. 
Elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 13:32 = Mark 4:32; Acts 2:26. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1136-37 argues that all of the material is from Q, but 
that 17:2 has been influenced by Mark 9:42. Marshall 1978: 640 agrees that 
Q and Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and also sees (pp. 642, 643-44) the rest of 


17:3-6 as coming from Q, though he entertains the possibility that Q has 
various forms from which Matthew and Luke drew. Creed 1930: 215 sees Q 
and Mark 11:23 exercising influence in 17:5-6. Ernst 1977: 477-80 sees 
17:1-3a as coming from either Q or a form of oral tradition that circulated 
in a variety of forms, 17:3b—4 as rooted in Jesus’ teaching, and triple 
tradition (i.e., Mark and Q) influencing 17:5-6. Ellis 1974: 207 speaks of 
Mark and Q in 17:1-4 and regards Luke’s special source as responsible for 
17:5-10. Egelkraut 1976: 120-21 speaks of Q/Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and 
multiple tradition in 17:5-6. Grundmann 1963: 331 suggests that it is hard 
to know if Q or Luke’s special material is responsible for the unit, except 
for 17:7-10, which is L. Grundmann sees its roots in material earlier than 
the versions of Matthew and Mark. All of this assumes that only one form 
of these sayings existed in the tradition and that it emerged from a single 
saying. If this was a theme repeated by Jesus, multiple renderings could 
well exist. 

12 Carson 1984: 239 (undecided between this and view 1); A. Ehrman 
1978; Arbeitman 1980. Fitzmyer 1981: 620 calls this view highly unlikely 
but gives no reason. 

12 For a strongly reasoned defense of the shorter reading, refuting 
Schürmann, see B. Ehrman 1991. Ehrman underestimates, however, the 
significance of 1 Cor. 11:25-26 and underplays the substitution language in 
Acts 20:28—points that undermine his position. The 1 Corinthian parallel is 
telling because it raises the issue of where this detail came from if not from 


a tradition like that in Luke. It is unlikely that a scribe adding material 


would go outside the Gospels to do so, especially if the result produced 
harmonization problems. 

16 Keck 1970-71. B. Hag. 15a, a talmudic reference of later origin, 
makes this connection. More recently, Allison 1992 argues vigorously for a 
connection to Gen. 1:2. The Messianic Vision fragment from Qumran (see 
photograph and R. H. Eisenman’s translation in Biblical Archaeology 
Review 17.6 [Nov.—Dec. 1991]: 65) might contain an allusion to Messiah 
and Gen. 1:2. If so, the objection to the lateness of the other Jewish parallels 
is removed. The image would suggest a “new” beginning in God’s work, 
though I disagree with Allison that the remark is only symbolic, as if one 
must choose between history and symbol. 

24 Manson’s suggestion (1949: 118) of an Aramaic mistranslation is 
unlikely, even though it is a common position (see Jeremias 1963a: 57 nn. 
30-31). One can argue for a purposely emotive figure without having to 
resort to mistranslation. Marshall 1978: 543 lays out a full set of options: 
figurative, mistranslation, literal, and overliteral translation of the Aramaic. 
The last is Marshall’s choice, following O. Betz 1964—66, who notes a 
parallel idiom at Qumran. In 1QS 2.16, the term means “to cut off from the 
midst of” and refers to those who were accursed eternally (so 1QS 1.10-11; 
6.24-25; 7.1-2, 16; 8.21-23). The idiom refers to those who suffer 
eschatological judgment, not excommunication. See also Weiser 1971: 199- 
200 and Ellingworth 1980. Those rejected like this often have treated others 
poorly or have taken advantage of them (Ps. 37:12, 14, 16, 32). The 


idiomatic background denotes complete separation. 


39 Luke 3:18 and 6:6 seem to ignore any clean distinction. In favor of 
the distinction are Godet 1875: 1.345 and Plummer 1896: 202; against it are 
Elliott 1969 and BDF 8306. 

15 Ellis 1974: 65. For details, see Dillon 1978: 270-71, esp. n. 114. The 
title of Dillon’s volume, From Eye-Witnesses to Ministers of the Word, 
alludes to the unified view of this phrase. 

21 So most take it, including Fitzmyer 1981: 297; Creed 1930: 4-5; Ellis 
1974: 66; Schweizer 1984: 12; Marshall 1978: 43; and Kittel, TDNT 1:215- 
16, who cites Polybius 3.32.2; Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and Life 
65 8357. Cadbury 1922a: 501-2 challenges the first two examples directly. 
This view is present in NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, and Einheitsübersetzung. 
NKJV and KJV speak of having a “perfect understanding,” the most 
emphatic of all translations, which is really a separate view. 

23 Danker 1988: 43-44; Ellis 1974: 76; Klostermann 1929: 20; Godet 
1875: 1.104-5; Plummer 1896: 33; Marshall 1978: 84. It must be 
remembered that Luke presented the passage as Mary’s words, so he must 
expect them to be read prophetically. Here is another failure of the view 
(1b) that argues for a reference to Jesus’ work in the past. 

16 Ellis’s suggestion (1974: 81) that this region was Mary’s former home 
also faces similar problems at this point. Where are the friends or relatives? 

11 Ellis 1974: 85-86. Plummer 1896: 75 cites a source describing 
contemporary, not ancient, Bedouin. 

16 Schürmann 1969: 228; Ellis 1974: 96; Marshall 1978: 181. For the 
wording of the Shemoneh Esreh, see Schürer 1973-87: 2.456-61. 


18 Ellis 1974: 100. The Hebrew term is 713 (ga.ar, to shout at, exorcise), 
the Aramaic 741 (gé.ar, to exorcise); Zech. 3:2; Ps. 68:30 [68:31 MT]; 
106:9; Jub. 10.5-9; 1QapGen 20.28-29; 1QM 14.10; Kee 1967—68; 
Stauffer, TDNT 2:625-26; Jastrow 1903: 261; BDB 172. 

19 Ellis 1974: 100; Plummer 1896: 134. Compare Tob. 8:1-3; Josephus, 
Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49 (where the reference is to the powers that 
Solomon—a regal figure—possessed over evil forces); Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 85. Nolland 1989: 210 notes eight different methods 
that Jesus used in his various healings in Luke, all of which involve his 
word or personal touch. 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2—5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

11 The closest possibility is the comparison with the priesthood in 
Hebrews, but here only Jesus is noted. Ellis 1974: 112 accepts the Mosaic 
imagery but not the Aaronic; Marshall 1978: 241 regards the Mosaic picture 
as possible; Nolland 1989: 275 argues persuasively against it. Nolland notes 
that the OT texts are a call to keep people away from the mountain (e.g., 


Exod. 19:12) and that the OT mountain setting is not related to teaching. 


37 1QS 1.10; 2.4-9; 9.21-23; Ellis 1974: 114; Guelich 1982: 226. The 
leaning of the imprecatory Psalms in this direction is what makes their tone 
so difficult. Because Jesus’ ethic is a heightening of old standards, they 
appear in antithesis in Matthew. It is right to call for God’s justice, but it is 
also important to seek the best for fellow humans. God’s justice is in place 
and will occur, as the eschatological remarks of the sermon make clear. But 
the disciple seeks the enemies’ transformation and hopes that they may 
come to know God so that they can enter into God’s grace and kindness, 
while escaping his wrath. 

7 Ellis 1974: 122. Derrett 1970: 267-68, 275-78 is confident that she is a 
prostitute (many of the points he makes depend on this view). 

4 So also Danker 1988: 179 (with a little hesitancy); Ellis 1974: 127. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 725 rightly rejects this view, as do Schürmann 1969: 470 n. 
197; Marshall 1978: 332; and Wiefel 1988: 162. 

33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445-46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

14 Fitzmyer 1981: 753-594; Ellis 1974: 137; m. Ber. 9.5 (a command 
with roots in Exod. 3:5); Schürmann 1969: 501 n. 20; Josephus, Jewish War 
2.8.4 88124-27 (about the Essenes). On the contrast with the practice of 
Greek cynics and philosophers, see Schürmann 1969: 502 n. 24 and Bovon 
1989: 458 n. 20, who compares the disciples’ absence of possessions with 


the Levites and their being provided for through the tithe (Num. 18:21). 


18 Michaelis, TDNT 7:379-80, rejects a connection to the Feast of 
Tabernacles; but see Boobyer 1942: 76-79; Ellis 1974: 143; Daube 1956: 
30-32 (though some of his citations involve material that is much later than 
this period). 

21 Gen. 43:23; Judg. 6:23; 19:20; 1 Sam. 25:6; Isa. 52:7; Luke 2:14; 
24:36; Acts 10:36; 16:36. Ellis 1974: 156 calls it abenediction more than a 
greeting. 

47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619—20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

49 Ellis 1974: 158 notes that &v abt th @pa (in this hour) refers not so 
much to chronology as to “this key eschatological time”; cf. Luke 12:56; 
19:44; 21:24; 22:53; 23:43; John 4:23; 5:25; 2 Cor. 6:2; Heb. 3:7-4:10. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 


331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 


Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 


material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25-28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

1 Ellis 1974: 163-64 attributes the original context to Luke, a view that 
is possible only if the Sermon on the Mount is a Matthean topical sermon 
(which, though possible, is not likely). In favor of one occasion or point of 
origin are Manson 1949: 265; Godet 1875: 2.47; Zahn 1920: 448—49 
(favoring a view like Ellis’s); Schneider 1977a: 256; and Wiefel 1988: 215. 
A good summary of recent discussion may be found in Meier 1994: 291- 
93, 353-57. Meier sees Luke as reflecting the original size and structure of 
the prayer, with Matthew expanding the petitions and Luke altering some 
wording. But unlike many, he sees two versions in circulation. The Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 325-27) sees Q as the source, with 
Matthew making additions and Luke introducing some changes in 
vocabulary. The seminar’s view of these details parallels many critics. 

12 Arndt 1956: 303 equates person and time. In contrast, Ellis 1974: 168 
and Talbert 1982: 139 suggest that the Spirit is referred to, but this is too 
specific, since there is no clear contextual indication to him. He is only an 
implication of what Jesus brings. 

1 Marshall 1978: 491-93 sees different recensions of Q. Manson 1949: 
96 sees most of Matt. 23 coming from a special Matthean source. Ellis 
1974: 170 and Schlatter 1960: 303-5 see a combination of Q and special 
Lucan material. But Wiefel 1988: 227 objects to this because of the 
material’s similarity to Matt. 23. 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238-42 and 


Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47—48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 
180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110-11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 
1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 
coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41—42a and 12:47-48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 
warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 
where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 
is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 
source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 
Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47-48, which others deny have 
such roots. 

14 Marshall 1978: 539-40 lists the options. He holds to Matthean 
omission, as does Manson 1949: 117-18. Klostermann 1929: 139 and Ellis 
1974: 181 regard it as Lucan. On the assumption that one tradition is 


present, the influence of additional source material for Luke cannot be ruled 


out since there is additional material elsewhere in the unit. For defense of its 
authenticity, see the discussion of sources and historicity above. 

18 Ellis 1974: 183 notes that the image from Micah was applied to 
messianic times in Judaism: 1 Enoch 99.5; 100.1-2; Jub. 23.19; 2 Bar. 70.6; 
x1Q14 [= 1QpMic.] 20-21. M. Sota 9.9 applied the remark to the 
martyrdom of a rabbi, so the text was used as a common description of 
opposition. Division is also found in Luke 14:26; 17:34-35; Mark 10:29- 
30. 

1 Ellis 1974: 184; Danker 1988: 259; Tiede 1988: 247; Creed 1930: 180. 
In addition to the Josephean references in the list in the exegesis of 13:1, 
see also Life 17 892. 

5 "Enıgev (he mixed) comes from either neiyvunı (BAGD 499) or 
uiyvuni (BAA 1055), both meaning “to mix.” The expression is an idiom 
for two events occurring together; so Ellis 1974: 185, who cites Exod. Rab. 
19.5 on 12:43-44, SB 2:193, and Blinzler 1957-58: 28-29. The midrash 
refers to a mixture of circumcision blood and Paschal blood to indicate the 
need of a person who eats Passover to be circumcised. Philo, Special Laws 
3.16 891, discusses the inappropriateness of mixing the blood of murderers 
and sacrifices at the temple (Nolland 1993a: 717-18). Wiefel 1988: 252 n. 
11 calls the expression “Palestinian.” 

14 Ellis 1974: 186 notes that the Qumranians in general were even 
stricter than the Pharisees; K. Schubert 1957: 127-28. CD 11.13-14 reads, 
“No one shall help an animal in its delivery on the Sabbath day. And if it 
falls into a pit or a ditch, one shall not raise it on the Sabbath.” For details 


of Jewish practice, see the exegesis of the next verse. 


2 Note Ellis 1974: 187. In its initial phase, the kingdom as manifested in 
the church is a community of people who all look to the same hope in 
Christ. Thus, the kingdom’s presence primarily is manifested in believers 
who all serve and are accountable to the sovereign head, Jesus Christ (Eph. 
1:19-22; Col. 1:12-14). The church universal is related to the kingdom, 
being its present expression, but the church is not all there is to the 
kingdom, since there is a kingdom to come. In addition, the church is not an 
institution seeking to seize power on earth or exercise coercive sovereignty, 
but is to serve and love humankind, reflecting the love of God, his standards 
of righteousness, and the message of his forgiveness and love in Jesus 
Christ (Rom. 12:9-13:7). These elements make up the mission of the 
church as light in the world (Matt. 5:14-16). 

19 Ellis 1974: 189 notes that Qumran had a similar banquet expectation, 
but with a very different and exclusive audience, namely Messiah, the high 
priest, the priests, the chief of the tribes, and the congregation of Israel’s 
righteous; 1Q28a [= 1QSa = Rule Annex] 2.11—22. Fitzmyer 1985: 1026 
and Marshall 1978: 568 add other Jewish references: 1 Enoch 62.14; 2 
Enoch 42.5; 2 Bar. 29.4; m. -Abot 3.17; SB 4:1148, 1154-59. 

14 For this reason Manson 1949: 127 rejects this view, which Ellis 1974: 
191 accepts, citing Luke 11:51; 19:46; Acts 7:47. Marshall 1978: 576 notes 
that when a pronoun is attached to “house” in the sense of “temple,” the 
pronoun refers to God, which is not the case here, since the desolate house 
is Israel. 

14 On general resurrection and judgment of all, see Luke 10:12; 11:31- 
32; John 5:29; Acts 17:30-31; 23:6; 24:15; Rom. 2:5-11; 2 Cor. 5:10; 2 


Tim. 4:1; Rev. 20:12; Ellis 1974: 194. 

2 So Blomberg 1990: 237-39; Kistemaker 1980: 193-201; Plummer 
1896: 359-60; Liefeld 1984: 979. Those accepting one parable but distinct 
sources are Luce 1933: 248; Grundmann 1963: 296 (L); Ernst 1977: 442 
(L); Marshall 1978: 584; Tiede 1988: 266 (apparently). Ellis 1974: 194 is 
uncertain. Blomberg 1990: 233-36 has a good discussion of this parable. 

1 Fitzmyer is right to reject other attempts to understand the unit as only 
a polemic against the Pharisees, though allusions to them are present. 
Neither is the passage an exposition of Jer. 31:10-20 (so Kossen 1956), a 
view also rejected by Ellis 1974: 196. 

14 Marshall 1978: 600-601 has details and notes the views. Bultmann 
1963: 171 and Linnemann 1966: 67-70 opt for Matthean originality, while 
Jeremias 1963a: 40 and Ellis 1974: 197 are convinced that Luke has the 
original form. Marshall is undecided, as is Nolland 1993a: 769. All of this 
assumes that only one tradition of the story originally existed, which may 
not be true, as Marshall notes. Bultmann 1963: 202 also notes a similar 
parable in the later Gen. Rab. 86.4 on 39:2, where one of twelve cows is 
lost; also SB 1:785. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1136-37 argues that all of the material is from Q, but 
that 17:2 has been influenced by Mark 9:42. Marshall 1978: 640 agrees that 
Q and Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and also sees (pp. 642, 643-44) the rest of 
17:3-6 as coming from Q, though he entertains the possibility that Q has 
various forms from which Matthew and Luke drew. Creed 1930: 215 sees Q 
and Mark 11:23 exercising influence in 17:5-6. Ernst 1977: 477-80 sees 


17:1-3a as coming from either Q or a form of oral tradition that circulated 


in a variety of forms, 17:3b—4 as rooted in Jesus’ teaching, and triple 
tradition (i.e., Mark and Q) influencing 17:5-6. Ellis 1974: 207 speaks of 
Mark and Q in 17:1-4 and regards Luke’s special source as responsible for 
17:5-10. Egelkraut 1976: 120-21 speaks of Q/Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and 
multiple tradition in 17:5-6. Grundmann 1963: 331 suggests that it is hard 
to know if Q or Luke’s special material is responsible for the unit, except 
for 17:7-10, which is L. Grundmann sees its roots in material earlier than 
the versions of Matthew and Mark. All of this assumes that only one form 
of these sayings existed in the tradition and that it emerged from a single 
saying. If this was a theme repeated by Jesus, multiple renderings could 
well exist. 

7 B. Ber. 28b matches the Pharisee’s prayer, while b. Ber. 17a is more 
gracious in valuing the contribution that each person makes when attention 
is directed to God. In b. Suk. 45b a man states that if only one hundred are 
to be saved, he and his son will be among them; but if only two are saved, 
they will be he and his son; Ellis 1974: 214. In y. Ber. 7d (4.2) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 1.168) a rabbi give thanks that he is in the synagogue and 
not in the theater or circus. 

3 This view goes back to D. F. Strauss (1972: 352-53 [orignally 1840]), 
as Plummer 1896: 437 notes. Ellis 1974: 221-22 holds out the possibility of 
two parables. Marshall 1978: 702 holds that this text supports his two- 
versions-of-Q theory. 

10 The stone as a messianic image in Judaism draws esp. on Isa. 28:16 
and Dan. 2:44-45; but see also Gen. 28:17-19; Zech. 4:8-10; 3:8-9; Tg. Ps. 
118:24 (printed in Walton 1657: 3.274; see Ellis 1974: 233). For Tg. Isa. 


28:16 and other Jewish parallels, see Jeremias, TDNT 4:272-73. Tg. Isa. 

28:16(CALTGO) reads: “Behold I set in Zion a king, a mighty king, mighty 
and terrible, whom I will uphold and strengthen; the prophet says: ‘And the 
righteous in whom is confidence shall not tremble when affliction comes.’” 

25 Against Ellis 1974: 244, a “Christian prophet” is not likely in view 
(see Marshall 1978: 769). If it is, it is only in the broadest sense of forth- 
telling, as opposed to a special group of gifted saints. 

27 Ellis 1974: 244 calls this a form of “pesher-ing” like that of Christian 
prophets, though he is clear that the texts go back to Jesus. If additional 
sources are in view (as noted below), this appeal to Christian prophets is not 
a necessary conclusion. The sources may reflect Jesus’ own emphases, 
which were not one-dimensional, but complex. Later reflection on this 
speech may have seen more clearly the distinction between near and the 
end-time. 

46 Ellis appeals to Qumran usage for support (1QpHab 2.7; 7.2) and 
equates it to the “last hour” in 1 John 2:18. Maddox 1982: 114 rightly asks 
if Qumran can deliver this extended force. 

18 But so Fitzmyer 1985: 1419, who speaks of “reconstituted Israel,” 
and Marshall 1978: 817, who suggests an allusion to the Lord’s Supper, 
along with many others (those who see a tie to Israel include Ellis 1974: 
256 and Danker 1988: 350-51). Dupont 1964: 388 correctly argues against 
this view. This expectation is continued in the question of Acts 1:6-8 and 
the remarks of Peter in Acts 3:18-21. Even later Petrine expectation of a 


new heaven and earth in 2 Pet. 3:10-14, which looks to the ultimate end of 


history, does not remove this intervening stage when God deals with Israel 
in bringing it again into the blessing reserved for God’s people. 

8 The phrase enter into temptation occurred earlier in 8:13; 11:4; Ellis 
1974: 257. On the conceptual similarity to 1 Pet. 5:8, see Seesemann, TDNT 
6:31-32. On the temptation as entry into serious eschatological battle with 
Satan, see R. Brown 1994: 159-61, who ties the remark to Luke 11:4. Jesus 
must prepare for his great face-off with Satan. 

38 Emerton 1958: 232 holds to the angelic view in the original tradition, 
but notes that if it is not a reference to a divine figure, then it is unique 
among OT passages. 

1 Eppstein 1964: 55-56 holds that some aspects of this trade were recent 
and controversial (but I disagree with his dating the temple cleansing to a.d. 
30). 

5 The temple area was large (over 100 yards by 150 yards), so if Jesus 
acted quickly, there may have been little time to react. In addition, he may 
have intended only a prophetic sign, not a comprehensive cleansing. A brief 
symbolic action may have sufficed to express his intent, as even E. Sanders 
1985: 70 acknowledges. Witherington 1990: 109-10 notes six historical 
questions that influence this passage and argue for its plausibility. One of 
the most basic is, Why invent such an event? Nolland 1993b: 935-36 notes 
nine views on this issue and opts for a modest, symbolic action against 
long-standing temple practice (pace Eppstein 1964) that thwarted true 


worship and called for purification, if not temple replacement. 


6 For a methodological assessment of this debate, see R. Miller 1991. 
Sanders is unaware of Eppstein’s 1964 article (see n. 1). Some in Judaism 
saw the temple as corrupt; 1 Enoch 89.73-90.29; 4Q174 [= 4QFlor] 1.1-12. 
Meier 1994: 886 rightly calls the cleansing “prophetic action,” but opts for 
a rejection of the temple rather than a cleansing. This ignores the 
connection to Isa. 56. 

4 This comparative-religions approach was very popular in the early part 
of the century. Numerous parallels have been noted, though none of them 
are exact. For a list of such parallels see Ernst 1977: 76 and Marshall 1978: 
72-75, both of whom note the parallels and argue that such outside accounts 
are not the basis of this account (so also esp. Nolland 1989: 47). This is the 
current consensus, whatever else is said about the material. Machen 1930, 
though now dated, is the strongest critique against the comparative-religions 
approach. 

37 Creed 1930: 19; Schneider 1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 49—50; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 348-50; Wiefel 1988: 51-52; Ernst 1977: 72; R. Brown 
1977: 309. Gewiess, in an appendix to Laurentin’s German 1967 edition, 
interestingly takes a view opposite of Laurentin in the French original and 
omits Laurentin’s own discussion of the question. 

4 The most detailed recent survey of the issues is Farris 1985: 26-30. 
Other treatments include R. Brown 1977: 377-78; Fitzmyer 1981: 376-78; 
Marshall 1978: 86-87; Ernst 1977: 92-94; Wiefel 1988: 62-64; Nolland 
1989: 82-85; and Schürmann 1969: 84-85, 88-89, 93-94. 

2 Major discussions can be found in Fitzmyer 1981: 392-93; R. Brown 
1977: 411; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Creed 1930: 30-32; Schürmann 


1969: 103-4, 108-9, 118-19; Marshall 1978: 96-97; Plummer 1896: 46; 
Nolland 1989: 98-103; and Ernst 1977: 99. 

5 It is possible that Luke described the dialogue in 3:12-14 with his own 
words, but the call for concrete repentance fits the work of a prophet. Ernst 
1977: 143 argues that the question-and-answer style and the theme of care 
for fellow humans are like Luke. However, more likely is that the material 
has a traditional base, since the style is not as Lucan as Ernst suggests. So 
correctly argues Schürmann 1969: 169 n. 53, who with Marshall 1978: 142 
notes numerous peculiarities that Luke does not have elsewhere. The 
Semitisms in 3:7—9 suggest the age of the material; see the exegesis of 3:8— 
9 for details. 

12 Ernst 1977: 142. On “doing,” see Luke 6:43-45; 13:6-9; James 1:19- 
25; 3:12-18; 1 Cor. 9:23; Col. 3:17. 

1 Schürmann 1969: 171 n. 64 notes that most of the terms from 3:15-18 
(which is 816 in Aland 1985) show up elsewhere in Luke predominately 
where he has parallels. Ernst 1977: 145 calls the introduction Lucan, but 
with less rationale. 

5 Ernst 1977: 155 speaks of a theological, not a biographical, reason for 
the number. Schiirmann 1969: 199 nn. 76, 79 sees only the Davidic 
reference as key and does not deny a historical value to the number. In the 
Greco-Roman world, men were called to public service at thirty; Dionysius 
Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities 4.6; C. F. Evans 1990: 254. 

11 Schramm 1971: 37; Marshall 1978: 179. Ernst 1977: 168-69 sees 
Luke’s hand in many but not all changes. Bovon 1989: 207-8 sees an 


additional source beyond Mark, either Q or special Lucan material, and 


despairs of being able to sort out what came from where, beyond the basic 
elements in 4:18—22 and 4:25-27 originating in the additional source. 
Crossan 1991 fails to discuss this text, a significant omission in a life-of- 
Jesus study. This omission may well suggest that Crossan regards none of it 
as going back to Jesus. 

46 See the use of mopevo in 4:42; 7:6, 11; 9:51, 52, 56, 57; 13:33; 17:11; 
22:22, 39; 24:28; Fitzmyer 1981: 539; Ernst 1977: 174-75. “Jesus’ hour 
had not yet come”; Nolland 1989: 201. 

33 Marshall 1978: 197; Ernst 1977: 182; Hendriksen 1978: 269-70. See 
the exegesis of 4:35a for fuller discussion. Other demonic confessions are 
Mark 1:24; 3:11; 5:7; Luke 4:34; 8:28; Acts 16:17; 19:15; Matt. 8:29; 
Friedrich, TDNT 3:708; Grundmann, TDNT 3:900 8B1. 

6 So hold most scholars. For discussion, see Schneider 1977a: 122-23; 
Marshall 1978: 199; Fitzmyer 1981: 561 (who speaks of L, where the 
postresurrection tradition was already moved back; Luke simply used L and 
joined it to Marcan material); Ernst 1977: 184-85 (who goes on to say that 
Luke is not merely embellishing Mark); Van Der Loos 1965: 670; Schramm 
1971: 37—40 (who sees mostly Marcan material); Dietrich 1972: 25-38 
(who explains why Mark alone cannot be the source). 

39 Luke 6:33 (twice) and 6:35 use the term üyadorto1Eo; Ernst 1977: 
205; Schürmann 1969: 308; Busse 1979: 140 perceptively notes the 
conceptual tie to 9:11 and 4:18. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284—85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 


Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

18 Fitzmyer 1981: 624, Schürmann 1969: 322, and Bovon 1989: 286 are 
certain about the Gentile allusion (Luke 2:31-32; 3:6; 4:25-29). Ernst 1977: 
212, Marshall 1978: 242, and Tiede 1988: 136 are more cautious. 

35 Marshall 1978: 258, however, sees a shift of audience from outsiders 
to insiders in this verse; so also Ernst 1977: 224. But see T. Schmidt 1987: 
141. 

12 For a figurative force are Fitzmyer 1981: 671, 673-74; Hendriksen 
1978: 395-96; Arndt 1956: 212; Marshall 1978: 294; Ernst 1977: 250; 
Schürmann 1969: 416 n. 53 (who mentions that such a reed, Phragmites 
communis, could grow to a height of sixteen feet). 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to a real game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 
Legasse 1969: 299-301. 

25 Among those who argue for breaking up the account are Creed 1930: 
111-12; Luce 1933: 162-63 (who argues that Luke confused two points 
here); and Ernst 1977: 258—59. 

39 So Ernst 1977: 269. Some see a Paulinist touch here. Plummer 1896: 


220 suggests that the Lucan conclusion in 8:12 may go back to Paul; Arndt 


1956: 230. Others suggest that Luke is using church terminology to make 
clear what Jesus means, a point that seems likely; Marshall 1978: 325; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 713. 

9 Luke 4:14 (of guidance); 4:36 (over spirits); 5:17, 6:19, and 8:46 (for 
healing); 9:1 and 10:13 (over demons and miracles); 19:37 (praise for the 
miracles done by God through Jesus); Ernst 1977: 285; BAGD 207-8; BAA 
417-19. Achtemeier 1978 has a good discussion of miracles as a major 
Lucan theme; he also shows that these miracles are not tied to ancient views 
of magic nor based on the OT. 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 455. Ernst 1977: 137, considering the various options, 
speaks of fall 27 to fall 29. Hoehner allows this as one of the two possible 
options. 

3 Schürmann 1969: 200; Fitzmyer 1981: 496; Ernst 1977: 155; Lohse, 
TDNT 8:486 n. 49. Bovon 1989: 189 calls attempts at harmonization 
excessive rationalization like that in current fundamentalism. C. F. Evans 
1990: 252 calls the task “impossible,” which is excessively skeptical. 

5 On Jewish “works of love” and for the key ancient texts, see Egelkraut 
1976: 139 nn. 3, 5; SB 1:487-88; 4:578-92; Hengel 1981: 8-10 and n. 21. 
Quick burials are mentioned in Acts 5:5-6, 10; John 11:1, 14, 17. On 
Jewish burial customs, see the exegesis of Luke 7:12. The OT notes periods 
that might demand that burial not take place, e.g., the time of exile (Jer. 
16:5-7; Ernst 1977: 321). 

19 Grundmann 1963: 209; Ernst 1977: 332; also 1 Enoch 89.14, 18-20, 
55; 90.6-17; Sir. 13:17 (“how can wolf and lamb agree? / just so with sinner 


and devout” [njb]); 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 5:18. 


62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 


two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 


is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25-28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

3 Fitzmyer 1985: 891 sees no connection between the accounts, 
regarding such an association as stretching the point (so also Emst 1977: 
354). But literary sequence and theme make it seem likely; see esp. Talbert 
1982: 125. 

39 The prayer’s broad setting makes a baptismal reference unlikely, 
contra Ernst 1977: 367. This is basic exhortation about the life of faith. 

41 Manson 1949: 265-66 is uncertain about its originality in Luke. 
Streeter 1924: 277 thinks it original. Ernst 1977: 362 and Fitzmyer 1985: 
904 believe it was added later as a baptism formula to be prayed over the 
individual being baptized. On the use of the prayer in the history of the 
church, see Manson 1955-56. Besides Marcion and Gregory of Nyssa, the 
text is found only in manuscripts 162 and 700 and in a shorter form in 
Maximus the Confessor. 

7 In Luke 1:20 the impediment is said to be from God; in Mark 7:32 no 
cause is stated, but Mark 9:17 links demonic activity with the lack of 


speech. On Jewish thinking about the association of disease or disability 


and demons, see SB 4:501-35; Van Der Loos 1965: 351-53; Ernst 1977: 
373. 

10 Other unlikely options are “Master of the complaint,” “Lord of dung,” 
or “Baal, the Flame”; Fitzmyer 1985: 920; Godet 1875: 2.60; Marshall 
1978: 473; and Ernst 1977: 374. 

1 Most argue for Q: Fitzmyer 1985: 953 (12:1 from L), 956 (12:2-9 
from Q), 962-63 (12:10 from Q or Mark; 12:11-12 from Q); Ernst 1977: 
392 (for 12:2-9); and Schneider 1977a: 277. Grundmann 1963: 252 says it 
is “probably” Q. Marshall 1978: 510 speaks of Q material conflated with 
Marcan elements and also argues that Q has various recensions and that 
Luke’s version is slightly different from that of Matthew. Nolland 1993a: 
675-76 sees Q for 12:2-9 and a mixture of Q and Mark for 12:10-12. 

7 Tiede 1988: 233; Ernst 1977: 398; Fitzmyer 1985: 970; Lev. 19:18. 
Manson 1949: 271 notes the similar OT perspective: Job 31:24-25; Ps. 49; 
Eccles. 2:1-11. Note also T. Judah 18-19; Sir. 11:18-19; 1 Enoch 97.8-10; 
Mark 7:22; Rom. 1:29; 2 Cor. 9:5; 1 Tim. 6:10; 2 Pet. 2:3, 14; B. Scott 
1989: 131-32. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1039 remarks that, even though Matt. 12:11 has a 
similar saying, the rest of the detail is too different to be attributed to Q. In 
fact, it is too difficult for any other shared tradition. Fitzmyer also correctly 
denies that Luke 6:9 is a doublet to this verse. Marshall 1978: 578 sees a Q 
connection as possible. Bultmann 1963: 12 and Lohse, TDNT 7:26, argue 
that the text was a variant tradition created from Mark 3:1—6, but Ernst 
1977: 435 correctly notes that the distinct terminology and motives suggest 


too much distance for this connection; so also Meier 1994: 710. 


2 So Blomberg 1990: 237-39; Kistemaker 1980: 193-201; Plummer 
1896: 359-60; Liefeld 1984: 979. Those accepting one parable but distinct 
sources are Luce 1933: 248; Grundmann 1963: 296 (L); Ernst 1977: 442 
(L); Marshall 1978: 584; Tiede 1988: 266 (apparently). Ellis 1974: 194 is 
uncertain. Blomberg 1990: 233-36 has a good discussion of this parable. 

1 Marshall 1978: 591 sees the presence of other sources. Wiefel 1988: 
277 mentions Q, but also suggests that the passage may be independent (he 
sees 14:28-33 coming from special Lucan material). Grundmann 1963: 301 
says that it is uncertain whether the material is from Q or from a source in 
Luke’s special material. Ernst 1977: 447 is also uncertain. The double 
tradition in the Gospel of Thomas 55 (family and cross) and 101 (family) 
raises the possibility of the existence of multiple traditions in the church 
and, thus, whether they were said on multiple occasions. (The Gospel of 
Thomas 98 has a third picture of an assassin who practices by thrusting his 
sword into a wall.) 

6 Ernst 1977: 448 is hesitant about this connection. Manson 1949: 131 
shows the idiom by citing a late Jewish text, b. Ta.an. 7b, where it is said of 
certain rabbis, “If they hated their beauty, they would be more learned.” The 
opposite attitude where other things are loved more is found in Luke 14:20 
and 18:20-24. 

9 This style of rhetorical opening is frequent in Luke: 11:5, 11; 14:28, 
31; 17:7; Ernst 1977: 453. The answer to the “which of you?” question is 
that all would, if they react with their heart, given the risk to the animal. 

17 Ernst 1977: 464; Klostermann 1929: 163; and Creed 1930: 204 argue 


that the variation is only for literary value; but ancient parables were based 


on daily life, so the point may not be an either/or proposition. Derrett 1970: 
66, 69 also defends a much higher charge for oil. 

3 For Luke having Q’s original order and not Matthew, see Manson 
1949: 134; Fitzmyer 1985: 1114; Schneider 1977a: 337 (perhaps); Meier 
1994: 157; and Marshall 1978: 627. Ernst 1977: 469 speaks of Q material, 
special Lucan material, and Lucan redaction. Wiefel 1988: 294 speaks of Q 
in 16:16-17 and of Mark in 16:18. Godet 1875: 2.173 prefers Luke’s 
positioning of material to Matthew’s. However, the warnings are so general 
that parallel traditions may exist, reflecting a variety of settings. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 178 calls the account a similitude, which is where he 
puts parables and such. Berger 1984: 51 sees it as a parable. Ernst 1977: 
472 rightly compares it to 15:11-32 and 16:1-8. Hauck, TDNT 5:752, calls 
it an illustrative story and compares it to 10:30-37; 12:16-21; and 18:9-14. 
For the structure, see B. Scott 1989: 146-48. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1136-37 argues that all of the material is from Q, but 
that 17:2 has been influenced by Mark 9:42. Marshall 1978: 640 agrees that 
Q and Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and also sees (pp. 642, 643-44) the rest of 
17:3-6 as coming from Q, though he entertains the possibility that Q has 
various forms from which Matthew and Luke drew. Creed 1930: 215 sees Q 
and Mark 11:23 exercising influence in 17:5-6. Ernst 1977: 477-80 sees 
17:1-3a as coming from either Q or a form of oral tradition that circulated 
in a variety of forms, 17:3b—4 as rooted in Jesus’ teaching, and triple 
tradition (i.e., Mark and Q) influencing 17:5-6. Ellis 1974: 207 speaks of 
Mark and Q in 17:1-4 and regards Luke’s special source as responsible for 


17:5-10. Egelkraut 1976: 120-21 speaks of Q/Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and 


multiple tradition in 17:5-6. Grundmann 1963: 331 suggests that it is hard 
to know if Q or Luke’s special material is responsible for the unit, except 
for 17:7-10, which is L. Grundmann sees its roots in material earlier than 
the versions of Matthew and Mark. All of this assumes that only one form 
of these sayings existed in the tradition and that it emerged from a single 
saying. If this was a theme repeated by Jesus, multiple renderings could 
well exist. 

5 Fitzmyer 1985: 1137 and Bultmann 1963: 144 call 17:1-3a a legal 
saying, while Berger 1984: 65 calls it a “sentence.” Luke 17:3b-4 is like a 
wisdom saying according to Ernst 1977: 479 and a warning according to 
Berger 1984: 119, 165. Fitzmyer 1985: 1142 calls 17:5-6 a wisdom saying, 
while Berger 1984: 81 calls it a pronouncement (“apophthegm”). All agree 
that 17:7-10 is a parable. 

8 In everyday Greek, mapatnpnoic was used of the symptoms or signs of 
disease. To make such calculations, Judaism played off chronological 
imagery in Ps. 90:4 (seven thousand years); Jer. 25:11; 29:10 (seventy exile 
weeks); Dan. 9:2 (seventy year-weeks), although Ernst 1977: 486 notes that 
not all rabbinic Jews accepted such speculation (for which, see SB 4:977- 
1015 and n. 5 above). 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 141 overstates the parallelism with Pauline usage, as 
do Fitzmyer 1985: 1185 and Arndt 1956: 380. Linnemann 1966: 62-63, 
144-46 n. 11; Ernst 1977: 497--98; and Marshall 1978: 680-81 are clearer. 
Cf. Ps. 51:19 [51:21 MT]; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 12:7; x1Q28b [= 1QSb] 4.22. 

2 Ernst 1977: 498 notes that other Lucan pericopes with ties to Mark 10- 
11 appear mostly outside of Luke 9:50—18:14. In this larger section, only 


Luke 16:18 has a potential parallel with Mark 10:11-12. 

12 The expression is used only here in the NT. Matt. 19:24 = Mark 10:25 
has pagic, which always refers to a sewing needle; BAGD 734; BAA 1470 
(in the NT only in these parallels). For other exaggerations by Jesus, see 
Luke 6:41; 17:2; Ernst 1977: 504. 

9 The Easter fast in some church circles has roots in this view; Ernst 
1977: 581. 

4 Soards 1987: 96 mentions 22:39a-b, 40b, 42 as the minimum (he 
excludes 22:43-44 on textual grounds). Ernst 1977: 607 and Goulder 1989: 
741—42 make the best case for additional sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 329 
rejects the originality of 22:43-44. For discussion of how the prayer’s 
contents could be known when the disciples are some distance away and 
asleep, see R. Brown 1994: 174. The Jesus Seminar rejects the historicity of 
the material on the premise that no one heard the prayer (Funk and Hoover 
1993: 391). Brown calls such an objection to historicity a “low level” 
approach and suggests that the disciples need not have been asleep at this 
point, although later he suggests that they did not need to hear the prayer 
because they knew how Jesus prayed. Either explanation is possible. Brown 
regards the prayer and the event as certain (p. 234), but is less confident of 
knowledge of the exact words (p. 225). I prefer the view that the event 
drove the meaning and form of the tradition. 

1 Those arguing for an additional source are Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-58 
(but not in 22:54-62); Creed 1930: 276 (maybe); Marshall 1978: 839-40, 
845, 848; Grundmann 1963: 416, 418-19; Ernst 1977: 612-13, 616, 618; 
Nolland 1993b: 1092-93, 1098-99, 1104-5; and J. Green 1988: 276. Soards 


1987: 100-120 argues for a mixture of tradition, Marcan rewriting, and 
Lucan rewriting. The classic study on this issue is V. Taylor 1972. Dissent 
about an extra source outside of some oral material comes from R. Brown 
1994: 581-83. Most of Luke’s changes (e.g., 22:63-65) reflect his style and 
vocabulary. But all that this shows is Luke’s hand on his sources, not 
whether additional information existed. Brown sees the “game” in 22:64 as 
evidence of the presence of oral tradition (see the exegesis). But why limit it 
here, given evidence of sources throughout this material? 

1 Luce 1933: 354 speaks of Mark plus L. Marshall 1978: 878 and V. 
Taylor 1972: 99-103 say that special Lucan material may appear in 23:55— 
56. Ernst 1977: 640-41 holds that it is 23:50c, 51a, 53b, 54b. Nolland 
1993b: 1162-63 holds to 23:53c and perhaps 23:52-54. Grundmann 1963: 
436 holds to 23:50, 51a, 53b, 54-56. Fitzmyer 1985: 1523 holds to 23:53c, 
56a. Though it could be debated whether certain verses derive from another 
source, Luke seems to have had access to additional material, against R. 
Brown 1994: 1226. 

4 Ernst 1977: 659 says that Luke’s knowledge of the location is 
imprecise. Dillon 1978: 87-88 sees Luke’s distance as an error. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 
Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 


Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 

1 Bovon 1989: 357-58 notes the OT similarities (returning the son to the 
parent, the widow, and recognition that God’s messenger is present) and 
differences (Jesus’ taking the initiative, instantaneous resuscitation, and the 
crowd’s response). Bovon references the key study of this passage by 
Harbarth 1978. For the connections to 1 Kings, see Brodie 1986, though he 
overdraws the case for framing around this OT book. The differences 
between the OT and the event reveal that the event controls the details (see 
C. A. Evans 1990: 115 and Evans in Evans and Sanders 1993: 223-24). 

24 Luke does not cite the text explicitly, but summarizes. This is not a 
softening of the reference, but his typical effort to shorten and summarize. 
For studies on the use and interpretation of Isa. 6:9-10 in Judaism and the 
early church, see Hesse 1955; Gnilka 1961; C. A. Evans 1989c. 

11 Two key studies on the Elijah motif in Luke are Brodie 1987 and C. 
A. Evans 1987b. Evans argues that Elijah reflects the motif of God’s 
election of his true people. 

4 Marshall 1978: 405 notes that the Hebrew idiom may suggest a source 
behind Luke’s remarks. Appealing to Ezek. 6:2; 13:17; 15:7; 20:46 [21:2 
MT], C. A. Evans 1987a argues that the force is “to dispatch,” a view 
possible for the term but awkward for this context. In a reworking of this 
article in Evans and Sanders 1993: 93-105, Evans makes less of the lexical 
argument and argues for an allusion to Ezek. 21:2—6 [21:7-11 MT], with the 
implication that with the journey comes not only destined suffering for 


Jesus but also judgment for Israel (he also adds Ezek. 25:2; 28:21; 29:2; and 


38:2, while emphasizing the parallel in 20:46 [21:2 MT]; p. 100). If so, then 
Jesus’ act is like that of the prophet and has a place in the divine drama of 
Israel’s history. This view is possible, but not certain. For a denial of 
judgment here, see Giblin 1985: 31-32. 

7 Josephus, Jewish War 2.12.3 8232; Jeremias 1969: 352--58; Jeremias, 
TDNT 7:88-94. On Jewish attitudes, see Sir. 50:25-26; T. Levi 7.2; Gen. 
Rab. 81.3 on 35:2; Jub. 30.5-6, 23; C. A. Evans 1990: 164. On the 
relationship between Jews and Samaritans, see Brindle 1984. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444—45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

16 Translation from Jeremias 1971a: 198. See also Shemoneh Esreh 
[Eighteen Benedictions] no. 3 (= Schürer 1973-87: 2.456, 460). However, 
Jesus’ prayer is more like Jewish “short” prayers than this long Jewish 
liturgical prayer; C. A. Evans 1990: 182. As such, the prayer’s form and 


function come as no surprise in a Jewish context. 


8 In t. Menah. 13.22 (= Neusner 1977—86: 5.162), the leadership’s love 
of money and hatred of one another is why the temple came to be 
destroyed; also SB 1:937; 2:222; 4:336-39; Jeremias 1969: 49, 114. Luce 
1933: 264 objects to this description, but fails to interact with the ancient 
sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 245 is right that a story about the afterlife would 
hardly be a meaningful rebuke to the Sadducees. 

15 The image is neither strange nor derived; but so Fitzmyer 1985: 1144 
(apparently) and C. A. Evans 1990: 256. 

7 This point makes it unlikely that the judge was a Gentile, but so 
Plummer 1896: 411 and C. A. Evans 1990: 269. On the historical 
background, see B. Scott 1989: 184, citing Chajes 1892, who notes that 
most cases were heard by one judge (though he uses late texts). 

28 Moessner 1989: 127, 131, 176, 211 details this view. J. A. Sanders 
1974 and C. A. Evans 1990: 166-69 tie the portrait to the themes of election 
and the true people of God. C. F. Evans 1955 is responsible for raising the 
connection to Deuteronomy and argues for it throughout his commentary 
(1990: 34-37, 435). 

33 Cf. “times of the age” in Tob. 14:4-5 and “season of visitation” in 
1QS 4.18-19. C. A. Evans 1990: 313 notes that this hope is a decisive 
argument against J. T. Sanders’s claim (1987: 216-19) that Luke is anti- 
Semitic (he does see a future time when Israel will have a key role). 

34 So Tiede 1980: 87-96 correctly shows that Luke teaches vengeance 
on Israel followed by vindication. Acts 3:19-21 suggests this most clearly, 
but so does Luke 13:35b by pointing to a day when Israel will respond to 
Messiah; see also C. A. Evans 1990: 313-14. 


4 Soards 1987: 96 mentions 22:39a-b, 40b, 42 as the minimum (he 
excludes 22:43-44 on textual grounds). Ernst 1977: 607 and Goulder 1989: 
741—42 make the best case for additional sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 329 
rejects the originality of 22:43-44. For discussion of how the prayer’s 
contents could be known when the disciples are some distance away and 
asleep, see R. Brown 1994: 174. The Jesus Seminar rejects the historicity of 
the material on the premise that no one heard the prayer (Funk and Hoover 
1993: 391). Brown calls such an objection to historicity a “low level” 
approach and suggests that the disciples need not have been asleep at this 
point, although later he suggests that they did not need to hear the prayer 
because they knew how Jesus prayed. Either explanation is possible. Brown 
regards the prayer and the event as certain (p. 234), but is less confident of 
knowledge of the exact words (p. 225). I prefer the view that the event 
drove the meaning and form of the tradition. 

23 Parsons 1987: 193-94, 196 posits that Bethany is named in order to 
provide literary closure to the triumphal entry by being a triumphal 
departure. But this link could occur with either Bethany or the Mount of 
Olives. It is not clear that Acts 1:2 and 1:6-11 are distinct events (Parsons 
gives strong arguments for one event, though the chronology is a tension for 
this option). Nonetheless, the popular idea of Lucan literary telescoping is 
possible given the lack of explicit temporal markers in Luke 24:44, 50 and 
Luke’s love of retelling major events (e.g., Saul’s conversion and the offer 
of the gospel to Cornelius; C. A. Evans 1990: 360-62). Seeing the 


ascension as an event that is telescoped here allows one to see how the 


different Galilean appearances suggested by Matthew and John fit into the 
timing of events more easily. See also Osborne 1984: 137-38, 266-70. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 
Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 

1 Bovon 1989: 30 n. 1 notes that these comparisons with ancient 
prologues date back to the eighteenth century with G. Raphelius and J. J. 
Wettstein. C. F. Evans 1990: 116-19 cites several of these “scientific 
prefaces.” 

6 Bovon 1989: 66-67 (also n. 13) speaks of Isaiah and the development 
of Jewish speculation like Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Isaac and Moses 
(Biblical Antiquities 8-9) and Philo’s view of Isaac (Cherubim 12-15 8840- 
52), though Bovon notes that for Philo this detail was allegorical. One could 
add Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Samson’s birth (Biblical Antiquities 42). 
None of these accounts are virgin births: they only supply details of the 
event not in the original accounts. Bovon also argues for Hellenistic 
influence. C. F. Evans 1990: 156-57 surveys divine paternity in the ancient 
world, but denies its value for this passage. He prefers to speak of a 
retrojection, which means he thinks later reflection has produced the 
tradition. 

39 Fitzmyer 1981: 350. Bovon 1989: 76 speaks of a reference to the 
creative power of God. Isa. 32:15 LXX (A, X) mentions the Spirit’s 
“coming upon” someone. See also 1 Sam. 10:6; 16:13 (“leap upon”); and 


Ezek. 37:14; C. F. Evans 1990: 163. 


44 Marshall 1978: 71 uses the German term Gottgehö;rig to describe his 
view. In the NT, the title appears in John 1:34; 20:31; Acts 9:20; 2 Cor. 
1:19; Gal. 4:4; Heb. 4:14; 1 John 4:15; Rev. 2:18 (C. F. Evans 1990: 165). 

1 Schürmann 1969: 64 notes that the sign of the leaping baby is explicit 
in the passage, while the fulfillment is implicitly presented in the sign. C. F. 
Evans 1990: 168 rightly calls this a “linchpin” passage. 

3 R. Brown 1977: 346-55; Wiefel 1988: 57; Farris 1985: 86-98; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 359-62; Jones 1968; Bemile 1986: 36. Fitzmyer, agreeing 
with Winter and Schneider, notes that the hymn is parallel to the psalms in 1 
Maccabees, the Qumran Thanksgiving hymns, and the Qumran War Scroll. 
The hymn also resembles the OT hymns of praise (Ps. 33, 47, 48, 113, 135, 
136; one could add to the list 1 Sam. 2:1-10; Jon. 2:2-9 [2:3-10 MT]; Isa. 
38:9-20; Tob. 8:15-17; and Sir. 51:1-12). Fitzmyer (p. 359) regards 1:48 as 
a Lucan insert. In fact, he seems favorable to R. Brown’s position that the 
hymn emerged out of the Jewish-Christian community. Schneider 1977a: 56 
sees a Hellenistic Jewish-Christian rewrite of Jewish material or a 
reworking by Luke himself; so also C. F. Evans 1990: 171-73. 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 380; Klostermann 1929: 23; SB 2:107. Efforts to prove 
that the grandfather was the most frequent choice, as argue Creed 1930: 24 
and Nolland 1989: 79, are not substantiated. Examples of naming after a 
relative are numerous: after the father: Tob. 1:1, 9; Josephus, Life 1 85; 
Jewish War 5.13.2 8534; Antiquities 14.1.3 810; after a grandfather: 1 
Macc. 2:1-2; Jub. 11.15. C. F. Evans 1990: 179, positing Hellenistic 


assimilation, is entirely too skeptical about the details here. 


4 Such a classification is also used for other sections of Luke 1-2. On 
such motifs in the Greco-Roman biographical tradition, see H. De Jonge 
1977-78; Nolland 1989: 127; C. F. Evans 1990: 222-27. See n. 6 for the 
ancient texts. 

3 Reicke 1968: 228-34. On these distinctions, see Sherwin-White 1963: 
1-23 (who cites a variety of relevant ancient texts); C. F. Evans 1990: 233; 
Tacitus, Annals 15.25. 

11 Schürmann 1969: 164 n. 21. On “coming wrath” in Judaism, see Jub. 
15.34; Ps. Sol. 15.4; 1 Enoch 84.4-6; C. F. Evans 1990: 239. 

1 On the Jewish use of genealogies, see C. F. Evans 1990: 251-53. Such 
lists were available to some in the first century. Josephus, Life 1 883-6 and 
Against Apion 1.7 8830-36 limits such lists to priestly families. 

5 Ernst 1977: 155 speaks of a theological, not a biographical, reason for 
the number. Schiirmann 1969: 199 nn. 76, 79 sees only the Davidic 
reference as key and does not deny a historical value to the number. In the 
Greco-Roman world, men were called to public service at thirty; Dionysius 
Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities 4.6; C. F. Evans 1990: 254. 

4 Schürmann 1969: 218; so also Schneider 1977a: 99; C. F. Evans 1990: 
256 (who incorrectly calls this the majority view); and Manson 1949: 42—43 
(but with no details other than the claim that Matthew’s order makes “a fine 
dramatic climax” so it is hard to imagine Luke’s altering it if it were the 
original). 

14 Glickman 1983: 226-27. Nolland 1989: 179 says that the test is 
exploitation of Jesus’ privilege of sonship, since the Son has access to the 


powers of the Father. “Son of God” here has a special force for Jesus’ 


unique filial relationship to God, since Jesus can access such power. But C. 
F. Evans 1990: 258 ties viöc to 3:22, so that it means “servant of God” or 
“king.” Nolland’s view is more likely. Satan is not testing regal authority, 
but something more significant. 

15 Liefeld 1984: 864; Schulz 1972: 187 n. 98; Foerster, TDNT 5:486; 
Manson 1949: 44. The picture of the “high mountain” is almost regal 
imagery and recalls how rulers often lived high on a mountain over their 
subjects. Such “heavenly journeys” are not unusual: 2 Cor. 12:2-3. C. F. 
Evans 1990: 258 cites as parallel Deut. 34:1—4, where Moses sees the 
promised land from a mountain. 

29 C. F. Evans 1990: 260 says Luke sees the psalm as about the Son of 
God, but this is not necessary. It need refer only to the righteous for the 
point to apply. 

4 Fitzmyer 1981: 524 has a bibliography on the synagogue. See also 
Safrai 1976c; C. F. Evans 1990: 264-65. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 31-32 (where he calls the account an apophthegm or 
pronouncement story, which he believes grew into this full-blown account); 
Creed 1930: 65; Schneider 1977a: 106—7; Klostermann 1929: 62; Fitzmyer 
1981: 527; Tannehill 1972; C. F. Evans 1990: 266-67 (who notes a series of 
Lucan expressions in the account); Goulder 1989: 299. For a summary of 
the recent discussion and a full bibliography on this passage, see Schreck 
1989, while Corrington 1993 evaluates a redactional reading of this text 
with other types of readings. 

22 For details, see Bock 1987: 319 n. 68; J. A. Sanders 1975: 80-81. The 


idea of anointing, the establishment of justice, and the picture of restoration 


are shared in Isa. 42:1, 3-4; 49:4, 7; 61:1-2. Tg. Isa. 61:1 clearly reads the 
text this way: “The spirit of prophecy from before Lord Elohim is upon 
me.” But it is wrong to read the OT passage as only about Isaiah, as C. F. 
Evans 1990: 269 does. Salvation in Isaiah is depicted in terms of God’s 
exodus pattern and is too comprehensive to refer only to Isaiah. Judaism 
was right to read the text ultimately in terms of the eschaton. This is another 
typologically fulfilled text like Luke 3:4-6; see the discussion of typology 
there. 

12 Luke 4:36; 6:18; 8:29; 9:42; 11:24; Foerster, TDNT 2:16; Hauck, 
TDNT 3:428. On demons in Judaism, see Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185 
(“spirits of wicked men who enter the living and kill them unless aid is 
forthcoming”); 1 Enoch 19.1; Jub. 10.5; T. Ben. 5.2; C. F. Evans 1990: 279. 
In the OT, daipoviov occurs in Ps. 90:6 [91:6 Engl.] and to nveüna TO 
a&kabaptov in Zech. 13:2. 

22 Bertram, TDNT 3:6, notes that the crowd’s reaction is a typical ending 
to a miracle story; Mark 1:27; Luke 5:9. C. F. Evans 1990: 281 notes that 
the reaction is like the comment of a chorus in similar accounts. 

23 Josephus, Antiquities 13.5.9 8171; 13.10.6 88293-98; 17.2.4-3.1 
8841-51; 18.1.2 811; Jewish War 2.8.14 88162-63; C. F. Evans 1990: 298- 
99. 

5 Arndt 1956: 238 puts all of these events on the same day, while 
Marshall 1978: 335 suggests an allusion to Ps. 65:7 [65:8 MT] and the 
“tumult of the people,” though the verbal connection is vague. C. F. Evans 
1990: 383 notes Ps. 65:5-8 [65:6-9 MT]; 46:2—6 [46:3-7 MT]; Isa. 17:12— 
13, which are less than evident. Matt. 8—9 is topically arranged. 


3 Schürmann 1969: 200; Fitzmyer 1981: 496; Ernst 1977: 155; Lohse, 
TDNT 8:486 n. 49. Bovon 1989: 189 calls attempts at harmonization 
excessive rationalization like that in current fundamentalism. C. F. Evans 
1990: 252 calls the task “impossible,” which is excessively skeptical. 

7 Resseguie 1975 puts five of fourteen possible interpretations in this 
category. C. F. Evans 1990: 433 points out the lack of chronological notes, 
especially at the end of the section. Vague indications of time and place are 
provided only in the beginning of the section: 9:52, 56-57; 10:1, 21, 38; 
11:14, 27; 13:10, 31; 14:1, 25. Schürmann 1994: 1 speaks of a metaphorical 
journey account in which Jesus goes his way to Jerusalem as an itinerant 
prophetic teacher who divides Israel. On Luke’s use of journey and way 
terminology, see Schneider 1977a: 227. 

9 Talbert 1982: 111-12 sees chiasmus in 9:51-19:44, but has to omit 
Luke 15 and place 14:1--6 out of its Lucan order! Goulder 1964: 196 argues 


for the following chiastic links: 


10:25 eternal life 

11:1 prayer 

11:14 healing 

11:37 pharisaic hypocrisy 

12:1 money 

12:35 repentance 

13:10 rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
14:1 rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
15:1 repentance 


16:1 money 


16:14 pharisaic hypocrisy 


17:11 healing 
17:5 prayer 
18:18 eternal life 


The most plausible case for chiasmus is made by Farrell 1986. Blomberg 
also deals with and rejects theories that make the central section a Christian 
Deuteronomy; see C. F. Evans 1955. My main criticism of Blomberg’s 
article is that it regards the section’s end as falling at 18:34, ignoring later 
literary clues that Jesus has not arrived in Jerusalem (19:28, 41). This may 
be the Achilles?’ heel against his theory that the section’s parable source was 
laid out chiastically, especially if 19:11-27 is taken into consideration. Still, 
aspects of Blomberg’s case and the general outline of a possible Lucan 
source may surface in my discussion; see also Nolland 1993a: 530-31. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444—45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 


is less than certain). 


28 Moessner 1989: 127, 131, 176, 211 details this view. J. A. Sanders 
1974 and C. A. Evans 1990: 166--69 tie the portrait to the themes of election 
and the true people of God. C. F. Evans 1955 is responsible for raising the 
connection to Deuteronomy and argues for it throughout his commentary 
(1990: 34-37, 435). 

3C.F. Evans 1990: 886 notes that an immediate postresurrection 
appearance in bodily form had no precedent in Hellenistic thought or 
Judaism—not even for Messiah. 

9 'PnAawaw occurs elsewhere in the NT only at Acts 17:27; Heb. 12:18; 
1 John 1:1 (BAGD 892; BAA 1779-80); cf. Gen. 27:12; Judg. 16:26; 
Ignatius, Smyrneans 3.2. Plummer 1896: 560 wonders if 1 John 1:1 knows 
of this event, given its use of this rare term. See also C. F. Evans 1970: 108- 
9. 

30 Plummer 1896: 138; Schneider 1977a: 116; Fitzmyer 1981: 553. 
Against this argument is Farmer 1964: 128-30, who sees Mark combining 
both Matthew and Luke; but see Fitzmyer 1972. 

1 For solid overviews of this area, see McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 
McKnight is slightly more confident than I am of Marcan priority, though I 
still regard it likely that Mark was the first Gospel written. Still, his and 
Stein’s overviews show why many think Mark’s Gospel is first. For a 
comparative study of the two major options in the debate, see Bellinzoni, 
Tyson, and Walker 1985 and Dungan 1990. A study making significant 
points about Q and the complex interrelationship of the Gospel writers is 


Reicke 1986. For the case for Matthean priority, see Farmer 1964. 


3 This view is experiencing a resurgence, at least in America, which was 


fueled by Farmer’s 1964 study. Numerous studies defending the view have 


come out since Farmer. This camp has caused some in Germany to speak of 


the Ur-Markus hypothesis again; that is, that the other Gospels worked with 


an early edition of Mark distinct from the version in our canon. It is hard to 


know where the discussion is headed. 
9 Talbert 1982: 111-12 sees chiasmus in 9:51-19:44, but has to omit 
Luke 15 and place 14:1—6 out of its Lucan order! Goulder 1964: 196 argues 


for the following chiastic links: 


10:25 
11:1 
11:14 
11:37 
12:1 
12:35 
13:10 
14:1 
15:1 
16:1 
16:14 
17:11 
17:5 
18:18 


eternal life 
prayer 
healing 
pharisaic hypocrisy 
money 
repentance 
rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
repentance 
money 
pharisaic hypocrisy 
healing 
prayer 


eternal life 


The most plausible case for chiasmus is made by Farrell 1986. Blomberg 
also deals with and rejects theories that make the central section a Christian 
Deuteronomy; see C. F. Evans 1955. My main criticism of Blomberg’s 
article is that it regards the section’s end as falling at 18:34, ignoring later 
literary clues that Jesus has not arrived in Jerusalem (19:28, 41). This may 
be the Achilles’ heel against his theory that the section’s parable source was 
laid out chiastically, especially if 19:11—27 is taken into consideration. Still, 
aspects of Blomberg’s case and the general outline of a possible Lucan 
source may surface in my discussion; see also Nolland 1993a: 530-31. 

1 Drury 1976: 49-51 and Tannehill 1974; earlier Cadbury 1958: 192-93. 
For a fuller list, see Farris 1985: 15. 

3 R. Brown 1977: 346-55; Wiefel 1988: 57; Farris 1985: 86-98; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 359-62; Jones 1968; Bemile 1986: 36. Fitzmyer, agreeing 
with Winter and Schneider, notes that the hymn is parallel to the psalms in 1 
Maccabees, the Qumran Thanksgiving hymns, and the Qumran War Scroll. 
The hymn also resembles the OT hymns of praise (Ps. 33, 47, 48, 113, 135, 
136; one could add to the list 1 Sam. 2:1-10; Jon. 2:2-9 [2:3-10 MT]; Isa. 
38:9-20; Tob. 8:15-17; and Sir. 51:1-12). Fitzmyer (p. 359) regards 1:48 as 
a Lucan insert. In fact, he seems favorable to R. Brown’s position that the 
hymn emerged out of the Jewish-Christian community. Schneider 1977a: 56 
sees a Hellenistic Jewish-Christian rewrite of Jewish material or a 
reworking by Luke himself; so also C. F. Evans 1990: 171-73. 

4 Farris 1985: 14 makes the latter two charges. Grigsby 1984 argues that 
the aorist tenses of the hymn are against its proposed Marian setting and 


give evidence that the hymn was inserted by Luke. The Magnificat, he 


believes, originally was a Semitic hymn that came to Luke in Greek through 
the Jewish-Christian church, but Grigsby’s approach ignores the hymn’s 
Semitic roots and setting, as well as making too much of the aorist tenses. 
See the exegesis of 1:51 and n. 22 below. 

9 Three Old Latin manuscripts (a, b, and 1*) attest to Elizabeth, as does 
the Latin version of Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.7.1. Jerome refers to this 
view as contained in Origen’s seventh homily on Luke. About A.D.. 400 
Niceta of Remesiana (in the area of the former Yugoslavia) knows of this 
reading (De Psalmodiae Bono 76 or 9.11). Wiefel 1988: 56 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 365-66 note the texts. Farris 1985: 108-13 has a detailed look at the 
issue, as does Bemile 1986: 5-19. Bemile correctly notes that the testimony 
of the fathers is for Mary (pp. 12 and 266-68 nn. 54-61), including 
Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10.2; Tertullian, On the Soul 26; and 
Athanasius, In Lucam (PG 3:26:1393). 

10 Farris 1985: 67—85 surveys the parallel examples in the OT and 
Judaism; Berger 1984: 242-43; Fitzmyer 1981: 359; Schneider 1977a: 56— 
58. Bovon 1989: 82-83 notes that the Magnificat focuses on the victory of 
the righteous; it does not praise God as Creator, as do the Qumranic hymns, 
and has less harsh criticism of enemies than do the Psalms of Solomon. 


Bovon notes many verbal parallels to the Psalms of Solomon: 


Motif Magnificat Psalms of Solomon 


fearing God 1:50 2.33; 3.12; 4.23; 15.13 


Israel or the nation as 1:54 12.6; 17.21 


servant 


Abraham and his 


descendants 


the proud 


contrast of rich and 


poor 


reversal 


refrain 


power of God 


arm of God 


God’s seeing 


God’s help 


God’s remembering 


God’s speaking 


1:55 


1:51 


1:53 


1:52 


1:50 


1:51 


1:51 


1:48 


1:54 


1:54 


1:55 


9.9; 18.3 


2.1-31; 17.13, 23 


5.11 


11.4 


13.12 


17.3 


13.2 


18.2 


16.3, 5 


10.1, 4 


11.7 


4 The most detailed recent survey of the issues is Farris 1985: 26-30. 
Other treatments include R. Brown 1977: 377—78; Fitzmyer 1981: 376-78; 
Marshall 1978: 86-87; Ernst 1977: 92-94; Wiefel 1988: 62-64; Nolland 
1989: 82-85; and Schürmann 1969: 84-85, 88-89, 93-94. 

6 R. Brown 1977: 377-78; Fitzmyer 1981: 377-78; Farris 1985: 27—28. 
The formative articulation of the view is Benoit 1956-57: 182-83. His work 
not only formulated the basic position, but is regarded as having challenged 
the unity of the hymn as well. 

7 Among the hypotheses are the following: 


Added to Adherents 


1:76-79 Jewish or Jewish- Winter 1956: 239 n. 41 
Christian hymn 


1:76 or 1:76—77 early Christian hymn Benoit 1956-57: 182— 
91 

1:68-75 Christian hymn Schürmann 1969: 88— 
90 

1:76-77, 79b Baptist hymn Hahn 1969: 242-43, 


365-66 


1:76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn R. Brown 1977: 377— 


of the Anawim 78; Farris 1985: 27-28 
1:70, 76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn Fitzmyer 1981: 378 

probably from the 

Anawim 


1 Farris 1985: 30 notes that A. Harnack admitted this stylistic feature in 
the Nunc Dimittis. There are some, however, who hold out for Lucan 
redaction, merely because of the Gentile emphasis. 

24 Farris 1985: 148. God’s direction runs through this entire scene, 
whether it be in Messiah’s coming or in the timing of Simeon’s meeting 
with Joseph and Mary. 

26 See Plummer 1896: 69 for four grammatical options for the genitive; 
Farris 1985: 149. R. Brown 1977: 440 notes that the peculiarity of the 
syntax here is a reflection of Semitic style; BDF 8259.3. 

27 Farris 1985: 147 and Grundmann 1963: 90 argue that Simeon is the 
“first redeemed man,” but Zechariah’s hymn also reveals Jesus’ role in 
salvation (1:69-78). What Simeon portrays is the one who can rest in Jesus. 

39 On this theme of Luke, see Bock 1992a and Feinberg 1988. See the 
exegesis of 10:9, 18; 11:17-20; 17:20-21. 

13 Jeremias 1980: 266 attributes this digression from Luke’s common 
expression to the presence of a traditional source. Also, Mattill 1979: 197 


notes that, since the Greek versions variously translate Exod. 34:9 with &v 


uéco (Theodotion, Symmachus) and ėvtóç (Aquila), the phrases can be 
synonymous (Field 1875: 1.144). Beasley-Murray 1986: 101-2 adds a 
similar example from Exod. 17:7 (Field 1875: 1.111). Note also 
Symmachus in Lam. 1:3 and Ps. 87:6 LXX [88:6 Engl.] (Field 1875: 747, 
239). Meier 1994: 479 notes that this translation appears in the literal 
Aquila and the more idiomatic Symmachus, making the meaning of Evtög 
clear. These ancient texts show that “in the midst” is a well-attested sense 
for the term. 

10 Jeremias, TDNT 5:714, notes that a false prophet ran the risk of being 
killed (m. Sanh. 11.1). Friedrich, TDNT 6:834—35, points to Matt. 23:37. 
See also Fischel 1946. 

11 On Kovia as womb, see Behm, TDNT 3:787. The only NT uses of the 
term OKIptaw are in 1:41, 44; 6:23. The context of joy for each of the uses 
is consistent with Lucan usage; Fitzer, TDNT 7:402. 

30 Schweizer 1984: 176 notes that the force is spatial. Marshall 1978: 
422 notes that in 11:20, which uses a different term, @8dva, Luke clearly 
means “arrived.” On the relationship between €yyiC@ and @8dva, see Fitzer, 
TDNT 9:89, esp. n. 10. Does 10:9 say the same thing as 11:20? It most 
likely does. Marshall does not think the spatial argument is as key as the 
argument of 11:20. For a full defense of the kingdom declared as arrived in 
this verse, see Bock 1992c. For the debate over the Aramaic behind the 
sayings and the difficulty of determining it, see Meier 1994: 432-34, 486- 
87. Luke’s €@’ bud (upon you) is missing in the Matthean parallel and may 


represent his explanation of the sayings’ force. The present effects of the 


kingdom are clearly in view (10:23-24; Nolland 1993a: 554). Schürmann 
1994: 74 cites 7:28; 16:16; and 17:20-21 as conceptually parallel. 

15 On the various expressions used to say that the kingdom is near or 
present, see K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:584. Fitzer, TDNT 9:89 n. 10, sees the 
expression here as synonymous to that of 10:9. Note especially how the 
preaching of the kingdom and the gospel are linked in 9:1--6, while the 
kingdom and Jesus’ activity are associated in 11:20. Luke 7:18-23 (esp. 
7:22); 7:28; 11:20; and 16:16 seem to place the initial phase of fulfillment 
in the present. 

2 For many of the technical aspects of style and introduction it makes no 
sense to repeat the excellent introduction of Fitzmyer 1981: 1-283. In 
particular I defer to his treatment of the current state of Lucan studies (pp. 
3-34), some aspects of his discussion of Luke’s composition (pp. 63-106), 
and his treatment of Lucan style and language (pp. 107-27), as well as the 
details of the manuscript tradition behind Luke (pp. 128-33). 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 
Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 

3 See the introduction to 8I.A above for more examples; also cf. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 290-91. 

13 Fitzmyer 1981: 293; Marshall 1978: 41; Schweizer 1984: 11; Du 
Plessis 1974: 263-64; Sterling 1992: 334; L. Johnson 1991: 27. NIV and 
NKJV: “things that/which have been fulfilled.” Einheitstibersetzung speaks 


of events that occurred among us and were fulfilled, combining the first and 
third meanings. 

17 1 Cor. 11:2, 23; 15:3; Mark 7:13; Jude 3; Fitzmyer 1981: 296. On the 
verb’s aorist form, cf. BDF 895.1. 

21 So most take it, including Fitzmyer 1981: 297; Creed 1930: 4-5; Ellis 
1974: 66; Schweizer 1984: 12; Marshall 1978: 43; and Kittel, TDNT 1:215- 
16, who cites Polybius 3.32.2; Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and Life 
65 8357. Cadbury 1922a: 501-2 challenges the first two examples directly. 
This view is present in NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, and Einheitsübersetzung. 
NKJV and KJV speak of having a “perfect understanding,” the most 
emphatic of all translations, which is really a separate view. 

30 Fitzmyer 1981: 298 correctly notes that on the other view the parallel 
line starting with oo. would be very short. Almost all translations go this 
way. 

35 Fitzmyer 1981: 300; Creed 1930: 5; Marshall 1978: 44. K. Schmidt, 
TDNT 1:506, cites the Lucan usage noted above. In the LXX, dodAEia 
normally refers to something that is safe or secure (2 Macc. 3:22), as it does 
in Acts 5:23. Its use in Luke with a verb of knowing points to a 
psychological goal. It refers to knowing the truth, but doing so securely. 

36 For options, see also Fitzmyer 1981: 301. This is not a reference to a 
formal catechism, though katny€w can refer to a catechism, but rather it 
means simple instruction (Gal. 6:6; Rom. 2:18; 1 Cor. 14:19). 

1 So Fitzmyer 1981: 309, who notes that the title goes back to E. 
Burrows. Bovon 1989: 45-47 belongs here, though he sees the presence of 
legend (1:57--80; 2:1-40), a declaration scene (1:26-38), a meeting account 


(1:39-56), and two hymns (1:46-56, 67-79). Bovon also sees parallelism in 
form to Acts 10, though there is no hymnic material there. In addition, he 
accepts the description of the material as Midrash, provided Midrash is 
defined as actualizing existing revelation. 

2 Fitzmyer 1981: 308-9 correctly dislikes the use of the term Midrash 
for the material, since that genre technically does not actualize an event, but 
a Sacred teaching that is recorded. When Luke wrote, the infancy tradition 
was not yet old enough or circulated widely enough to be seen in this light. 
Whether the description midrashic applies to Luke’s infancy account is 
more difficult to decide, since the tendencies of a literary form can be 
reflected without having the genre present. The strong links with OT 
passages may justify such a description, though not at the expense of the 
account’s historical base. 

8 1 Chron. 15:24; 2 Chron. 35:8; Neh. 11:12; Fitzmyer 1981: 322; 
Leaney 1958: 79; Creed 1930: 8. ABD 6:1057--61 records thirty-one 
individuals with the name Zechariah in the OT and Judaism, four of whom 
are also mentioned by Josephus (who knows of two more); Schalit 1968: 
49. 

18 Lev. 20:20-21; Jer. 22:30; 1 Sam. 1:5-6; 2 Sam. 6:23; Plummer 1896: 
10; Fitzmyer 1981: 323; J. Schneider, TDNT 5:239. Contrast Gen. 1:28; Ps. 
127, 128. 

23 Exod. 30:1-9; Marshall 1978: 54; Michaelis, TDNT 4:264. For this 
narrow use of vaöc as “Holy Place,” see 1 Macc. 1:21-22; Fitzmyer 1981: 


323; Schrenk, TDNT 3:232. 


30 Luke 24:34; Acts 2:3; 7:2, 30, 35; 9:17; 13:31; 16:9; 26:16; Fitzmyer 
1981: 324; Michaelis, TDNT 5:358. Acts 7:26 is an exception to this 
consistent usage. 

41 1 Sam. 3:20; Acts 3:24. On the OT background, see R. Brown 1977: 
273; Fitzmyer 1981: 326; Marshall 1978: 57. 

51 1 Enoch 40.9 names four angels: Michael, Raphael, Gabriel (the 
angel of strength), and Phanuel (alternately called Uriel); 1 Enoch 20 names 
these four as well as Saragael, Raguel, and Suruel (Gabriel is described as 
caring for the Garden of Eden and the cherubim). See Tob. 12:15; Fitzmyer 
1981: 327-28; Bousset 1926: 325-31; SB 2:89--97. 

57M. Tamid 7.2; also 5.4-6.3; Creed 1930: 12; Fitzmyer 1981: 328. See 
the exegesis of 1:22 for details. 

62 On Kapög signifying deafness and muteness, see 1:62 and Philo, 
Special Laws 4.38 88197-98; Marshall 1978: 61; Fitzmyer 1981: 329. 

64 Examples include Luke 5:1, 12, 17; 8:1, 22; 9:28, 51; see Fitzmyer 
1981: 119. It is classical style; BDF 8472.3. 

65 Num. 8:22; 16:9; 18:4; 2 Chron. 31:2; also Heb. 8:6; 9:21; Plummer 
1896: 18; Fitzmyer 1981: 329; Strathmann, TDNT 4:219-22, 227. 

71 Ageaeiv is the object of émeidev and functions as a purpose infinitive, 
while ev avOporntoıg is tied to Öveiöog, as the positive note in 1:36 shows; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 329-30; Plummer 1896: 20. Acts 15:14 is a grammatically 
parallel verb-object-infinitive construction. 

12 So Schneider 1977a: 49. Against a reference to Isaiah in Luke areR. 
Brown 1977: 300 and Fitzmyer 1981: 336. The NT sees the virgin state as 
honorable (Acts 21:9; 1 Cor. 7:25; Rev. 4:14); Bovon 1989: 72. 


24 Laurentin 1967: 36; Ps. 48:1 [47:2 LXX]; 76:1 [75:2 LXX]; 86:10 
[85:10 LXX]; 96:4 [95:4 LXX]; 135:5 [134:5 LXX]; 145:3 [144:3 LXX]; 
147:5 [146:5 LXX]; Fitzmyer 1981: 325, 347. Laurentin may mean by 
“absolute” that n£yag has no prepositional modifiers, in which case his 
statement is correct. Méyaç has no modifying role as a dependent adjective. 

25 For a brief discussion of the Qumran texts and an evaluation of 
Fitzmyer’s 1973-74 article, see Bock 1987: 65, 298 n. 51 and Collins 1993 
(who challenges Fitzmyer’s claim that Son of God lacks a messianic 
nuance). 

37 Creed 1930: 19; Schneider 1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 49—50; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 348-50; Wiefel 1988: 51-52; Ernst 1977: 72; R. Brown 
1977: 309. Gewiess, in an appendix to Laurentin’s German 1967 edition, 
interestingly takes a view opposite of Laurentin in the French original and 
omits Laurentin’s own discussion of the question. 

39 Fitzmyer 1981: 350. Bovon 1989: 76 speaks of a reference to the 
creative power of God. Isa. 32:15 LXX (A, X) mentions the Spirit’s 
“coming upon” someone. See also 1 Sam. 10:6; 16:13 (“leap upon”); and 
Ezek. 37:14; C. F. Evans 1990: 163. 

43 Fitzmyer 1981: 352 mentions Luke 2:23 and Isa. 4:3; Schweizer 
1984: 30 adds Isa. 35:8; 62:12; Exod. 13:12; and Lev. 23:2 to show the 
variety of objects called “holy”; Schürmann 1969: 54 notes that 1 John 2:20 
and Rev. 3:7 apply the description to Jesus. 

56 Not, “I wish it would be to me according to your word,” but, “let it be 


according to your word”; BDF 8384; BDR 8384.3; Fitzmyer 1981: 352. 


2 Fitzmyer 1981: 363; BAGD 283; BAA 574. But so argues Jeremias, 
TDNT 7:92 n. 29. ’Enapyeta is used in Acts 23:34 and 25:1. 

4 K ai €yéveto (or €yéveto 6€) with a verb is a common Lucan 
expression: 1:5, 8, 23, 41, 59; 2:1, 6; 6:1; 8:22; Fitzmyer 1981: 363; 
Klostermann 1929: 16-17. On the grammar with &kovw, where the genitive 
indicates the speaker and the accusative the thing heard, see BDF 8173 and 
BDR 8173.1—2. Luke 11:31 and 15:25 are grammatically parallel to 1:41. 

3 R. Brown 1977: 346-55; Wiefel 1988: 57; Farris 1985: 86-98; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 359-62; Jones 1968; Bemile 1986: 36. Fitzmyer, agreeing 
with Winter and Schneider, notes that the hymn is parallel to the psalms in 1 
Maccabees, the Qumran Thanksgiving hymns, and the Qumran War Scroll. 
The hymn also resembles the OT hymns of praise (Ps. 33, 47, 48, 113, 135, 
136; one could add to the list 1 Sam. 2:1-10; Jon. 2:2—9 [2:3-10 MT]; Isa. 
38:9-20; Tob. 8:15-17; and Sir. 51:1-12). Fitzmyer (p. 359) regards 1:48 as 
a Lucan insert. In fact, he seems favorable to R. Brown’s position that the 
hymn emerged out of the Jewish-Christian community. Schneider 1977a: 56 
sees a Hellenistic Jewish-Christian rewrite of Jewish material or a 
reworking by Luke himself; so also C. F. Evans 1990: 171-73. 

9 Three Old Latin manuscripts (a, b, and 1*) attest to Elizabeth, as does 
the Latin version of Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.7.1. Jerome refers to this 
view as contained in Origen’s seventh homily on Luke. About A.D.. 400 
Niceta of Remesiana (in the area of the former Yugoslavia) knows of this 
reading (De Psalmodiae Bono 76 or 9.11). Wiefel 1988: 56 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 365-66 note the texts. Farris 1985: 108-13 has a detailed look at the 


issue, as does Bemile 1986: 5-19. Bemile correctly notes that the testimony 


of the fathers is for Mary (pp. 12 and 266-68 nn. 54-61), including 
Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10.2; Tertullian, On the Soul 26; and 
Athanasius, In Lucam (PG 3:26:1393). 

10 Farris 1985: 67—85 surveys the parallel examples in the OT and 
Judaism; Berger 1984: 242—43; Fitzmyer 1981: 359; Schneider 1977a: 56— 
58. Bovon 1989: 82-83 notes that the Magnificat focuses on the victory of 
the righteous; it does not praise God as Creator, as do the Qumranic hymns, 
and has less harsh criticism of enemies than do the Psalms of Solomon. 


Bovon notes many verbal parallels to the Psalms of Solomon: 


Motif Magnificat Psalms of Solomon 
fearing God 1:50 2.33; 3.12; 4.23; 15.13 
Israel or the nation as 1:54 12.6; 17.21 
servant 

Abraham and his 1:55 9.9; 18.3 
descendants 

the proud 1:51 2.1-31; 17.13, 23 
contrast of rich and 1:53 5.11 

poor 


reversal 1:52 11.4 


refrain 


power of God 


arm of God 


God’s seeing 


God’s help 


God’s remembering 


God’s speaking 


1:50 


1:51 


1:51 


1:48 


1:54 


1:54 


1:55 


13.12 


17.3 


13.2 


18.2 


27 Fitzmyer 1981: 368 sees a purpose infinitive here; BDF 8391.4 
argues for result; Marshall 1978: 85 and Michel, TDNT 4:676, opt for a 


causal reference. 


6 Fitzmyer 1981: 380; Klostermann 1929: 23; SB 2:107. Efforts to prove 


that the grandfather was the most frequent choice, as argue Creed 1930: 24 


and Nolland 1989: 79, are not substantiated. Examples of naming after a 


relative are numerous: after the father: Tob. 1:1, 9; Josephus, Life 1 85; 


Jewish War 5.13.2 8534; Antiquities 14.1.3 810; after a grandfather: 1 


Macc. 2:1-2; Jub. 11.15. C. F. Evans 1990: 179, positing Hellenistic 
assimilation, is entirely too skeptical about the details here. 

9 It occurs ten times in Luke (1:64; 4:39; 5:25; 8:44, 47, 55; 13:13; 
18:43; 19:11; 22:60) and six times in Acts; in the NT outside of Luke-Acts, 
it is found only in Matt. 21:19-20; Fitzmyer 1981: 381. 

4 The most detailed recent survey of the issues is Farris 1985: 26-30. 
Other treatments include R. Brown 1977: 377-78; Fitzmyer 1981: 376-78; 
Marshall 1978: 86-87; Ernst 1977: 92-94; Wiefel 1988: 62-64; Nolland 
1989: 82-85; and Schürmann 1969: 84-85, 88-89, 93-94. 

6 R. Brown 1977: 377-78; Fitzmyer 1981: 377—78; Farris 1985: 27-28. 
The formative articulation of the view is Benoit 1956-57: 182-83. His work 
not only formulated the basic position, but is regarded as having challenged 
the unity of the hymn as well. 

7 Among the hypotheses are the following: 


Added to Adherents 


1:76-79 Jewish or Jewish- Winter 1956: 239 n. 41 


Christian hymn 


1:76 or 1:76-77 early Christian hymn Benoit 1956-57: 182- 
91 
1:68-75 Christian hymn Schürmann 1969: 88— 


90 


1:76-77, 79b Baptist hymn Hahn 1969: 242-43, 


365-66 
1:76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn R. Brown 1977: 377— 
of the Anawim 78; Farris 1985: 27-28 
1:70, 76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn Fitzmyer 1981: 378 
probably from the 
Anawim 


38 Prov. 12:10; Sir. 30:7; T. Naph. 4.5; T. Levi 4.4; 1QS 1.22; 2.1; 
Plummer 1896: 43; Marshall 1978: 94; Fitzmyer 1981: 386; K6;ster, TDNT 
7:556. The English equivalent term is heart. 

42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
4QplIsa*]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3—4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 
Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 
the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 
8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 

44 Fitzmyer 1981: 388. A similar exhortation for the “straight walk” is 
found in T. Sim. 5.2, but in Luke, God supplies the way; Bovon 1989: 110 
n. 89. 

2 Major discussions can be found in Fitzmyer 1981: 392—93; R. Brown 
1977: 411; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Creed 1930: 30-32; Schürmann 


1969: 103-4, 108-9, 118-19; Marshall 1978: 96-97; Plummer 1896: 46; 
Nolland 1989: 98-103; and Ernst 1977: 99. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 411. Fitzmyer 1981: 393 argues for traditional 
elements in the material, specifically the names of the key characters, the 
birth in Bethlehem, the parents’ tie to Nazareth, and a tie between Galilee 
and the census. Generally, more of these details would be seen as historical 
than in view 1. 

8 Fitzmyer 1981: 398 argues specifically against this view. He rejects the 
idea that 2:19 discloses a source. Arguing that there is no evidence for such 
a Marian memoir, he suggests that 2:19 means Mary kept these things to 
herself. He may be right that Mary is not the source, but other options exist 
for this account’s historical roots. 

12 Acts 11:28; Michel, TDNT 5:157; P. Oxy. vol. 7 #1021 line 5; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 400. The remark may be rhetorical and partially hyperbolic 
(cf. Col. 1:6: “to the whole world”). 

13 References to Quirinius are found in Tacitus, Annals 2.30; 3.22—23, 
48; and Strabo 12.6.5 (C 569); Luce 1933: 95-96; Fitzmyer 1981: 402; R. 
Brown 1977: 395. 

20 Exod. 13:2; Num. 3:12-13; Deut. 21:15-17; Schürmann 1969: 104 n. 
43. Both Fitzmyer 1981: 406 and R. Brown 1977: 398 note that the term 
shows only that no one preceded Jesus. 

21 Exod. 13:2; Num. 3:12; Schürmann 1969: 104 n. 43; Fitzmyer 1981: 
407-8; Frey 1930; Michaelis, TDNT 6:876-77 and n. 36; Bovon 1989: 121 
n. 38. 


24 Fitzmyer 1981: 406; ANET 489. Schürmann 1969: 102 n. 30 notes 
that Plummer’s option is a popular etymology. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 420-24. Marshall 1978: 107-8 rejects this approach. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 395-96 sees OT influence but rejects a midrashic view. So 
correctly Jeremias, TDNT 6:490—99, also rejects such connections. 

17 Fitzmyer 1981: 410 cites the formulas of praise or confession in Bar. 
2:17-18; 1 Esdr. 9:8; 4 Macc. 1:12; Rom. 11:36; and Heb. 13:21. See also 
Schürmann 1969: 113. Nolland 1989: 108 mentions Ps. Sol. 18.10. The 
formula corresponds to the Semitic “Hosanna”; Lohse, TDNT 9:683, esp. n. 
14. 

19 1QH 4.32-33; 11.9; Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 17 
(= Schürer 1973-87: 2.458); Marshall 1978: 112; Fitzmyer 1981: 411-12; 
Jeremias 1929a; Jeremias, TDNT 1:364; Schrenk, TDNT 2:745-50; 
Fitzmyer 1958; Nolland 1989: 109. 

32 The KJV reflects a three-part division by reading nominative evdoxia; 
so Godet 1875: 1.132-33. Many recent translations reflect a two-part 
division by reading genitive eböoklag; so Plummer 1896: 57—58; Fitzmyer 
1981: 410-12; and R. Brown 1977: 403-5. 

5 Fitzmyer 1981: 420 speaks of several stages in the construction of the 
account. He thinks it likely that Luke added the hymn, but he is unsure 
whether the hymn’s origin is the same as the origin of the hymns of Luke 1. 
See the earlier discussion of hymns in the sources and historicity sections of 
1:46-56 and 1:67-80. 

11 Most commentators note that Mary’s association with purification 


argues against a view that sees her as an “intact virgin” after Jesus’ birth; 


see 1:34; Creed 1930: 39; Plummer 1896: 63; R. Brown 1977: 436; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 421. 

12 Godet 1875: 1.137; Plummer 1896: 65; Fitzmyer 1981: 426. In favor 
of this view is Cutler 1966. New Testament uses of the name include Luke 
3:30; Acts 13:1; 15:14; 2 Pet. 1:1; Rev. 7:7. Simon is a variation of the 
name. 

22 Technically Fitzmyer is correct. Luke gives no hint of Jesus’ 
preexistence, so the idea of “God come in the flesh” is not explicitly present 
in Luke-Acts. But Luke’s idea is close to this concept, especially later in 
Luke-Acts, when Jesus addresses God as his Father, is called Lord, and is 
treated much like God the Father. 

37 Fitzmyer 1981: 421 regards such historical questions as beside the 
point of the narrative. Technically this is correct, since the Gospels do not 
try explicitly to solve such questions. Each writer tells his own story with 
his own emphases. But such historical questions do have value in helping us 
wrestle with the early days of Jesus’ life. R. Brown 1977: 448-51 sees Luke 
creating much of this event. 

1 The view is old. Those who hold it include Bultmann 1963: 300; Creed 
1930: 44; Klostermann 1929: 45; Schürmann 1969: 139; Schneider 1977a: 
76; Wiefel 1988: 82; and Fitzmyer 1981: 435-36. About the only one who 
raises doubts is Marshall 1978: 126. Despite the remarks about sources, 
Coleridge 1993: 187-213 is certainly correct that from a narrative 
viewpoint this pericope could not be dropped without substantial loss to the 


infancy narrative. Jesus’ remarks about himself are a fitting climax to the 


prologue. In Coleridge’s words (p. 189), this unit is “the most important” of 
the infancy narrative. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 436. Bovon 1989: 154 prefers to speak only of a 
biographical interest, calling the account an anecdote. He compares it to the 
Infancy Story of Thomas 2, an account of a five-year-old Jesus fashioning 
twelve sparrows from clay. Though this account is much more fanciful than 
the Lucan pericope, its ending (19), stressing Jesus’ wisdom, is similar to 
but less restrained than Luke’s emphasis on wisdom (Schmahl 1974; see the 
exegesis of 2:46). In this case, the Infancy Gospel of Thomas is influenced 
by Luke (R. Brown 1977: 481). 

15 Danker 1988: 75 notes the difference in wording, but still thinks a 
hint exists about the future; Fitzmyer 1981: 441. Luke 9:22 is an example of 
the different phrasing. Bovon 1989: 156 also sees no allusion to the 
resurrection. 

21 See BAGD 552 811.7; BAA 1120 811.7; BDF 8162.8; Fitzmyer 1981: 
443. Literally, the phrase translates as “in the things of my Father,” with the 
things referred to being determined by the given context. 

2 See, e.g., the treatments of Creed 1930: lvi-lxx; Klostermann 1929: 49; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 75-81. Detailed studies are Schulz 1972; Polag 1982; 
Kloppenborg 1988; and Kloppenborg 1987. A commentary on Q is Manson 
1949. On the rationale for Q, see Stein 1987. These analyses differ in detail 
and approach, but all agree that an independent source or set of sources is 
involved. 

8 Luke uses the singular form of 6yAoc twenty-five times and the plural 


sixteen times in his Gospel; in Acts, the singular occurs fifteen times and 


the plural seven times; Marshall 1978: 138; Fitzmyer 1981: 467. Schulz 
1972: 366 n. 285 is confident the change is Luke’s because of his usage of 
this term. 

10 Fitzmyer 1981: 467; Büchsel, TDNT 1:672; Nolland 1989: 147. The 
image parallels the expression offspring of asps in the LXX: Isa. 11:8; 
14:29; 30:6; 59:5. 

15 Fitzmyer 1981: 468. Jeremias, TDNT 4:269—71, notes that in later 
Judaism the imagery describes the creation of the nation, as Tg. Isa. 51:1 
shows. Bovon 1989: 172 does not consider the allusion likely, since he sees 
Luke alluding to the Gentiles here. Bovon also distinguishes between a 
stone (here) and a rock (the OT image). Bovon is right that Luke has an 
implication here about Gentiles, but that still need not deny the background 
of the OT, especially since the Greek wording is translated out of the 
original setting. The OT allusion is possible, though not certain. This 
remark is also against a view of “covenantal nomism”; see Allison 1987. 
Placement into blessing is not a matter of election through mere biology. 

24 Michel, TDNT 8:94-105; M. Stern 1974: 330-34; Donahue 1971; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 469-70; Badian 1972. E. Sanders 1992: 146-69 notes that 
the tax system in Palestine was not more oppressive than in other regions. 
He estimates that taxes consumed somewhere between 20 percent and 30 
percent of one’s income. For a more skeptical view that sees toll collectors 
as a symbolic representation of Jesus’ outreach to archetypal sinners, see 
Neale 1991: 110-15. I regard Neale’s dichotomy between symbolic 


representation and history as false for reasons made clear below. In this 


approach Neale follows Horsley 1987, and both underestimate the 
connections between John and Jesus in terms of audience. See also 5:29-32. 

26 Fitzmyer 1981: 470; LSJ 387; BAA 358. Some of these figures in 
Palestine would be Jews. A related term, Snpdotoc, occurs four times in 
Acts (5:18; 16:37; 18:28; 20:20). 

2 But Goulder 1989: 281-82 sees Luke drawing both on Matthew and to 
a lesser degree on Mark. Fitzmyer 1981: 479--80 lists five major differences 
between Mark and Luke: (1) Luke omits references to Jesus’ coming from 
Galilee (Mark 1:9) or being baptized in the Jordan; (2) Luke does not name 
John (Mark 1:9); (3) Luke uniquely notes Jesus’ prayer; (4) Luke has the 
heaven “open” versus being “rent” (Mark 1:10); and (5) only Luke notes 
that the Spirit descended “in bodily form” like a dove (with Matt. 3:16). 
Wiefel 1988: 94-95 notes that Luke uses the singular “heaven” instead of 
the Semitic plural “heavens.” 

2 Fitzmyer 1981: 497 rejects M. Johnson’s verdict, noting that this 
alternative requires that Nathan son of David equal Nathan the prophet. 
Fitzmyer argues that there is no evidence of such an identification in pre- 
Christian Judaism or in the pre-Lucan Christian community. Zech. 12:12 is 
key here. Nolland 1989: 170, 172 agrees and argues that the line of Nathan 
is opened up by the curse on Jeconiah (Jer. 22:30), alternately called 
Jehoiachin (NIV) or Coniah (NRSV), which prompted Luke to ignore 
Jewish kings. Nolland does not emphasize a prophetic connection to 
Nathan. If this view is to be held, this is the way to argue for it. 

7 On Fitzmyer’s view, see the opening paragraph of the sources and 


historicity section. Bovon 1989: 202 also argues that the account depicts the 


victory of faith in the face of opposition. In his view only two texts parallel 
this account’s point about refusing miracles as signs: Dan. 3 and Sipra 227 
on Lev. 22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231). But only the latter is really 
parallel in showing that one does not reveal signs to someone who is 
unworthy. On Jesus’ resisting temptation or persevering in trial, see Luke 
22:28; John 6:15, 26-34; 7:1-4; on his refusal to do signs, see Luke 22:39- 
46; Heb. 2:17-18; 4:15; 5:2. For the history of this text’s exegesis, see 
Kö;ppen 1961. 

19 Fitzmyer 1981: 516 notes that @ éav Bé% is a technical phrase in 
Aramaic legal documents. Satan claims that he has this right. 

31 Creed 1930: 63 cites Acts of Peter 32 and Lucian, Lover of Lies 13, 
while Fitzmyer 1981: 511 notes Josephus’s description of Theudas in 
Antiquities 20.5.1 3397-98. 

35 Fitzmyer 1981: 515 cites Prov. 9:1-5; Sir. 24:19-27; and Wis. 16:26. 
These texts reveal the general theme, but they have no teacher-disciple 
context, so this explanation is problematic. Bovon 1989: 198 also argues for 
a Matthean lengthening but gives no reason. 

4 Fitzmyer 1981: 524 has a bibliography on the synagogue. See also 
Safrai 1976c; C. F. Evans 1990: 264-65. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 31-32 (where he calls the account an apophthegm or 
pronouncement story, which he believes grew into this full-blown account); 
Creed 1930: 65; Schneider 1977a: 106—7; Klostermann 1929: 62; Fitzmyer 
1981: 527; Tannehill 1972; C. F. Evans 1990: 266-67 (who notes a series of 
Lucan expressions in the account); Goulder 1989: 299. For a summary of 


the recent discussion and a full bibliography on this passage, see Schreck 


1989, while Corrington 1993 evaluates a redactional reading of this text 
with other types of readings. 

41 On Zarephath, see Josephus, Antiquities 8.13.2 8320; Fitzmyer 1981: 
538. 

46 See the use of mopevo in 4:42; 7:6, 11; 9:51, 52, 56, 57; 13:33; 17:11; 
22:22, 39; 24:28; Fitzmyer 1981: 539; Ernst 1977: 174-75. “Jesus’ hour 
had not yet come”; Nolland 1989: 201. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 542. Those who opt for Matthean priority see Mark 
following Luke here, because only Luke narrates the miracle that follows 
and so Mark simply took Luke’s introduction to that miracle. Actually Matt. 
4:13 is closer to this introduction than is Matt. 7, but in sequence Matt. 4:13 
belongs with Luke 4:14-15 and Mark 1:14a. 

4 Aland 1985: 836. For the list of differences, see Fitzmyer 1981: 542; 
Schramm 1971: 85-88. 

6 One can specify their form: 4:33-37 is an exorcism, 4:38-39 is a 
healing, and 4:40-41 is a summary miracle account; Fitzmyer 1981: 542, 
548, 552. On the classification of miracles, see the first additional note on 
4:33. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 555 calls this account a pronouncement story, while 
Bultmann 1963: 155 is more specific, calling it an “I-saying,” which is his 
category for a commission statement. 

24 Rejecting a medical term are Fitzmyer 1981: 550 and Cadbury 1926: 
194-95, 203; but see also Hengel and Hengel 1959: 340-41. Cadbury 
shows that the terminology itself is not limited to physicians, but is quoted 


by laypeople, e.g., Aulus Cornelius Celsus and Alexander of Aphrodisias, 


the second of whom cites Galen almost verbatim (the source of both 
citations appears to be Archigenes). Thus, this language had come into 
popular use. 

30 Plummer 1896: 138; Schneider 1977a: 116; Fitzmyer 1981: 553. 
Against this argument is Farmer 1964: 128-30, who sees Mark combining 
both Matthew and Luke; but see Fitzmyer 1972. 

1 Fitzmyer 1981: 561-62, who regards Peter’s cry to the Lord and 
acknowledgment of sin in Luke 5:8 as problematic in a preresurrection 
setting. He regards it as a postresurrection event that was already a simple 
miracle story when Luke received it (inL). 

3 Godet 1875: 1.255 (who is not shy about seeing distinct events 
elsewhere); Liefeld 1984: 876. As already noted, Fitzmyer and Schweizer 
tie the account to John 21. 

6 So hold most scholars. For discussion, see Schneider 1977a: 122-23; 
Marshall 1978: 199; Fitzmyer 1981: 561 (who speaks of L, where the 
postresurrection tradition was already moved back; Luke simply used L and 
joined it to Marcan material); Ernst 1977: 184-85 (who goes on to say that 
Luke is not merely embellishing Mark); Van Der Loos 1965: 670; Schramm 
1971: 37—40 (who sees mostly Marcan material); Dietrich 1972: 25-38 
(who explains why Mark alone cannot be the source). 

9 Fitzmyer’s other three points are stylistic alterations: (1) Mark 1:40 has 
the leper fall at Jesus’ feet, while Luke 5:12 has him falling on his face; (3) 
Luke omits any mention of sending the leper off, unlike Mark 1:43; and (4) 
Luke 5:15 notes the crowd’s reaction and gathering, while Mark 1:45 stays 


focused on the leper’s talking to others. 


12 Bultmann 1963: 212, 240; Fitzmyer 1981: 572; Berger 1984: 314; 
Theissen 1983: 321. Fitzmyer notes that M. Dibelius’s classification of this 
account as a tale is certainly wrong. Dibelius classifies many miracle stories 
as tale, reflecting perhaps other presuppositions. 

15 So Fitzmyer 1981: 573 and Wiefel 1988: 116 rightly, against 
Conzelmann 1960: 43 and Schneider 1977a: 130, who see a reference to 
Judea, no doubt because of 4:44. Of course, if Judea is broadly understood 
in that verse, then Galilee is included in that earlier reference as well. See 
the exegesis of 4:44. 

20 Hendriksen 1978: 291. Fitzmyer 1981: 575 notes a Qumran text on 
this topic: 11QTemple* 48.17—49.4. At Qumran, lepers were also isolated to 
prevent additional defiling. 

8 Carson 1984: 223-24, in critique of Pesch’s view. Fitzmyer 1981: 590 
is uncommitted, though he appears to lean toward equating the two names, 
calling two names “theoretically possible,” while noting the debate of the 
early church. For examples of double names, see Acts 1:23; 12:25; 13:9; 
double Semitic names include Joseph Barnabas (Acts 4:36) and Joseph 
Caiaphas (Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 835). 

14 Strathmann, TDNT 4:235; Luce 1933: 134; Fitzmyer 1981: 591; 
Schürmann 1969: 289-90; Vö;lkel 1978; Jeremias 1931; E. Sanders 1985: 
174-211. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 595 attempts to explain these agreements; but their 
presence suggests the complexity of the source problem. 

7 Bultmann 1963: 18-19; Fitzmyer 1981: 595; Berger 1984: 80. 


Bultmann believes that even the first saying was added to this setting, 


which was created by the church, arguing that the situation in the saying is 
“indefinite.” But all metaphors (which Mark 2:19a is) are allusions and 
indirect statements. The objection does not have force. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 18-19, 103, where he argues that Luke’s addition is 
clearly secondary because of its absence in the parallels. But can one rule 
out Luke’s finding such material in his additional research? See Fitzmyer 
1981: 595. 

27 Fitzmyer 1981: 609. Josephus, Antiquities 6.12.1 88242--43, does not 
mention the bread in describing the account. SB 1:618-19 notes the 
rabbinic accounts; b. Menah. 95b cites a remark by Rabbi Shim<on (ca. 
A.D.. 150). 

28 Because of potential misunderstanding, Luke and Matthew omit the 
reference that Mark 2:26 makes to Abiathar son of Ahimelech, a difficult 
reference that may be an ambiguous literary reference, rather than a 
historical one. Most see Matthew and Luke removing an error here. So, for 
example, Fitzmyer 1981: 605 argues for the removal of an error, but it is 
only an ambiguity, if the reference is literary. 

37 The phrase here may reflect an Aramaism; Fitzmyer 1981: 611. On 
ebploka, see BAGD 325 81b; BAA 765 8I.1e. 

44 For more recent discussion, see Käser 1968; Schürmann 1969: 304 n. 
29; Marshall 1978: 233; Fitzmyer 1981: 610 (who ties it to the apocryphal 
gospel tradition); Wiefel 1988: 123 (who rejects a connection to Jesus); and 
Bovon 1989: 267. 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 


worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2-5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

12 Carson 1984: 239 (undecided between this and view 1); A. Ehrman 
1978; Arbeitman 1980. Fitzmyer 1981: 620 calls this view highly unlikely 
but gives no reason. 

12 Fitzmyer 1981: 623 is skeptical of the new Moses emphasis in Luke, 
but underplays the Mosaic allusions in Acts. If the motif is present, it is 
clearer in Matthew than in Luke, though even in Matthew it is not certain. 
For the motif in Matthew, see Davies and Allison 1988: 423-24; against its 
presence in Matthew is Carson 1984: 129. 

18 Fitzmyer 1981: 624, Schiirmann 1969: 322, and Bovon 1989: 286 are 
certain about the Gentile allusion (Luke 2:31-32; 3:6; 4:25-29). Ernst 1977: 
212, Marshall 1978: 242, and Tiede 1988: 136 are more cautious. 

26 Koch 1969: 7; Hauck, TDNT 4:368 (who suggests this distinction); 
Fitzmyer 1981: 632-33; Klostermann 1929: 78-79. Guelich 1982: 63-65, 
109-11 discusses the options in detail and rejects the absolute distinction. 

27 “Blessed is/are the one(s) who ... because (Ötı).... ” Guelich 1982: 63 
and Fitzmyer 1981: 632-33 discuss the form of beatitudes. 

50 BAGD 83-84; BAA 167; Godet 1875: 1.326; Creed 1930: 95; 
Marshall 1978: 264; Fitzmyer 1981: 640; Schürmann 1969: 355 n. 90; 


Bultmann, TDNT 2:533-34. 

65 Fitzmyer 1981: 644; BDR 8466.3. On this construction, see also 
Matt. 10:32 and Luke 12:48. In other words, the subject of the start of the 
sentence (the participles) and that of the subsequent clause (“I [Jesus] will 
show you”) are not the same. 

2 Bovon 1989: 346 n. 5 notes that among many Protestant scholars this 
has been the major position for some time and that only recently have 
Catholic commentaries like those of Schürmann, Schneider, and Fitzmyer 
come to accept this approach. 

3 Schulz 1972: 237-38 and nn. 410-11, on the basis of Lucan 
vocabulary in 7:3-6. Most of the cases of Lucan vocabulary depend on 
Acts, which must also be reckoned to have traditional material, so that some 
of Schulz’s evidence is not as strong as it at first appears. Here also belongs 
Fitzmyer 1981: 649, who sees as Lucan vv. 1a, 3b—6d, 7a, part of 9, 10a. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 656 notes that Luke 8:40-42, 49-56; Acts 9:36-43; 
and perhaps Acts 20:7-12 also are in this form. That it ends with a 
confession causes Berger 1984: 312 to classify it as epideixis, so the text’s 
goal is the admiration of Jesus. 

3 Fitzmyer’s other three options are (1) the question is positive and is 
John’s first hint that he knows who Jesus is (on this, see below); (2) the 
passage is a reproach by the early church to John’s disciples for not 
responding to Jesus; and (3) the question is a real query, but is not 
messianic, a view just discussed above and rejected. The passage cannot be 
a reproach from the early church to John’s disciples since the disciples who 


know only John are not pictured as rejecting Jesus in Luke-Acts, but as 


responding to him upon hearing about him and without knowing about the 
Spirit (Acts 19:1-7). If there is such a conflict in the background, Luke has 
kept it totally hidden. 

6 For Q as the basic source, see Schiirmann 1969: 413, 418; Marshall 
1978: 287; Fitzmyer 1981: 662-63; Tiede 1988: 153; Wiefel 1988: 148; 
Bovon 1989: 369. Those who prefer Matthean priority argue that Luke used 
Matthew. Luke 7:20-21, 29-30 does not have a parallel in Matthew. 

12 For a figurative force are Fitzmyer 1981: 671, 673-74; Hendriksen 
1978: 395-96; Arndt 1956: 212; Marshall 1978: 294; Ernst 1977: 250; 
Schürmann 1969: 416 n. 53 (who mentions that such a reed, Phragmites 
communis, could grow to a height of sixteen feet). 

19 On yevvntoig yuvvaık@v, see Job 11:2c [not in MT]; 11:12 [# MT’s 
sense]; 14:1; 15:14; 25:4; Büchsel, TDNT 1:672. Fitzmyer 1981: 675 gives 
Qumran parallels from 1QS 11.21; 1QH 13.14; 18.12-13, 16, 23-24. He 
also notes Gospel of Thomas 46.1. The parallel in Matt. 11:11 is the only 
other NT use of the phrase. 

20 It is likely that nıKpöTtepog is to be taken as a superlative. BDF (860, 
8244) discusses the construction, but does not mention this verse. Fitzmyer 
1981: 675 erroneously attributes this form of the remark to the early church; 
see the introduction to 7:18—35. The blessedness of the pkpóteposg is 
frequent in the NT: Matt. 10:42; 18:10, 14; Mark 9:42; Luke 9:48; Nolland 
1989: 337. 

28 Leaney 1958: 145; Godet 1875: 1.354-55; Creed 1930: 108; 
Schürmann 1969: 423-24; Fitzmyer 1981: 680. Geldenhuys 1951: 231 n. 15 


notes that the couplet has rhyme in Aramaic. 


31 Fitzmyer 1981: 680 raises the possibility that &ptov (bread) is a 
generic reference to food, as in 2 Thess. 3:8, 12; Behm, TDNT 1:477 82. 

35 Fitzmyer 1981: 681 notes that the wording does not equal the LXX, 
so it is unlikely that Luke has such an allusion in mind. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 20-21 places the discussion in the section on 
apophthegms and controversy dialogues. He sees 7:48-50 as added later, so 
that the original key to the passage was 7:47. He also sees the account as a 
doublet for Mark 14:3-9. Fitzmyer 1981: 686-87 sees the parable inserted 
into the pronouncement story. The dubious assumption here is that an 
account cannot mix forms. The argument fails, since without the parable the 
Pharisee’s concerns in 7:39 remain unanswered; Nolland 1989: 351-52. 
Nolland prefers to call the passage “legend” since it is an example account, 
but he notes that doing so does not prejudice the account’s historicity. 
Berger 1984: 51-56, 256, 361 speaks of parable and dialogue side by side, 
and calls the account an apologetic defense of Jesus’ attitude toward 
sinners. 

8 Jeremias 1963a: 126, 132 opts for either a prostitute or a woman in a 
dishonorable vocation, by which he means either an immoral or a dishonest 
vocation; Jeremias 1969: 303-12; Fitzmyer 1981: 689; Black 1967: 181-83. 
Marshall 1978: 308 notes correctly that the sins seem to be hers, so that her 
reputation is not because of association with someone else; so also Wiefel 
1988: 154, who thinks she is a prostitute, as does Schürmann 1969: 431 n. 
8. 

21 Fitzmyer 1981: 691 rejects a suggestion of a mistranslation of 


Aramaic here, as argued by Jeremias 1960b. 


3 Fitzmyer 1981: 696; SB 2:164; Wiefel 1988: 157-58. Grundmann 
1963: 174 notes that women could not go into the synagogue or say the 
Shema.. The late Tosepta text just cited gives the remark of a Jewish leader 
who rejoices that he is not a pagan, a woman, or unlearned. See also 
Leipoldt 1955: 69-114 and Witherington 1979. 

7 The phrase kata nód Kai Kayınv (from city to village) has a 
distributive force and is grammatically linked to the reference to traveling; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 697; Arndt 1956: 223; Schürmann 1969: 445 n. 5. 

13 BAGD 303; BAA 615; LSJ 669; Josephus, Jewish War 1.24.6 8487; 
Antiquities 18.6.6 8194; SB 2:164; Marshall 1978: 317; Fitzmyer 1981: 
698; Hoehner 1972: 120, 303-5, 317 n. 4. 

5 These verbal differences will be detailed in the exegesis. Fitzmyer 
1981: 700 notes four striking cases where Luke and Matthew agree against 
Mark in Luke 8:4-8 (he also notes numerous changes that do not make 
much difference in meaning). The four Luke-Matthew agreements are an 
extra ToD in Luke 8:5a = Matt. 13:3, an extra avtov in Luke 8:5b = Matt. 
13:4, the omission of kai kapmov ovk €S@xev in Luke 8:7 = Matt. 13:7, and 
ó €yov in Luke 8:8 = Matt. 13:9. See the exegesis for details and evaluation. 

6 D. Wenham 1972. Schürmann 1969: 461 agrees only for 8:9-10. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 700-701 apparently rejects this suggestion but without clear 
support. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 699-702, 706-7, 710-13 represents this approach; so 
also Bultmann 1963: 199-200 (on the Mark 4 parallel). Fitzmyer argues 


that the Lucan interpretation focuses more on the soils than on the fate of 


the seed. The point about vocabulary also applies to the Marcan 
interpretation, which is also seen as secondary. 

27 For 5€dota as the elided verbal idea in the clause starting with toic ôè 
Aoutoic, see Fitzmyer 1981: 708. 

29 The Qumran scrolls also refer to the “secrets of God” (2X °, rzy »1): 
1QpHab 7.8; 1QS 3.23; 1QM 3.9; 16.9, 14; 17.9, 17 (Fitzmyer 1981: 708). 
On pvotnptov in the NT, sometimes referring to “new” revelation and other 
times to “clarifying” revelation, see Bock 1994a: 80-85. In these parables, 
uvotńpiov refers to “clarifying” revelation, which means that additional 
truth is connected to old promises, since Matt. 13:51-52 compares the 
mystery kingdom parables to old and new things. 

31 Also for authenticity is Marshall 1978: 321. Fitzmyer 1981: 706-7 
accepts the assertion as coming from Jesus but not its placement in this 
setting. For more on the relationship between the Isaiah Targum and the NT, 
especially Mark, see the additional note. For more on authenticity, see the 
discussion of sources and historicity in this unit. 

35 Marshall 1978: 324 and Fitzmyer 1981: 713 take the pronoun in the 
phrase &otıv ... aütn as a predicate, yielding, “The parable means this. ...” 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 21 prefers a reference back to 8:9 and translates, “This 
parable is. ...” There is little difference in the options. Bovon also notes that 
this use of the verb recalls Jewish usage, where apocalyptic visions are 
interpreted. He cites Klauck 1978: 88 n. 273 for details. 

36 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 9:29-33; Plummer 1896: 220. The imagery of 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 8:41—44 is close to this parable; Fitzmyer 1981: 712; 
Schiirmann 1969: 463 n. 131. 1 Enoch 62.8 speaks of sowing saints. 


39 So Ernst 1977: 269. Some see a Paulinist touch here. Plummer 1896: 
220 suggests that the Lucan conclusion in 8:12 may go back to Paul; Arndt 
1956: 230. Others suggest that Luke is using church terminology to make 
clear what Jesus means, a point that seems likely; Marshall 1978: 325; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 713. 

3 Bovon 1989: 415 speaks of an antithetical word of wisdom. Bultmann 
1963: 81-82, 98 calls the sayings “double-stranded” mésallim, like secular 
proverbs; also Fitzmyer 1981: 716. Berger 1984: 118 speaks of a warning 
word for 8:18. Wiefel 1988: 161 also speaks of a mäsäl (parable), as does 
Jeremias 1963a: 41, but this is unlikely. Luke seems aware of the proverbial 
character by his reuse of the material. 

4 So also Danker 1988: 179 (with a little hesitancy); Ellis 1974: 127. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 725 rightly rejects this view, as do Schürmann 1969: 470 n. 
197; Marshall 1978: 332; and Wiefel 1988: 162. 

1 This miracle cluster is paralleled in Mark 4:35-5:43; Marshall 1978: 
332-33; Fitzmyer 1981: 726-27; Tiede 1988: 170; Wiefel 1988: 163 n. 1. 

7 Bultmann 1963: 215-16; so also Fitzmyer 1981: 727. Bovon 1989: 422 
speaks of a “victory of the hero (German Helden) over the elements,” a 
rescue miracle, as does Theissen 1983: 321. Bovon says it is like an 
exorcism, but is distinct. 

9 I question Fitzmyer’s view (1981: 543) of the role of miracles. He 
argues that miracles are not “apologetic proofs of Jesus’ mission ... or of 
his divinity”; rather they are “powerful manifestations and means whereby 
the dominion of God is established over human beings in place of the 


‘dominion of Belial,’ freeing them from the evil to which they have been 


subjected.” Miracles show a new phase of salvation history at work. This 
summary is correct in what it affirms, but needs qualification in what it 
denies. It is true that miracles are not explicit proofs of deity. Messengers of 
God did what Jesus did: Moses parted the sea, and Elijah and Elisha 
performed wonders, including raising the dead. But the bulk of Jesus’ 
miracles and their variety imply his authority. The miracles do not explicitly 
make Jesus divine, but they do raise the question of his person, as Luke 8 
shows. In addition, they defend his mission as grounded in God’s power, as 
11:14-25 argues. This is not an either/or issue; it is both/and. 

12 Fitzmyer 1981: 729 discusses points of Lucan style in the verse: èv 
HA TOV NHEP@V (on one of those days), €yéveto é (and it came to pass), 
and Kai avtoc (and he himself). 

6 That Matthew may have accompanied Jesus lends credence to the 
added detail of the second demoniac. The extent of the agreement between 
Mark and Luke leads most to see Mark as the source for Luke; so 
Schürmann 1969: 487; Schramm 1971: 90; Marshall 1978: 335; Fitzmyer 
1981: 733; Wiefel 1988: 165-66. Bovon 1989: 432 is so impressed with 
these agreements that he argues that this account stands against the two- 
Gospel (or Griesbach) hypothesis. What could have caused Luke to go his 
own way against Matthew? 

18 Fitzmyer 1981: 739 argues that Mark is more original, but this is 
difficult to establish, given both Matthew’s and Luke’s independent 
indications of distinct apocalyptic imagery (“abyss” and “tormented before 


the time”). 


23 Q@punoev in Matt. 8:32 = Mark 5:13 = Luke 8:33 means to rush 
irrationally or with some emotion; Fitzmyer 1981: 739; Bertram, TDNT 
5:470; BAGD 581; BAA 1178; elsewhere only at Acts 7:57; 19:29. On 
ànonviyo (to drown), see BAGD 97; BAA 195; elsewhere only Luke 8:7 
(of thorns and thistles that choke); a related verb, ovunviyo, occurs in 8:14, 
42. 

33 Arndt 1956: 240-41 speaks of many commands; Danker 1988: 182 of 
an ingressive imperfect (“he began to command” or “was about to 
command”), which is probably better; so also Fitzmyer 1981: 738; BDF 
8328, 8329, 8331. Bovon 1989: 435 n. 44 calls the choice very difficult, a 
judgment with which I concur. 

4 Fitzmyer 1981: 743 says that this work has to come from Luke’s hand. 
This is not clear for every detail, though some expressions do reflect Lucan 
style; see ##3-5. 

9 Bultmann 1963: 214-15 (who argues that they were originally 
separate); Bovon 1989: 444-45 (who speaks of a “crescendo” in this 
pairing, especially since it includes two women); Fitzmyer 1981: 743; 
Theissen 1983: 321. Berger 1984: 314, 317 speaks of a “supplication 
account” by putting it in his “deesis/petitio” category. It also teaches Jesus’ 
authority, as Berger’s placement in the “mandatio” form shows. 

11 Num. 32:41; Judg. 10:3; Arndt 1956: 246. Fitzmyer 1981: 745 notes 
other uses of the name in the first century. Nolland 1989: 419 notes that if 
the name has Aramaic roots (7’U?, Jair), then it means “he [God] will 


awaken” (1 Chron. 20:5). 


16 Against Van Der Loos 1965: 514, who argues that Jesus did not know. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 746 argues that the question sounds “stupid,” and it does at 
first glance, as Peter’s reaction shows. But, given the emphasis in these 
accounts on Jesus’ control over events, the question calls for reflection 
about why Jesus would ask it. 

33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445—46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

4 Fitzmyer 1981: 753 is too cautious here. Marshall 1978: 350 is correct 
in calling it “one of the best-attested facts in the life of Jesus,” following 
Manson 1949: 73; also V. Taylor 1966: 302. This tradition contains one of 
the few sayings of Jesus alluded to by Paul (1 Cor. 9:14). 

14 Fitzmyer 1981: 753-54; Ellis 1974: 137; m. Ber. 9.5 (a command 
with roots in Exod. 3:5); Schürmann 1969: 501 n. 20; Josephus, Jewish War 
2.8.4 88124-27 (about the Essenes). On the contrast with the practice of 
Greek cynics and philosophers, see Schürmann 1969: 502 n. 24 and Bovon 
1989: 458 n. 20, who compares the disciples’ absence of possessions with 
the Levites and their being provided for through the tithe (Num. 18:21). 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 757 notes six Lucan modifications of Mark: (1) the 
Lucan use of the title tetpadpyne (tetrarch) (as in 3:1) versus the title 
Baoıdeüc (king); (2) a reference to tà yıvöueva návta (all that has 
happened) instead of just to miracles; (3) a unique reference to Herod’s 


perplexity; (4) the use of threefold ötı for the reports of popular speculation 


about Jesus; (5) the “who is this?” question; and (6) the note about a desire 
to see Jesus. Most see no sources here outside of Mark; Schürmann 1969: 
508; Bovon 1989: 461-62; Schramm 1971: 128. 

5 V. Taylor 1935: 147; Fitzmyer 1981: 757. Bultmann 1963: 301-2 does 
not discuss Luke 9, but the longer parallel of Mark 6:14-29. Berger 1984: 
233 speaks of an “uncertain acclamation” present within the account. 

6 So Arndt 1956: 254 argues for two Bethsaidas; otherwise Fitzmyer 
1981: 765-66; Godet 1875: 1.404-5 (who sees many places with this name 
along the lake, since the name is a generic description); Ptolemy, 
Geography 5.16.4. Cf. Josephus’s use of “Gaulanite” in Antiquities 18.1.1 
84 and “Galilean” in 18.1.6 823. A region is addressed, not just a populated 
locale, as the dilemma about food makes clear. Bethsaida may be nothing 
more than temporary “headquarters” for mission in the region. Arndt and 
Godet may be right about the Marcan reference being a distinct locale using 
a generic name. John 12:21 may confirm the distinction. 

9 An argument for a Matthean conflation of preresurrection and 
postresurrection titles here is unnecessary, since sonship to God is an OT 
regal image: Ps. 2; against Fitzmyer 1981: 774, who argues that xpıotög is 
preresurrection and ó vidc tod Heoü tod C@vtoc (Son of the living God) is 
postresurrection. 

2 Dinkler 1971, published in the Bultmann Festschrift, defends much of 
the account’s historicity; Dinkler’s position is interesting in light of 
Bultmann’s rejection of the account. Fitzmyer 1981: 778-79, however, sees 
a strong Marcan hand and reflection in Mark’s presentation, while Dinkler 


defends only Peter’s confession and the Satan saying. 


6 Luke 9:44; 17:25; 18:31-33 (where dei is absent, but fulfillment is 
expressed); 24:7, 46-47. Other allusions to Jesus’ death are in 11:29-32; 
12:50; 13:31-35; 20:9-18; 22:19-20, 28; Fitzmyer 1981: 778. 

7 Josephus, Antiquities 7.11.6 8280; 8.8.1-2 88214, 218; Fitzmyer 1981: 
781; Delling, TDNT 8:220. However, no allusion to Hos. 6:2 is present in 
the reference to the third day, since this passage is never directly alluded to 
in the NT. The reference to rju&pa (day) is inclusive in each case, so that 
Friday, Saturday, and Sunday are in view in both “after three days” and “on 
the third day.” 

2 So Bultmann 1963: 82-83. As evidence of the individuality of the 
sayings, Bovon 1989: 481 notes similar sayings about cross-bearing in 
Matt. 10:38 = Luke 14:27, about losing one’s life in 17:33, and about 
denying Jesus in 12:9. Fitzmyer 1981: 782 is certain that the sayings were 
separate. 

3 Luce 1933: 186 is wrong to say that the remark is more literal in Mark 
than in Luke, for the contexts are identical. Fitzmyer 1981: 788 notes the 
OT parallels to saving one’s Woyn: Gen. 19:17; 1 Sam. 19:11; and Jer. 31:6 
LXX [48:6 MT]; Schürmann 1969: 543 n. 111. Jewish parallels are found in 
b. Tamid 32a (“What shall a man do to live? They replied: Let him mortify 
himself. What should a man do to kill himself? They replied: Let him keep 
himself alive [i.e., indulge in luxuries]”) and b. Ber. 63b (“whoever abases 
himself for the words of the Torah will in the end be exalted”); SB 1:587- 
88. Bovon 1989: 482 speaks of the OT picture of the two ways (Deut. 
30:15-18) and compares Luke’s emphasis to the structure of Luke 6:47—49. 


Note how the Jewish emphasis on the law is replaced with an emphasis on 
Christ in the NT. 

1 On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 
563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 
136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 
especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 
change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 
the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 
Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 
(i.e., the facial appearance). 

4 Fitzmyer gives four reasons why this view cannot work: (1) it cannot 
explain the presence of Moses and Elijah; (2) the verb opdw (to see; passive 
= to appear) is not limited to postresurrection events; (3) Jesus’ glory is 
never mentioned in a resurrection account; and (4) the form does not match 
resurrection appearances. See also Bock 1987: 324 n. 98; H. Miiller 1960: 
60; Stein 1976. 

3 Bayer 1986: 193-94. Appealing to possible oral tradition, Marshall 
1978: 394 more cautiously notes that péAAet reflects an Aramaic participle 
and thus perhaps the saying’s ancient form. Colpe, TDNT 8:444, speaks of a 


possible “unabbreviated special tradition,” though he also sees the church 


developing this tradition. Fitzmyer 1981: 812 sees Luke’s dependence only 
on Mark, though he has trouble explaining Luke’s abbreviated prediction. 
Bayer 1986: 197 makes a good case against the Lucan short form as the 
original form, arguing that Luke has abbreviated the tradition. Against a 
second source is Nolland 1993a: 512. 

6 For a similar intimate linkage of Jesus and God, see Luke 10:16; John 
17:3, 18. To receive an emissary is to receive the person who sends the 
emissary; m. Ber. 5.5 (“a man’s emissary is like the man himself”); Philem. 
15-18; SB 1:590; Fitzmyer 1981: 817. 

6 Hayles 1973: 120; Fitzmyer 1981: 400. On Augustan census activity, 
see Braunert 1957; Corbishley 1936; Tacitus, Annals 1.11; Dio Cassius 
53.30.2. 

1 Why Fitzmyer lists the Egyptian calendar as a candidate is unclear, 
since no clear ties to Egypt are present. 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 455. Ernst 1977: 137, considering the various options, 
speaks of fall 27 to fall 29. Hoehner allows this as one of the two possible 
options. 

3 Schürmann 1969: 200; Fitzmyer 1981: 496; Ernst 1977: 155; Lohse, 
TDNT 8:486 n. 49. Bovon 1989: 189 calls attempts at harmonization 
excessive rationalization like that in current fundamentalism. C. F. Evans 
1990: 252 calls the task “impossible,” which is excessively skeptical. 

31 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 


Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 


that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 retreats slightly from his earlier position, 
which argued that such attestation is entirely missing from the extrabiblical 
texts. But he argues that the evidence from Tg. Neof. 1 on Gen. 4:14 and 
Cairo Targum B is too late to be relevant. 

2 Fitzmyer does not mention specific passages. I suggest that Mark 
7:24-30; 8:14-21; and perhaps 6:45-52 belong here. 

8 Fitzmyer 1981: 825-26 mentions the tension between matter and form 
in the travel account, citing K. Schmidt’s remark that “though Jesus is 
always traveling to Jerusalem, he never makes any real progress on this 


journey.” 


10 Fitzmyer 1981: 825 uses this division, but says it is one of 
“convenience, since the division at these points is otherwise insignificant 
and somewhat arbitrary.” Plummer 1896: 261 also speaks of “convenience.” 
Such markers do not really note a shift of themes, and so are less than 
adequate. 

2 Danker 1988: 207-8; Fitzmyer 1981: 828. BAGD 57 and BAA 112 
note that &voAnuWeog, a NT hapax legomenon, alludes to the ascension. 
The LXX uses it of Elijah’s departure (2 Kings 2:9, 11; 1 Macc. 2:58; Sir. 
48:9; 49:14). For more discussion, see the additional note on 9:51. 

3 The Gospel of Thomas 86 also has a parallel, but with Gnostic 
overtones, since it speaks of laying one’s head down and of rest; Fitzmyer 
1981: 835. 

7 Fitzmyer notes that there is no evidence for this third view, which goes 
back to Perles 1919-20; see also Black 1967: 207-8. SB 1:489 rejects the 
suggestion. 

2 Egelkraut 1976: 142, esp. n. 3, mentions the options. Schweizer 1984: 
174 argues that Luke likes to split accounts from Q and Mark into distinct 
events (e.g., the Olivet Discourse in 17:22-37 ~ 21:6-36 and Jesus’ 
condemnation of the religious leadership in 11:37-54 * 20:45-47). 
Fitzmyer 1985: 843, citing 22:35, argues that Luke created the mission in 
the split. For detailed discussion of texts where Mark and Q overlap, see 
Laufen 1980. 

7 Fitzmyer 1985: 859 sees the material as a Lucan creation, but coming 
from an authentic saying reflected in a variant form in 10:18. Such a 


distinction is not necessary. Marshall 1978: 427-28 notes the options: a 


Lucan creation, the Q source, or a special Lucan source. He opts for Q and 
notes that the subunit’s historicity is tied to how one views the mission’s 
historicity as a whole. 

8 Fitzmyer 1985: 865 sees Luke joining this material together in anew 
context, as does Marshall 1978: 431-32, who notes the various options and 
argues that both sayings go back to Jesus. 

29 Perrin 1963: 64-66; Acts 21:33; Luke 12:33; 22:47; 24:15, 28. Luke 
15:1 and 18:40 show that Luke often uses Eyyilw to mean “arrive.” 
Fitzmyer 1985: 848—49 argues that when the verb is tied to a time reference 
it speaks of the approach of an event in the near future. 

34 BAGD 883, BAA 1762, and esp. Fitzmyer 1985: 853 discusses the 
uncertainty about Chorazin’s exact location: either two to three miles north 
of Capernaum at Khirbet Karazeh (R. W. Smith in ABD 1:912) or a site on 
Lake Gennesaret. Wiefel 1988: 198-99 prefers the location near 
Capernaum, as does Manson 1949: 77. Manson also notes that Bethsaida is 
on the east side of the Jordan near its entry into the Sea of Galilee, about 
five miles from Capernaum. 

38 Satan’s access to heaven is assumed in Job 1:6-12; 2:1-7. Fitzmyer 
1985: 862 and Nolland 1993a: 563 are against the Isaianic allusion, but 
Luke’s language suggests that passage. As an allusion it does not identify 
Isaiah’s referent, since Isaiah probably refers to an earthly king who 
arrogantly takes on the role of a god and is cast down by God. In later 
Jewish thinking, the king correctly becomes typological of what Satan also 
does. The phrase overlapping with Isa. 14:12 is &K tod obpavoÖ (from 


heaven). For Jewish handling of Isa. 14, see Miyoshi 1974: 100; see 


especially T. Sol. 20.16-17, which pictures demons falling like lightning to 
earth. 

47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619-20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 


Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25-28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

25 Fitzmyer 1985: 888 sees a possible allusion to Mic. 6:8. The 
expression recalls God’s action in Luke 1:72. 

3 Fitzmyer 1985: 891 sees no connection between the accounts, 
regarding such an association as stretching the point (so also Ernst 1977: 
354). But literary sequence and theme make it seem likely; see esp. Talbert 


1982: 125. 


2 Fitzmyer 1985: 897-98 is skeptical about the Lucan setting, though he 
does regard it as likely that the prayer goes back to Jesus. See also 
Egelkraut 1976: 153, esp. n. 1. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 902 mentions the Qumran community prayers, such 
as the Hödayöt or Thanksgiving Psalms. On comparison with the Shemoneh 
Esreh, see Beasley-Murray 1986: 148-57; K. Kuhn 1950: 30-33, 40-46. 

18 Jeremias 1971a: 199-201 cites Jerome’s Commentary on Matthew on 
Matt. 6:11 and Marcion. On ancient interpretation, see Fitzmyer 1985: 900, 
904-5. 

19 BAGD 296-97 and BAA 601-2. Creed 1930: 157 notes objections to 
saying that the evangelists coined the term, citing a disputed papyrus 
reading of a fragmentary text (Preisigke #5224). Fitzmyer 1985: 905-6 lists 
three possible etymologies: émi + odoia = “necessary”; émi + oboa = “for 
today” (supplying ńpépa [day] to make a complete idea); Erti + present 
participle of ein (to come) = “for the coming day” (with ńpépa again 
supplied to complete the thought). Determining the etymology is not 
crucial, since a word’s meaning is not determined by etymology. 

22 Fitzmyer 1985: 906 notes similar usage at Qumran and suggests that 
Luke refers to sins to prevent confusion for his Greek audience. The use of 
auaptiac looks like the LXX, esp. Ps. 24:18 [25:18 Eng.]; also Gen. 50:17; 
Exod. 32:32; Num. 14:19; Plummer 1896: 297. 

26 James 1:14—15 looks at the issue from the perspective of our response 
to such temptation and with the awareness that we are responsible for our 
own sin. Fitzmyer 1985: 906 notes OT parallels to the thought: Exod. 16:4; 
20:20; Deut. 8:2, 16; 13:3 [13:4 MT]; 33:8; Judg. 2:22. 


29 On this style of introduction to a parable, compare Luke 11:11; 12:25; 
14:28; 15:4; 17:7. In the OT, see Isa. 42:23; 50:10; Hag. 2:3; Fitzmyer 
1985: 911. 

32 A€y@ pð (I say to you) elsewhere introduces applications in Luke: 
14:24; 15:7, 10; 16:9; 18:8, 14; 19:26; Fitzmyer 1985: 912. 

36 A water snake is probably referred to by dic, since this snake was 
used as bait for fishing; see Grundmann 1963: 235; Fitzmyer 1985: 915; 
Foerster, TDNT 5:566-68. 

41 Manson 1949: 265-66 is uncertain about its originality in Luke. 
Streeter 1924: 277 thinks it original. Ernst 1977: 362 and Fitzmyer 1985: 
904 believe it was added later as a baptism formula to be prayed over the 
individual being baptized. On the use of the prayer in the history of the 
church, see Manson 1955-56. Besides Marcion and Gregory of Nyssa, the 
text is found only in manuscripts 162 and 700 and in a shorter form in 
Maximus the Confessor. 

1 In this view, a tighter connection is seen between Matthew and Luke 
than between Luke and Mark, and proponents tend to speak of Q tradition. 
If Q is the source, this is the only exorcism in Q, a point that, by its 
uniqueness, argues for authenticity. Marshall 1978: 471—72 sees the account 
reflecting several controversies and that reconstructing the tradition history 
must be speculative. Fitzmyer 1985: 918 discusses only 11:19 as possibly 
reflecting an early church setting. Detailed evidence for Matthew’s and 
Luke’s being closer to each other than to Mark comes from Easton 1913. 

5 Creed 1930: 159 speaks of Q here, as does Manson 1949: 83. The 


amount of Matthean-Lucan agreement makes this source connection likely, 


though whether it is Q or another shared tradition is debatable (Matthean 
prioritists see Matthew as the likely source). Grundmann 1963: 236-37 
correctly notes that Matthew is closer to Luke than to Mark (see also Easton 
1913, as discussed in n. 1 above). Fitzmyer 1985: 918 argues for Lucan 
additions in 11:16, but is uncertain about it in 11:14, 21-22. Additional 
source material cannot be ruled out. Tiede 1988: 216 notes that Matt. 12:23 
and Mark 3:11 stress Christology, while Luke emphasizes controversy with 
the leadership; but Luke also has strong Christology in light of the parable 
in 11:21—23. Of the three accounts, Mark has less confrontation than the 
other two. 

10 Other unlikely options are “Master of the complaint,” “Lord of dung,” 
or “Baal, the Flame”; Fitzmyer 1985: 920; Godet 1875: 2.60; Marshall 
1978: 473; and Ernst 1977: 374. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 921 notes other names used for Satan in Judaism: 
Belial (2 Cor. 6:15; 1QS 1.18, 24), Mast\;emah (1QS 3.23; 1QM 13.4; Jub. 
10.8), and Asmodeus (Tob. 3:8, 17). 

16 Fitzmyer 1981: 186-87 rightly notes that this verse destroys 
Conzelmann’s claim (1960: 156-57) that the period of Jesus’ ministry is 
“Satan free.” Jesus is engaged in victorious battle against Satan here, as 
11:21-22 also stresses. 

7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 


Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
8149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

9 Grundmann 1963: 242 argues that Jonah was seen as a sign in Judaism 
because of his miraculous deliverance from the whale; see SB 1:642-49. 
But these Jewish references are late, as Fitzmyer 1985: 935-36 notes, 
adding that Josephus’s account of Jonah (Antiquities 9.10.2 88208-14) 
makes nothing of the fish episode. 

10 An older solution regards the reference to Jonah as a textual 
corruption that originally referred to John the Baptist, but there is no 
manuscript evidence for this understanding. Creed 1930: 163 seems 
attracted to this view. Fitzmyer 1985: 931—39 presents the various options 
on source and tradition history. 

15 At Qumran, the Spirit of truth is the light that illumines human hearts; 
1QS 4.2; Grundmann 1963: 243. The OT image is found in Job 29:3; Ps. 
112:4; Isa. 42:6-7; 45:7; 59:9-10; Mic. 7:8; Fitzmyer 1985: 940. The body 
is ametonymy of container for contents and refers to the person. 

17 Ilovnpos is used in 11:29 to describe the evil generation; Danker 
1988: 237. The term’s repeated use and the internal contrast make the 
meaning “generous” for amAovdc impossible; against Fitzmyer 1985: 940. 
The point is not the eye’s “generosity” but its reception of good or evil. 

5 In this list, “remark” means a conceptual parallel not laid out as a woe. 
Fitzmyer notes the order in terms of Lucan verses as follows: 43, 46, 52, 42, 
[39], 44, 47. Manson has a similar listing (with a dash representing 
unparalleled material): 46, 52, 42, -, 44, 47—48, -. Interestingly, these two 


lists do not agree, suggesting that it is hard to know where the matches lie! 
Apparently Fitzmyer sees a parallel in 11:43 that Manson rejects. 

9 It is unclear whether the introductory phrase means “as he was 
speaking” or “after he had spoken.” Lucan use of Ev t@ with the aorist 
infinitive favors “after” (2:27; 3:21; Fitzmyer 1985: 946). Regardless, this 
event and the previous discourse on responding to God are closely linked by 
Luke. 

14 Ps. 14:1; 53:1 [53:2 MT]; 92:6 [92:7 MT]; 94:8; Prov. 6:12; Luke 
12:20; Rom. 2:20; 1 Cor. 15:36; 2 Cor. 11:16, 19; 12:6, 11; SB 1:280; 2:102 
(discusses Jewish warnings about having an arrogant heart, with Deut. 
8:11-14 being the key text); Schweizer 1984: 199; Plummer 1896: 310; 
Bertram, TDNT 9:230-31; Fitzmyer 1985: 947. On the OT background, see 
Donald 1963. 

17 Manson 1949: 269 favors the suggestion. Grundmann 1963: 248 n. 8 
argues the possibility for the original saying, but notes that it cannot be 
Luke’s meaning. Fitzmyer 1985: 947 rejects the option. 

18 Three main OT texts deal with the tithe (E. Sanders 1990: 43-45). (1) 
According to Deut. 14:22-27, ten percent of farm produce, oil, and wine 
was to be tithed, except in the seventh year (Lev. 25:2-7). It was to be spent 
and enjoyed in Jerusalem or another appropriate locale. Every third year, 
this tithe was given to the Levites and the needy (Deut. 14:28-29). Whether 
“third year” meant only the third of the seven-year cycle or years three and 
six was debated, but the latter view was more popular. (2) Lev. 27:30-33 
required that ten percent of crops and animals be tithed to the priesthood 


(Josephus, Antiquities 4.4.4 8869-75). (3) Num. 18:21—32 declared that 


food be set aside for the Levites and their families. Other OT passages that 
give the background of tithes are Deut. 12:6-9; 26:12-15; Num. 18:12; 
Neh. 10:37-38 [10:38-39 MT]; 12:44; 13:5, 12; 2 Chron. 31:5-12; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 948. 

1 Most argue for Q: Fitzmyer 1985: 953 (12:1 from L), 956 (12:2-9 
from Q), 962-63 (12:10 from Q or Mark; 12:11-12 from Q); Ernst 1977: 
392 (for 12:2-9); and Schneider 1977a: 277. Grundmann 1963: 252 says it 
is “probably” Q. Marshall 1978: 510 speaks of Q material conflated with 
Marcan elements and also argues that Q has various recensions and that 
Luke’s version is slightly different from that of Matthew. Nolland 1993a: 
675-76 sees Q for 12:2-9 and a mixture of Q and Mark for 12:10-12. 

3 Fitzmyer 1985: 954, 957, 958, 963; Bultmann 1963: 83, 131-32; 
Berger 1984: 81, 144. 

6 Fitzmyer 1985: 959 correctly notes that the contrast is to humans, not 
to Satan, evil, or the Son of Man. 

7 Earlier Jewish texts on the theme include Jdt. 16:17; 1 Enoch 10.13; 
18.11-16; 27.1-3; 90.26; Jub. 9.15; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:36; Fitzmyer 1985: 
959-60. Apparently a debate in Judaism discussed whether hell involved 
eternal torment or limited suffering with extinction, a view called 
“annihilationism” today. The Tosepta text noted argues that there are three 
groups of people: one destined for eternal life, another destined for shame 
and everlasting contempt, and a third group that visits Gehenna but is 
healed as through a refiner’s fire, citing Zech. 13:9 and 1 Sam. 2:6. As the 
portion of t. Sanh. 3 quoted above shows, some Jews believed that Gehenna 


burns the body and the soul perishes after twelve months of judgment. 


8 On the coin, see BAGD 117; BAA 235; Matt. 10:29 (the only other NT 
use). Wiefel 1988: 233 puts its worth at five pfennigs, one of the smallest 
German coins. A denarius was a day’s wage, so this is very little money. 
The most basic worker would earn this in roughly a half hour. The term for 
Sparrow (otpovGiov) may also indicate simply a “little bird”; Plummer 
1896: 319-20; Ps. 11:1 [10:1 LXX]; 84:3 [83:4 LXX]; MM 594; 
Bauernfeind, TDNT 7:730, 732 n. 19; Fitzmyer 1985: 960. 

10 Only the verbal forms differ: Matthew has npi8unpevon eioiv and 
Luke ñpiĝunvta (both meaning “are numbered”). 1 Sam. 14:45; 2 Sam. 
14:11; 1 Kings 1:52; and Dan. 3:27 use the idiom for the total protection 
indicated by not one hair being lost; Plummer 1896: 320; Fitzmyer 1985: 
960; Luke 21:18; Acts 27:34. Luke’s idiom is a variation on the OT idiom 
and means “God knows exactly where you stand.” 

12 Fitzmyer 1985: 960 notes that elsewhere Luke does not avoid the 
expression before God in 1:19; 12:6; 16:15. 

16 Fitzmyer 1985: 966. 1 Cor. 2:7 has a different verb (AaA&o, to speak), 
while John 14:26 and 1 John 2:27 use 615d0Kq@ (to teach). Marshall 1978: 
520-21 defends the authenticity of the concept, citing Beasley-Murray 
1970: 473-74. 

2 Manson 1949: 270 (who argues that the connection to 12:1—12 is 
literary and that 12:13-21 is a self-contained unit inserted between two Q 
passages) and Schweizer 1984: 207. There is little evidence that Matthew 
knew of the parable and omitted it, despite what Marshall 1978: 522 
suggests, citing Matt. 6:19-20, 25. Fitzmyer 1985: 968 correctly notes that 


Luke alone gives evidence of this account. 


5 Bultmann 1963: 54-55. Berger 1984: 81, 207 speaks of an apophthegm 
and a warning. Fitzmyer 1985: 971 prefers to call the parable an example 
(on the genre of example story or exemplum, see excursus 8 in vol. 1 of this 
commentary). 

7 Tiede 1988: 233; Ernst 1977: 398; Fitzmyer 1985: 970; Lev. 19:18. 
Manson 1949: 271 notes the similar OT perspective: Job 31:24-25; Ps. 49; 
Eccles. 2:1-11. Note also T. Judah 18-19; Sir. 11:18-19; 1 Enoch 97.8-10; 
Mark 7:22; Rom. 1:29; 2 Cor. 9:5; 1 Tim. 6:10; 2 Pet. 2:3, 14; B. Scott 
1989: 131-32. 

8 This stands in contrast to Prov. 11:26; Jer. 17:11; 1 Enoch 97.8-10. Sir. 
11:18-19 is especially close to Jesus’ picture, except that wealth comes 
through self-denial and diligence (lit., “from afflicting himself”), not simply 
fortune as in Luke. The LXX renders the key phrase “by his wariness and 
pinching,” referring to frugality; Schweizer 1984: 207. Note also Ps. 49:16— 
20 [49:17-21 MT]; Plummer 1896: 323; Fitzmyer 1985: 972 (noting 1 
Enoch 97.8-10, which rebukes unrighteous wealth); Nickelsburg 1978-79: 
334-37. See n. 11 below for the Sirach and 1 Enoch texts. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 973; Marshall 1978: 524; Klostermann 1929: 136; 
Wiefel 1988: 237. Parallels for this concept are common; see 1 Cor. 15:32; 
Eccles. 8:15; Isa. 22:13; Tob. 7:10. Two other Jewish texts are especially 
relevant: Sir. 11:18-19 (NRSV) reads: “One becomes rich through diligence 
and self-denial, / and the reward allotted to him is this: / when he says, ‘I 
have found rest, / and now I shall feast on my goods!’ he does not know 
how long it will be/ until he leaves them to others and dies.” 1 Enoch 97.8— 


10 reads: “Woe unto you who gain silver and gold by unjust means; / you 


will then say, “We have grown rich and accumulated goods, / we have 
acquired everything that we have desired. / So now let us do whatever we 
like; / for we have gathered silver, / we have filled our treasuries [with 
money] like water. / And many are the laborers in our houses.’ / Your lies 
flow like water. / For your wealth shall not endure / but it shall take off from 
you quickly / for you have acquired it all unjustly, / and you shall be given 
over to a great curse” (translation by E. Isaac in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 
1.78). For Hellenistic parallels, see Euripides, Alcestis 788-89; Menander, 
Fragment 301. 

2 Marshall 1978: 527 notes that no clear reason for the difference can be 
given. But Fitzmyer 1985: 978 observes that Luke often uses the verb 
Katavoeo: Luke 6:41; 12:24, 27; 20:23; Acts 7:31-32; 11:6; 27:39. 

4 Ps. 130:1 LXX [131:1 Engl.]; Josephus, Antiquities 16.4.6 8135; 
Marshall 1978: 529; Deissner, TDNT 4:630—31; Fitzmyer 1985: 980; 
BAGD 514; BAA 1041; P. Oxy. vol. 14 #1679 line 16 (where it is a term 
for “wrong”). 

10 Manson 1949: 114 regards the material as coming from distinct 
sources, as does Grundmann 1963: 262, though they differ as to which 
sources and give no reasons. Marshall 1978: 531 argues for the same 
source, but the distinct wording is a difficulty for that view. Fitzmyer 1985: 
981 argues that 12:33a is Lucan and cites 11:41 for support, but that verse is 
figurative for one’s life and is not similar enough to argue that Luke created 
this saying. In addition, Fitzmyer argues that Luke abridged Matthew’s 


saying, but this cannot explain entirely the distinct terminology. Wiefel 


1988: 241 sees Q and special L material here that Luke combined to answer 
the point made in 12:21. 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238—42 and 
Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47—48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 
180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110-11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 
1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 
coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41—42a and 12:47-48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 
warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 
where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 
is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 
source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 
Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47-48, which others deny have 


such roots. 


4 Fitzmyer 1985: 987 speaks of elements going back to Jesus that focus 
on God’s final vindicating judgment. This approach may be too broad in 
ignoring the Son of Man-Jesus linkage, about whose secondary character 
Fitzmyer is uncertain. Nolland 1993a: 700 accepts all the material as 
authentic except 12:42, 46c, 47-48. Though some Lucan summary touches 
exist (e.g., 12:41—42a), all of the material, including Peter’s question, 
coheres with Jesus’ teaching. For a defense of the traditional roots of 12:41, 
see D. Wenham 1984: 57-62. 

9 For options, see BAGD 868 84; BAA 1730; Fitzmyer 1895: 988; and 
Plummer 1896: 331. Josephus uses both approaches: three watches in 
Jewish War 5.12.2 8510 and four in Antiquities 18.9.6 8356. 

26 For the various degrees of breaking Sabbath, see m. Sab. 7.1; b. B. 
Bat. 60b; Manson 1949: 119; Schweizer 1984: 214; Talbert 1982: 144; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 992; SB 2:192. 

1 Fitzmyer 1985: 994, 999, 1001 holds that 12:49--50 is from L; 12:51, 
53 is from Q; while 12:52 is a Lucan modification of Q material. In 
addition, 12:54-56 also comes from L and 12:57 is transitional, with 12:58— 
59 being from Q. 


11 Fitzmyer 1985: 995-96 notes that awareness of rejection by a 
religious leader is not unparalleled and cites 1QH 2.11-14, 32-33 as 
examples. Jesus was capable of anticipating his vindication in death; so 
correctly Bayer 1986: 77-85. 

16 The verbal complex Eoovtan ... stanepepionevot (it shall be ... 
divided) recalls the noun of 12:51; Fitzmyer 1985: 997; Marshall 1978: 
548; N. Turner 1963: 89. This periphrastic construction is a future perfect 
that focuses on a state of division. 

22 Fitzmyer 1985: 1002 rejects the spiritual interpretation of 12:57-59, 
calling it allegorizing. Such a description says more about his seeing the 
material as derived from Q and reading it accordingly than it does about his 
literary sensitivity. There is no reason to regard this as a displaced saying 
about brotherly reconciliation (so Bultmann 1963: 172), since the 
contextual force is clear. Klostermann 1929: 141 errs in calling the accuser 
Satan (correctly refuted by Marshall 1978: 551). 

24’Epyaoia is largely a Lucan term in the NT: Acts 16:16, 19; 19:24, 25; 
Eph. 4:19; Fitzmyer 1985: 1002. Aida (to give) with épyaoia is a 
Latinism; BDF 85.3b. 

25 LSJ 915 notes a basic definition of “to pull down” for kataovpa, a 
NT hapax legomenon (the simple ovpo occurs in John 21:8; Acts 8:3; 
14:19; 17:6; Rev. 12:4); Fitzmyer 1985: 1003; BAGD 419; BAA 852-53. 

6 Comparative napá may be a Semitism; Jeremias 1963a: 141; Luke 
13:4; 18:14; BDF 8236.3; BAGD 611 811.3; BAA 1236 8III.3. The term 
návtaç must mean all other Galileans; Marshall 1978: 553; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1007. 


2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1010-11 speaks of a miracle story, while Bultmann 
1963: 12 speaks of a pronouncement. Elements of both are present, with the 
key being the pronouncement in 13:15 and the miracle itself being the 
dominating element. Berger 1984: 312 calls it epideixis, which is his term 
for a miracle. Such accounts are designed to show who Jesus is and to elicit 
a response of respect. 

3 Note the periphrastic imperfect (as in 4:31). The term for Sabbath is 
plural, as in 4:16. In both cases a single Sabbath is meant. For Sabbath 
synagogue customs, see the exegesis of 4:16; for the meaning of the Greek 
term, see the exegesis of 4:31 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1012. 

5 Luke 5:15; 8:2; 11:14; 13:12; Matt. 8:17. Demonic influence may be a 
better description than demonic possession, because it is not behavior but a 
diseased condition that is the point; Luke 4:33, 38-39; 2 Cor. 12:7. 
Weakness is produced by the evil spirit; 1QapGen 20.17, 21-29; Stählin, 
TDNT 1:493; Marshall 1978: 557. Fitzmyer 1985: 1012 calls the genitival 
aodeveiag (weakness) an Aramaism; see Creed 1930: 183. Nolland 1993a: 
724 suggests that the number eighteen may be conventional (2 x 9 = “a long 
time”); Judg. 3:13-14; 10:8; 20:25, 44; 2 Sam. 8:13. This is possible, but 
not certain. 

11 Luke uses rtapaxpfiha in 1:64; 4:39; 5:25; 8:44, 47, 55; 18:43; 19:11; 
22:60. Fitzmyer 1985: 1013 remarks, “The instantaneous cure on the 
Sabbath stands in contrast to the eighteen years of infirmity.” 

16 On the figurative use of “bound” and “loosed,” see Fitzmyer 1985: 
1013; MM 142, 144. The length of the woman’s condition is underlined by 


the use of the interjection idov (behold). On Satan’s activity, see Job 2:1-7; 


Acts 10:38; 1 Cor. 5:5; 2 Cor. 12:7; 1 Tim. 1:20; Plummer 1896: 343. 
Fitzmyer notes that the verse argues against Conzelmann’s view (1960: 27— 
28, 80) of a “Satan-free” period during Jesus’ ministry. 

3 So Kistemaker 1980: 45 speaks of the same occasion. On Q, see 
Grundmann 1963: 281; Egelkraut 1976: 108; Marshall 1978: 559-60; 
Wiefel 1988: 257; Fitzmyer 1985: 1015. The same linkage of parables 
occurs in Matthew and, as noted above, the wording in the leaven parable is 
very similar. The Gospel of Thomas 96-97 links the leaven parable to a 
different parable, the jar full of meal, which has no canonical parallel. A 
parable of the mustard seed is found in the Gospel of Thomas 20; 
Hunzinger, TDNT 7:290 n. 32. 

2 Marshall 1978: 563 also leans toward independence for the door 
imagery, though he sees elements of connection with the tradition in the rest 
of the passage and sees Luke bringing some elements of this material 
together. Fitzmyer 1985: 1021-22 sees a Lucan hand in most of the material 
and sees only 13:24—29 as Q material, though he acknowledges that the 
case is not certain. Nolland 1993a: 732 attributes 13:22—23 to Luke and the 
rest mainly to traditional roots, most shared with Matthew. Most argue that 
the theme of presence or entry of blessing brought the texts together (Meier 
1994: 310) and that Luke rearranged 13:28-29 by placing what was at the 
end at the start of the saying. Meier 1994: 311 lists the Lucan order of 
Matthean elements as 9, 10, 4, 5, 6, 7, 2, 3, 5, with four Lucan redactional 
stichs. It is more credible, however, to see a fresh tradition, given all the 


restructuring required of the alternative. 


4 Berger 1984: 57-59, 81. Fitzmyer 1985: 1022 prefers to speak of a 
collection of minatory sayings, while Bultmann 1963: 93, 117 speaks of 
wisdom sayings in 13:23-24, 26-27. The passage is a warning and a 
wisdom background is not clear, except in 13:24. Bultmann also regards 
13:26-27 as a church reflection that presents Jesus as judge of the world, 
but this saying is like OT prophetic utterances that warn about salvation and 
judgment. The parable portrays Jesus as the judge, with an identity between 
his message and the authority it carries. The crowd must respond to him. 
However, it was this very emphasis on response that caused the leadership 
to do away with him. It is not a post-Easter development. Jesus’ view of 
himself was dangerous to the leadership. Luke 22:69 makes the same point 
conceptually. 

16 The combination of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob occurs frequently in 
the OT: Deut. 1:8; 6:10; 9:5, 27; 1 Kings 18:36; 2 Kings 13:23; Acts 3:13; 
7:32; Matt. 8:11; Fitzmyer 1985: 1026. Luke, on the other hand, likes to 
mention all the prophets; Luke 1:70; 24:44. 

19 Ellis 1974: 189 notes that Qumran had a similar banquet expectation, 
but with a very different and exclusive audience, namely Messiah, the high 
priest, the priests, the chief of the tribes, and the congregation of Israel’s 
righteous; 1Q28a [= 1QSa = Rule Annex] 2.11—22. Fitzmyer 1985: 1026 
and Marshall 1978: 568 add other Jewish references: 1 Enoch 62.14; 2 
Enoch 42.5; 2 Bar. 29.4; m. ‚Abot 3.17; SB 4:1148, 1154-59. 

21 Fitzmyer 1985: 1020 translates: “Some of those who are now last will 


be first, and some of those first will be last”; see also p. 1027. The line 


literally reads, “And behold are last ones, they shall be first, and are first 
ones, they shall be last.” 

1 If this report is true, Herod has moved from anxious curiosity (9:7—9) 
to full-fledged fear about Jesus. The event as it relates to Herod is seen as 
historical; Fitzmyer 1985: 1028. 

12 Bultmann 1963: 114 sees wisdom here. Leaney 1958: 210 cites Matt. 
23:34; Luke 2:40, 52; 7:35; 11:31, 49 as parallels. See also 1 Enoch 42. 
Luke 11:49-51 uses the wisdom motif openly. For more reasons not to see 
wisdom here, see Bock 1987: 120. Marshall 1978: 573-74 and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1034 opt for wisdom terminology, but without Jesus alluding to 
himself as wisdom, since Jesus sees himself as wisdom’s messenger. Sir. 
24:7-12 provides a plausible background. If wisdom is in the background, 
this is the best way to argue for it. Nolland 1993a: 739 questions the 
presence of wisdom here, as do I. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1039 remarks that, even though Matt. 12:11 has a 
similar saying, the rest of the detail is too different to be attributed to Q. In 
fact, it is too difficult for any other shared tradition. Fitzmyer also correctly 
denies that Luke 6:9 is a doublet to this verse. Marshall 1978: 578 sees aQ 
connection as possible. Bultmann 1963: 12 and Lohse, TDNT 7:26, argue 
that the text was a variant tradition created from Mark 3:1-6, but Ernst 
1977: 435 correctly notes that the distinct terminology and motives suggest 
too much distance for this connection; so also Meier 1994: 710. 

5 Fitzmyer 1985: 1046 suggests that yapoc is broad enough to describe 
any feast, not just a wedding; cf. Esth. 2:18; 9:22. It can simply be a 


celebration. The difference in sense is not significant, since a representative 
picture is present. 

9 Prov. 25:6-7 (NRSV) says, “Do not put yourself forward in the king’s 
presence / or stand in the place of the great; / for it is better to be told, 
‘Come up here,’ / than to be put lower in the presence of a noble.” For 
Jewish parallels, see Sir. 3:17—20; 4:8; 12:11; 29:5; Lev. Rab. 1.5 on 1:1 
(fifth century); »Abot de Rabbi Nathan A.25 (= Goldin 1955: 110); 
Bultmann 1963: 104; Fitzmyer 1985: 1047; SB 1:916. 

1 Also Schulz 1972: 391-98; Crossan 1973: 72; Fitzmyer 1985: 1052. 
Jeremias 1963a: 63-64, 176 argues that the Gospel of Thomas may be more 
original than Matthew, except for its expansion of excuses. The Thomas 
parable is closer to Luke than to Matthew and so is often discussed with 
Luke’s version, but it introduces a fourth figure who cannot come to the 
banquet. Thomas gives no setting, since the document is just a list of 
teachings. But the excuses in Thomas use more urban imagery; Luke’s use 
of agrarian imagery fits Jesus’ tendency to use agrarian illustrations. 
Horsley 1987: 180 sees Luke as the more original of the versions, noting 
that the economically prosperous are the excluded; so also the Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 352), though it regards the symposium- 
table setting as Lucan. 

5 See C. Kim 1975 for an ancient invitation. Fitzmyer 1985: 1055 
correctly notes that Jeremias’s appeal to this as a custom of Jerusalem has 
only a fifth-century text as support, but Esther and Philo suggest that the 
custom is possibly older. Nolland 1993a: 755 adds Terence, Self-Tormentor 


169-70, and Apuleius, Metamorphoses (Golden Ass) 3.12, which may 
suggest that more than Jewish custom is in view here. 

14 Many commentators note that Augustine’s interpretation (Contra 
Gaudentium Donatistarum Episcopum Libri II 1.25 828 [Corpus 
Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 53.226-27]), which sought to 
compel pagans to enter the faith, badly misreads the imagery. Fitzmyer 
1985: 1057 notes that this interpretation made Augustine the spiritual father 
of the Inquisition. 

3 Fitzmyer 1985: 1061 speaks of “prophetic words” as well. Bultmann 
1963: 328 speaks of a discourse on discipleship composed by Luke; but 
how one can argue that Luke is responsible for the discourse is not clear. 
Berger 1984: 51, 97 speaks of parables and a warning. The text is a 
combination of “I-sayings” (14:26-27) and parabolic comparisons (14:28— 
35). Blomberg 1990: 281 calls the comparisons “which one of you?” 
parables, showing Jesus’ desire to cause the audience to reflect: “If people 
must carefully calculate their chances of success in major human endeavors, 
how much more so must they take seriously the results of spiritual 
commitments.” 

27 Gressmann 1911 notes the nature of the customs. Perles’s attempt 
(1919-20) to suggest an Aramaic element YIN (tbl) behind the tradition that 
should be translated “seasoning” instead of “soil” fails on lexical grounds. 
The ?2n/yfi interchange is found in Isa. 14:21; 26:9, 18; 1 Chron. 16:30; cf. 
x11QtgJob 24.8; 29.3 with Job 34:13; 37:12. Correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 
1069-70 and Black 1967: 166-67. 


1 Fitzmyer is right to reject other attempts to understand the unit as only 
a polemic against the Pharisees, though allusions to them are present. 
Neither is the passage an exposition of Jer. 31:10-20 (so Kossen 1956), a 
view also rejected by Ellis 1974: 196. 

2 So Fitzmyer 1985: 1073 argues that 15:4-6 is from Q and that 
originally the two parables were not told together. He sees Matthew’s 
setting as more original. But why Jesus could not tell back-to-back parables 
that make the same point is not clear. Nor is it clear that 15:4-6 is from Q. 
Tiede 1988: 273 sees independent oral tradition here. 

3 For the presence of these verses in Q are Schneider 1977a: 324-25 and 
Wiefel 1988: 282. Fitzmyer 1985: 1073 sees 15:4-6 in Q and 15:8-9 in L. 
Other parallels are found in the Gospel of Thomas 107 and the Gnostic 
Gospel of Truth 31.35-32.9. 

12 Some see a problem in the shepherd’s leaving behind the ninety-nine, 
but this is probably a detail omitted in the abbreviated telling of the story. 
"Epnnog is an open field, a heath, where the animals grazed; Manson 1949: 
283; 1 Sam. 17:28. On the use of the numbers ninety-nine and one, see SB 
1:784-85; m. Pe.a 4.1—2; Fitzmyer 1985: 1076. 

16 The image of the sheep on the shoulder is common in the ancient 
world; Fitzmyer 1985: 1077; G. Wright 1939; V. Muller 1944. 

18 XvyKaAéq is frequently used by Luke: Luke 9:1; 23:13; Acts 5:21; 
10:24; 28:17; Fitzmyer 1985: 1077. 

19 The future tense may have eschatological overtones or it may be a 


customary future alluding to God’s habitual response. The wording may 


have Aramaic roots and betray a pre-Lucan form; Fitzmyer 1985: 1077-78; 
Black 1967: 184; Jeremias 1980: 247. 

23 Kistemaker 1980: 212 assumes this background and argues that the 
equivalent today would be losing a diamond from a wedding ring. If the 
woman has a dowry, it is not a significant amount. Against this 
understanding, which must remain only an implication of the text, are 
Klostermann 1929: 157 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1051. 

1 Manson 1949: 284 calls it “The Two Sons,” but the father is too crucial 
to the picture to be left out. Jeremias 1963a: 128 calls it “The Parable of the 
Father’s Love,” a title that Fitzmyer 1985: 1084 likes. Jesus likes to use the 
two-son imagery (Matt. 21:28-31). 

7 To émBdaAAov means “that which falls to me”; Tob. 3:17; 6:12; P. Oxy. 
vol. 4 #715 lines 13-15; Creed 1930: 198; Hauck, TDNT 1:529; MM 235; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1087. As a noun, ovoiac refers to property; Tob. 14:13; 3 
Macc. 3:28; Josephus, Antiquities 7.5.5 8114. On d1eiAev (he divided), see 
Schlier, TDNT 1:184. 

12 The phrase où moAAdc rju£pag (not many days) is a figure of speech 
called litotes, an understatement that affirms something by using the 
negative. This figure is frequent in Luke: Luke 21:9; Acts 1:5; 12:18; 14:28; 
15:2; plus twelve more times; Fitzmyer 1985: 1087. 

20 Jeremias 1963a: 130 calls the phrase an Aramaism and cites Tg. 2 
Sam. 3:21 (cf. Acts 5:17; 9:6, 18). Fitzmyer 1985: 1089 calls it a 
Septuagintalism and cites Gen. 22:3, 19; 24:10; 43:8; Tob. 8:10 [8:9 
NRSV]. All that this really shows is that the idiom is cross-cultural. 


29 Fitzmyer 1985: 1091 notes this idiom in wider Greek usage as well. 


9 Fitzmyer 1985: 1100 says that the question serves to advance the story, 
but it does more than that because of the question’s psychological value. 
Marshall 1978: 618 notes that the typical procedure was for the debtor to 
write a promissory note that the steward would keep until the debt was paid; 
cf. Philem. 18. 

12 Fitzmyer 1985: 1101 argues that no debt cancellation occurred, only a 
rewriting of the old debt that removed the steward’s commission— 
something he had the right to do. 

14 Similarly high interest for items is found in ancient Egyptian 
documents; Derrett 1972b. The term tà ypáu pata describes the promissory 
note; BAGD 165 82a; BAA 330 82b; Schrenk, TDNT 1:764-65; Fitzmyer 
1985: 1100. 

15 Measures in the ancient world varied somewhat, so an exact figure is 
uncertain; see Plummer 1896: 383 and Marshall 1978: 619. BAGD 445 
places the measure of a cor at 393 liters or 10-12 bushels. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1101 points out that Josephus defines kopoc variously: Antiquities 15.9.2 
8314 says that it equals 10 medimnoi, while Antiquities 3.15.3 8321 says 
four-sevenths of a medimnos—a significant difference (a medimnos was an 
Attic measure that equaled about 1.5 bushels, a figure that seems very high 
and is thus questioned). Fitzmyer figures the amount on Josephus’s smaller 
standard, which produces a debt of slightly more than 100 bushels, but he 
notes that the variation makes certainty difficult. 

19 The preposition EK here means “by means of”; Fitzmyer 1985: 1109; 


Riiger 1973. 


30 Fitzmyer 1985: 1110 correctly notes that “true” (&Andıvöc) wealth has 
the force “what is really good”; BAGD 37 83; BAA 72 §3b. 

33 Ireland 1992: 36, 41 reports that this view goes back to D. Schulz in 
1821 and was tied to ancient practice by J. J. Van Oosterzee in 1859. It has 
recently been defended through appeal to Jewish practice by Derrett 1970: 
48-77. Fitzmyer 1964 adds an additional twist to this view: this interest was 
the steward’s commission, making his action of canceling the interest only a 
clever pretense of personal sacrifice. 

38 Jeremias 1963a: 182 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1096-99, 1105 regard 16:9— 
13 as later additions and 16:8 as originally describing Jesus. Fitzmyer 
includes 16:8b in the applicational expansions and ties it to 16:9, which is 
problematic given the introductory “and I say to you” in 16:9. I agree that 
16:8b is an application of the parable, but it must be seen as the original end 
to Jesus’ remarks, given the break in 16:9a. 

40 Fitzmyer 1985: 1096 places Manson 1949: 292 here, though Manson 
really regards 16:9 as a separate application and so belongs to the 16:8b 
view. Luke 18:6 is regarded as a parallel example for the use of KUptoc. 

3 For Luke having Q’s original order and not Matthew, see Manson 
1949: 134; Fitzmyer 1985: 1114; Schneider 1977a: 337 (perhaps); Meier 
1994: 157; and Marshall 1978: 627. Ernst 1977: 469 speaks of Q material, 
special Lucan material, and Lucan redaction. Wiefel 1988: 294 speaks of Q 
in 16:16-17 and of Mark in 16:18. Godet 1875: 2.173 prefers Luke’s 
positioning of material to Matthew’s. However, the warnings are so general 


that parallel traditions may exist, reflecting a variety of settings. 


6 Fitzmyer sees polemical sayings in 16:14-15 (1985: 1112), a saying in 
16:16-17 (p. 1115), and a legal saying in 16:18 (p. 1120). Bultmann sees a 
wisdom saying in 16:15b (1963: 73), an “I-saying” in 16:16 (p. 164), and a 
legal saying in 16:18 (p. 132). Berger agrees that 16:18 is a legal saying 
(1984: 199) and argues that the passage is a warning made up of 
pronouncements, since he has the remarks in the apophthegm category (pp. 
81, 89, 186). 

12 Conzelmann 1960: 16 presents a threefold division: Israel, Jesus, the 
church. Fitzmyer 1981: 182-87 and 1985: 1115 defends a modified 
threefold division: the law and the prophets, Jesus, and the early church. 
But the Lucan passages cited know of only a law-and-prophets period 
(promise) and a kingdom-Jesus-church period (fulfillment). 

19 Fitzmyer 1985: 1118 is against a decorative reference because such 
usage is found only in later rabbinic materials, not early Jewish documents. 
He also rejects the suggestion of Schwarz 1975 that kepaia refers to the 
Hebrew letter waw (1). Regardless, the emphasis is on the whole of the law 
down to its smallest point. The law as a synthetic whole is in view here. 

12 This view sees the name as introduced into the story later, but it is 
hard to substantiate such interpolations. SB 2:223 traces the name’s usage 
and popularity. Fitzmyer 1985: 1131 notes that the name exists on numerous 
ossuaries, so it is clearly very common. 

30 Fitzmyer 1985: 1134 notes Greek parallels of the dead returning to 
speak to those on earth: Lucian, Demonax 43; Plato, Republic 614d (10.13). 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1136-37 argues that all of the material is from Q, but 
that 17:2 has been influenced by Mark 9:42. Marshall 1978: 640 agrees that 


Q and Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and also sees (pp. 642, 643-44) the rest of 
17:3-6 as coming from Q, though he entertains the possibility that Q has 
various forms from which Matthew and Luke drew. Creed 1930: 215 sees Q 
and Mark 11:23 exercising influence in 17:5-6. Ernst 1977: 477-80 sees 
17:1-3a as coming from either Q or a form of oral tradition that circulated 
in a variety of forms, 17:3b—4 as rooted in Jesus’ teaching, and triple 
tradition (i.e., Mark and Q) influencing 17:5-6. Ellis 1974: 207 speaks of 
Mark and Q in 17:1-4 and regards Luke’s special source as responsible for 
17:5-10. Egelkraut 1976: 120-21 speaks of Q/Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and 
multiple tradition in 17:5-6. Grundmann 1963: 331 suggests that it is hard 
to know if Q or Luke’s special material is responsible for the unit, except 
for 17:7-10, which is L. Grundmann sees its roots in material earlier than 
the versions of Matthew and Mark. All of this assumes that only one form 
of these sayings existed in the tradition and that it emerged from a single 
saying. If this was a theme repeated by Jesus, multiple renderings could 
well exist. 

5 Fitzmyer 1985: 1137 and Bultmann 1963: 144 call 17:1—3a a legal 
saying, while Berger 1984: 65 calls it a “sentence.” Luke 17:3b-4 is like a 
wisdom saying according to Ernst 1977: 479 and a warning according to 
Berger 1984: 119, 165. Fitzmyer 1985: 1142 calls 17:5-6 a wisdom saying, 
while Berger 1984: 81 calls it a pronouncement (“apophthegm”). All agree 
that 17:7-10 is a parable. 

11 The command to forgive appears in the future tense and is somewhat 


more emphatic than using an imperative; Fitzmyer 1985: 1141. 


13 IIpootißnni (to add) is also Lucan, appearing thirteen times in Luke- 
Acts and only three times in the other Gospels; Schneider 1977a: 347; Isa. 
26:15. As Fitzmyer 1985: 1143 notes, the apostles would already have had 
some faith, so the idea is to add faith (against BAGD 719 82; BAA 1440 
82). 

14 Grundmann 1963: 333 and Luce 1933: 273, 292 are clear on the 
sycomore/sycamore distinction. Plummer 1896: 400-401 is uncertain about 
the difference and argues that the hyperbole is more natural for asycomore 
tree. Manson 1949: 141 sees an original sycamore tree, appealing to an 
Aramaic mistranslation and to the use of the term in the LXX as a rendering 
of Hebrew mR (sigmä) for the sycamore, not to mention rabbinic 
discussions like m. B. Bat. 2.11. Schneider 1977a: 347 agrees with Manson 
and cites SB 2:234 for rabbinic images. Nonetheless, many use sycamore 
when they mean sycomore (Fitzmyer 1985: 1143-44 is uncertain). 

15 The image is neither strange nor derived; but so Fitzmyer 1985: 1144 
(apparently) and C. A. Evans 1990: 256. 

22 Wellhausen 1904: 550 notes that the Syriac version omitted the term. 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1147 notes the etymological suggestion of Kilgallen 1982 
that the term means “those to whom something is not owed.” Usage is 
against this sense, though Blomberg 1990: 262 takes it as possible. 

2 So Wiefel 1988: 305 and Bruners 1977. Bruners also argues that the 
account is Lucan. Fitzmyer 1985: 1150-51 and H. Betz 1981 question the 
connection. At most, it is a form parallel. Betz’s main thesis (1971) that the 
account is a polemic against healing miracles is incorrect; see Marshall 


1978: 649. Meier 1994: 750-51 shows how an appeal to Lucan creation 


from 2 Kings cannot explain four differences in the account: (1) no mention 
of Elijah, (2) no mention of Jesus as prophet, (3) no delay in the miracle’s 
occurrence, and (4) the different kind of miracle in the account (punitive 
versus healing). 

12 So Leaney 1958: 230; Fitzmyer 1985: 1161-62; Mattill 1979: 201; 
Roberts 1948; Rüstow 1960; Cadbury 1950; Tertullian, Against Marcion 
4.35.12. Beasley-Murray 1986: 102-3 takes this view, though he fails to 
evaluate this option when it is taken with a present force. Riesenfeld 1949 
does not mention the evidence from Aquila noted in n. 13 below—a grave 
omission—in arguing that “in your midst” is not possible. Schlosser 1980: 
1.202-4 argues that “in one’s power” is a possible first-century meaning, 
but he opts for “in the midst of.” His discussion is the latest careful 
examination of the evidence. 

9 Fitzmyer 1985: 1168-69 defends the ordinal iav as meaning “one,” 
not “first” (against Plummer 1896: 407) or “very much” (against Torrey 
1933: 312; Manson 1949: 142) or “just one” (against Rigaux 1970: 410). 

10 Fitzmyer 1985: 1169 notes how Jewish historian Josephus reacted to 
eschatological claims; Jewish War 6.5.4 88310-15 (also Tacitus, Histories 
5.13). 

13 While Acts 14:22 uses dei to say that the disciples’ suffering is also 
inevitable (Fitzmyer 1985: 1170), it does not speak of Jesus’ suffering. For 
the view that the disciples’ suffering in Luke—Acts mirrors Jesus’, see 
Moessner 1990. 

26 Fitzmyer 1985: 1172 doubts that the idea of an eschatological 


Passover existed this early in Judaism. 


29 On aetoc, see Lev. 11:13; Deut. 14:12; Job 39:27; Matt. 24:28; 
BAGD 19; BAA 36; Marshall 1978: 669. Aetoc can refer to an eagle, but 
not here, since eagles do not seek out dead meat; Rev. 12:14; 4:7; 8:13; 
Arndt 1956: 376. Attempts to interpret &etög as eagle, recalling the Roman 
emblem that accompanied the invasion of Jerusalem, assume a post—a.d. 70 
date for Luke, as well as suggest an image contextually distant from the 
metaphor here; but so Danker 1988: 294; Leaney 1958: 232; and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1173 (with less certainty). 

1 Fitzmyer 1985: 1185 discusses the relationship of this pericope to 
Paul’s message, though with less emphasis on the unity of the perspectives. 
See also F. F. Bruce 1952: 66-69 and the exegesis of 18:14a. 

4 So the aorist passive participle otaQeic (as he stood); BAGD 382 
81I.1b; BAA 775 8I1.1b. The circumstantial aorist passive participle of 
totnpt is found in the NT only in Luke’s writings: Luke 18:40; 19:8; Acts 
2:14; 5:20; 11:13; 17:22; 25:18; 27:21; Fitzmyer 1985: 1186. In the Jewish 
world, it was not unusual to stand and pray (1 Sam. 1:26; 1 Kings 8:14, 22; 
Plummer 1896: 416; SB 1:401-2; 2:240; Marshall 1978: 679). 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 141 overstates the parallelism with Pauline usage, as 
do Fitzmyer 1985: 1185 and Arndt 1956: 380. Linnemann 1966: 62-63, 
144-46 n. 11; Ernst 1977: 497-98; and Marshall 1978: 680-81 are clearer. 
Cf. Ps. 51:19 [51:21 MT]; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 12:7; x1Q28b [= 1QSb] 4.22. 

1 The Gospel of Thomas 22 expands on the theme here by including the 
Gnostic doctrine of the “primordial unit” (Fitzmyer 1985: 1192). 

3 There is no need to regard the story as a creation based on 2 Kings 


4:27, but so Bultmann 1963: 32, who also cites a rabbinic story from the 


later b. Ketub. 63a, where disciples try to dissuade Akiva from seeing his 
mother. This approach is rightly rejected by Fitzmyer 1985: 1192 and 
Marshall 1978: 681-82. 

4 On the impersonal use of the third-person plural, see Fitzmyer 1985: 
1193 and Zerwick 1963: 81. The imperfect in this context vividly portrays 
ongoing action by many: “They were bringing.” 

7 This pericope contains no allusion to infant baptism (Marshall 1978: 
682; Schweizer 1984: 285; Tiede 1988: 309-10; and Fitzmyer 1985: 1193 
correctly challenge Jeremias 1960: 54; Cullmann 1950: 76-78; and 
Grundmann 1963: 353), though by implication a child’s spiritual responses 
should be encouraged and accepted. Jeremias notes the use of K@Abo in 
baptismal settings (Matt. 3:14; Acts 8:36; 10:47; 11:17), but in Luke 18, the 
point is blessing, not baptism (against the Jesus Seminar [Funk and Hoover 
1993: 370], who import a baptismal sense here; see the discussion of 
sources and historicity above). 

11 Luke 17:20-37 (esp. 17:20-21) has both senses. Note the ambiguity 
in 18:24-25. Luke 23:42 looks at immediate entry, though it is in the 
context of death as opposed to entering the kingdom in life. Acts 14:22 
speaks of future entry. Another immediate instance is John 3:5. Fitzmyer 
notes that though the expression in 18:17 is rare, it fits with the invitation of 
17:21. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 33-34 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1219 take 19:8 as a Lucan 
addition, breaking the flow of the story. Marshall 1978: 695 agrees with 
Bultmann that 19:10 may be a later comment, but Fitzmyer sees it as part of 


the account. Schweizer 1984: 290 regards 19:8 as a non-Lucan addition to 


the story, while Luke is responsible for 19:10. Those who see Luke adding 
19:10 often suggest that it is his version of the famous ransom saying of 
Mark 10:45. 

4 Mépxyopar is common in Luke’s writings: Luke 2:15, 35; 4:30; 5:15; 
8:22; 9:6; 11:24; 17:11; 19:4; Acts 12:10; 13:6; 14:24; plus eighteen more 
times in Acts; BAGD 194; BAA 391; Fitzmyer 1985: 1223-24; Plummer 
1896: 432. 

6 Fitzmyer 1985: 1224 sees this as the wrong question to ask, since the 
text does not address the issue. Klostermann 1929: 185 simply says that 
supernatural knowledge is not expressed by Luke. Luce 1933: 292 takes a 
rationalistic approach: Jesus inquired about his name, but Luke portrays his 


cc 


knowledge as supernatural. Nolland 1993b: 905 speaks of Jesus’ “uncanny 
knowledge.” 

2 Fitzmyer wrongly says that Manson 1949: 313 agrees with this 
position. Manson does hold that Luke’s traditional source is responsible for 
the addition. 

10 BAGD 524 puts the value of one mina at eighteen to twenty dollars, 
while Fitzmyer 1985: 1235 estimates twenty-five dollars. Since the value of 
ancient currency constantly changes in relation to modern monetary units, it 
is clearer to compute the value according to daily wages. The figure of four 
months is calculated on the basis of a six-day workweek (the NIV’s 
marginal note that “a mina was about three months’ wages” probably 
includes the Sabbath in its calculation). 


15 On the difference between burying and wrapping, see Jeremias 


1963a: 61 n. 51. Fitzmyer 1985: 1236 is skeptical of what value this 


difference has for the meaning of this parable, but gives no reason for his 
doubt (perhaps the late date of the talmudic material?). Either way, the 
detail reflects a failure to respond to the king. 

16 Abotnposc (severe, strict, exacting) is used in the NT only in this 
pericope (twice); also 2 Macc. 14:30. In P. Tebt. vol. 2 #315 line 19, the 
term is used of a demanding financial inspector; MM 93; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1237. 

17 This view of the king’s sternness is conceptually like Josephus’s 
description of a law that punishes slaves more harshly; Against Apion 2.30 
8216; C. Taylor 1901; Plato, Laws 913c (11); Brightman 1927-28; Philo, 
Hypothetica 7.6; Fitzmyer 1985: 1237. 

23 Not accepting that the parable deals with final judgment, Fitzmyer 
1985: 1238 and Grundmann 1963: 365 argue that it refers instead to 
Jerusalem’s destruction. This contradicts 19:11, which states that the 
parable deals explicitly with the consummated kingdom’s coming and 
judgment at that time. Nonetheless, the observation is helpful, because 
Jerusalem’s judgment (19:41-44; 21:5-38) pictures a greater judgment to 
come. Though not in this parable, that judgment pictures for Luke what the 
final judgment is like. 

8 Matthew emphasizes the fulfillment of Zech. 9:9. Cf. the similar 
phrase in Luke 23:53 about the tomb “in which no one had yet been laid.” 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1248-49 denies any allusion to the “messianically 
associated” Gen. 49:11 (see also the exegesis of Luke 19:31). 

10 Luke uses yo (to bring) thirteen times (Luke 4:1, 9, 29, 40; 10:34; 
18:40; 19:27, 30, 35; 22:54; 23:1, 32; 24:21), while Mark uses it only three 


times (Mark 1:38; 13:11; 14:42) and Matthew four times (Matt. 10:18; 21:2, 
7; 26:46). Mark uses épo (to bring along) fifteen times compared to 
Matthew’s and Luke’s four times each. This difference is one of Marcan 
style. Fitzmyer 1985: 1249 argues that Matthew and Luke chose the more 
precise verb. Luke’s reading leaves a chiasmus in the verse: “finding the 
bound donkey ... loosing it and bring it” (Nolland 1993b: 924). 

26 As in Gen. 50:24-25; Exod. 3:7, 16; Job 10:12; 29:4; Wis. 2:20; 3:13; 
1 Pet. 2:12; and 1 Clem. 50.3; correctly Marshall 1978: 719. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1259 does not specify which view he holds. 

6 Fitzmyer 1985: 1275 says that the question has no implied messianic 
claim for Jesus, but only an affirmation that he is from God. But given 
John’s teaching on the Coming One, an indirect allusion is implied. There is 
much at stake in answering the question. 

4 Luce 1933: 308 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1279 present the case for 
nonauthenticity without endorsing it. Snodgrass 1983: 106—10 has a 
detailed defense of the authenticity of this parable. He concludes: “If one 
rejects the dominical origin of this parable, he or she does so because of 
presuppositions about the nature of the Gospels . . . and not because of any 
element in the parable itself.” 

5 Hengel 1968 and Derrett 1970: 286-312 discuss the ancient customs 
that provide the historical background for this parable. Such tenants would 
work for a commission (m. Kil. 4-6 describes laws governing vineyards; 
Mur 24b-e [DJD 2:124-32] gives details of a tenant arrangement; Derrett 
1970: 293-94). Derrett argues that if the vineyard could be shown to have 


been “abandoned” by the owner, it would revert to the tenants if they had 


worked the land for three years (m. B. Bat. 3.1; Jeremias 1963a: 74-75; 
Dodd 1961: 97). Such a cultural background gives context to the parable, 
though it is comprehensible without it (correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 1283). 

8 All other uses of ur) yEvorto are made by Paul, who uses it fourteen 
times, ten times in Romans alone (e.g., 3:4, 6, 31; 6:2, 15; BDF 8384; BDR 
8384.2). Fitzmyer 1985: 1285 notes that the Hebrew equivalent translates, 
“Tt is an abomination to me/us” (Gen. 44:17; Josh. 22:29). 

5 On Tiberius’s rule, see the exegesis of 3:1. The origin of Caesar as the 
title for the reigning emperor goes back to Julius Caesar; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1296. 

10 The phrase tà tod Oeod (the things of God) occurs elsewhere in Mark 
8:33; 1 Cor. 2:11, 14; 7:32-34; Fitzmyer 1985: 1296-97. 

12 Many follow Ranke 1901: 1.1—9 in seeing this saying as Jesus’ most 
significant political statement. Fitzmyer 1985: 1292 objects to the two- 
kingdoms view (which appeals to Prov. 8:15-16; Dan. 2:21, 37-38; Wis. 
6:1-11 for support), arguing that it makes Caesar and God equals. 

13 That the saying about rendering to God is not ironic stands against 
viewing the first saying as ironic (Fitzmyer 1985: 1292). The use of the 
conjunction Kal (and) instead of &AAd (but) shows that the whole saying is 
to be taken together. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1299 notes seven differences between Mark and Luke, 
mostly stylistic; see the exegesis for details. In addition, he notes how Luke 
20:38b-39 is a Lucan summary, while 20:40 is like Mark 12:34 (which is in 
a section that Luke lacks). Luke 20:34—36 has Jesus teach the Sadducees 


directly and lacks any rebuke about how they read Scripture. Fitzmyer also 
notes a possible conceptual parallel to 4 Macc. 7:19. 

6 Fitzmyer 1985: 1324, 1326, 1329 speaks of Mark plus L and argues 
that L did not contain the whole speech. To achieve this position, he notes 
parallels to Q material in the Luke 17 discourse and the few portions of 
Luke 21 that do not parallel Mark 13. 

9 For form-critical discussions of the individual subunits, see Fitzmyer 
1985: 1329, 1334, 1338, 1342, 1348, 1351, 1355, 1357; Bultmann 1963: 36, 
122-23, 125, 119; Berger 1984: 81, 296-97, 304-5, 48, 142, 352. 

10 Solomon’s Temple was destroyed by Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon in 
586 b.c. and reconstructed by Zerubbabel in about 516 b.c. (Hag. 1:4-15). 
Those who had seen the original temple felt that Zerubbabel’s was not as 
great (Fitzmyer 1985: 1330). 

14 Noting that the fall was fated by God, Josephus, Jewish War 6.4.5 
8250, describes the destruction of Jerusalem on the tenth day of Loüs (= 29 
August a.d. 70). The temple was first burned (Jewish War 6.4.5 8250) and 
then razed (Jewish War 7.1.1 881-4). Josephus also describes portents of 
the end; Jewish War 6.5.3-4 88288-315. The OT describes the first 
destruction of Jerusalem: Jer. 52:12-13; 7:1-14; 22:5; 27:6; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1331. 

18 Fitzmyer follows Conzelmann 1960: 126; but correctly Marshall 
1978: 762. Danker 1988: 329 notes that the issues of Jerusalem’s 
destruction and the end-time were linked in most people’s minds; one 
suggests the other. Jesus’ answer goes beyond the temple. Zmijewski 1972: 


93-95 suggests that the reference to the “coming days” in 21:6 suggests an 


eschatological setting, since nuépa (day) alludes to the day of the Lord. It 
must be remembered that any judgment that consumed Jerusalem would be 
seen as catastrophic, so either event—Jerusalem’s fall or the temple’s 
removal—would suggest severe judgment. The disciples are asking, “When 
will that judgment come?” 

21 Fitzmyer 1985: 1337 is against a source. Creed 1930: 255 and Leaney 
1958: 260 say Luke inserted the phrase because he was detailing what was 
sketched in previous verses. Marshall 1978: 764—65 speaks of the great 
puzzlement that this addition has caused and mentions the possible 
influence of another source (also Schramm 1971: 174—75). Perhaps this one 
source had the two eschatological discourses that Luke reflects. But what 
caused the difference? Did Luke or his source supply a clarifying stylistic 
break? Either option is possible. 

22 Josephus records that when the temple burned, a bright star 
resembling a sword stood over the city and that comets were visible for a 
year; Jewish War 6.5.1-3 88274-89, esp. 88288-89; Manson 1949: 326; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1337; Plummer 1896: 479. Note also Tacitus, History 5.13; 
2 Macc. 5:2-3; Nolland 1993b: 992. 

1 The term passion is a wordplay on Hebrew nọ} (Pesah., Passover) and 
Greek ntüoyw@ (paschö, to suffer); Fitzmyer 1985: 1369; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 4.10.1. 

1 Fitzmyer 1985: 1368, 1373 strongly objects to Bultmann’s questioning 
(1963: 262) of this material. 

7 The name Iscariot occurs here in its Grecized form (Ioxapi@tnv), not 


its Semitic form (Ioxapio8), as in 6:16 (Fitzmyer 1985: 1374). Matthew 


here uses the Greek form, Mark the Semitic. On the Semitic form of the 
name, see the exegesis of 6:16. 

1 Fitzmyer 1985: 1383 overstates the passage by arguing that Matthew 
and Luke are different. Marshall 1978: 791-92 suggests that the Lucan 
details point to arrangement. 

2 Fitzmyer and Marshall are undecided about the tradition-historical 
issue. For more on this topic, see Schürmann’s three studies (1952, 1955, 
1957), Soards 1987, and J. Green 1988. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 387-88) reflects excessive skepticism, printing the dialogue 
of 22:15-22 in black type because of the differences in wording and the 
presence of two cups. The seminar believes that there was a meal with 
symbolic acts, but the exact words are “beyond recovery.” This contrastive 
approach amazingly excludes the likely possibility of an accurate summary 
of such an emotive event. 

4 "Qpa (hour) occurs many times in the passion narrative, including 
Mark 14:35, 41; John 12:23; 13:1; 17:1; Luke 22:53. Because @pa carries 
no qualifiers (as in 22:53), it conveys no special sense of God’s hour 
(against Grundmann 1963: 392 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1384; as noted by 
Marshall 1978: 794 and especially Soards 1987: 33). 

8 Note yap (for) and the solemn and emphatic A€y@ Duiv (I say to you; 
also 22:18; 13:35; 9:27). “Eac ÖTou (until; also 12:50; 13:8) is equivalent to 
amo tod viv (from now on) in 22:18 (Fitzmyer 1985: 1396). 

19 On interpreting the action, see Fitzmyer 1985: 1401-2. Plummer 
1896: 498 argues that the instruction to observe the supper came from the 


risen Lord later, but there is no record of such a later instruction. 


20 On the various views, see the summary in Marshall 1978: 805-6, who 
argues that in general Luke’s form is the most primitive, but notes the 
difficulty of the decision. Fitzmyer 1985: 1402 prefers Mark’s originality, as 
does Nolland 1993b: 1047, who mostly follows Ruckstuhl 1980. 

3 Marshall 1978: 808 assumes at least two sources. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1408-9 mentions the transposition, but acknowledges the possibility of 
another source. 

7 Fitzmyer 1985: 1407 sees “independent traditions” about such a 
discourse at the supper, though he also notes the conceptual parallelism 
with John. Plummer 1896: 500 speaks of the confusion about its location 
within the tradition, though he argues that such contention at the meal may 
have occurred when the disciples chose seats at the meal. But, he argues, 
such contention after the footwashing is unlikely. Of course, it may be that 
Jesus was addressing a contention from a previous occasion. Perhaps the 
tradition had it in this latter location as part of the summary of what was 
actually said at the meal, even though Jesus said it during the meal. 

11 Note contrastive é (but). Fitzmyer 1985: 1418 points out that Peter 
and John served by preparing the meal. 

12 This verse is unique to Luke and reflects an independent source, 
which Fitzmyer 1985: 1412 calls L. Conceptual parallels are found in Mark 
10:45 and Matt. 23:8-10; Marshall 1978: 813-14; Danker 1988: 349-50. 

14 This Father-Son motif occurs elsewhere in Luke 12:32; John 15:9; 
17:18, 21-22; 20:21; Fitzmyer 1985: 1419. Jesus exercises executive 


authority here. 


18 But so Fitzmyer 1985: 1419, who speaks of “reconstituted Israel,” 
and Marshall 1978: 817, who suggests an allusion to the Lord’s Supper, 
along with many others (those who see a tie to Israel include Ellis 1974: 
256 and Danker 1988: 350-51). Dupont 1964: 388 correctly argues against 
this view. This expectation is continued in the question of Acts 1:6-8 and 
the remarks of Peter in Acts 3:18-21. Even later Petrine expectation of a 
new heaven and earth in 2 Pet. 3:10-14, which looks to the ultimate end of 
history, does not remove this intervening stage when God deals with Israel 
in bringing it again into the blessing reserved for God’s people. 

19 Luke uses d£onat fifteen times, Matthew once (Matt. 9:38), and Mark 
and John not at all; Fitzmyer 1985: 1425; Marshall 1978: 821. 

21 Against Bultmann 1963: 267 n. 2, who argues that the original 
tradition did not know of Peter’s denial; but so correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 
1425 and esp. Marshall 1978: 821. 

25 Plummer 1896: 505 and Luce 1933: 335 make this connection, while 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1426 says that there is no need to do so. Nolland 1993b: 
1073 suggests 2:30 a.m. for the initial crowing and notes that the reference 
inm. B. Qam. 7.7 forbidding chickens in Jerusalem is probably a later 
idealization and thus not a historical challenge to this detail. 

31 Schwarz 1979: 22 suggests a misreading of the Aramaic term for 
“end,” but Fitzmyer 1985: 1433-34 rejects this view. 

33 Plummer 1896: 507 and Marshall 1978: 827 see the idiom here 
(based on Gen. 45:28; Exod. 9:28; Deut. 3:26; 1 Kings 19:4; 1 Chron. 
21:15; 1 Macc. 2:33). Doubt about its presence is expressed by Fitzmyer 
1985: 1434 and Rengstorf, TDNT 3:295-96. 


1 Fitzmyer 1985: 1436, 1440 speaks of the “inner” Jesus, but is careful 
to warn that this passage should not be overly psychologized. 

2 Most who take this latter approach speak of dependence on Mark, 
while Matthean prioritists favor dependence on Matthew. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1437-39 vigorously defends Lucan reworking of Mark, citing numerous 
touches of Lucan vocabulary. See the exegesis for details. For defense of an 
additional source, see Nolland 1993b: 1081-82. Connections with John 
16:6, 20-22; 18:2, 11 suggest traditional background. 

12 Fitzmyer 1985: 1444-45 rightly stresses the comparative force of 
woei (like), elsewhere used by Luke at Luke 3:23; 9:14 (twice), 28; 22:41, 
59; 23:44; 24:11; Acts 1:15; 2:3, 41; 6:15; 10:3; 19:7, 34 (variant reading). 
On the medical possibilities, see R. Brown 1994: 185; Holzmeister 1938; 
Keen 1892; and Keen 1897. 

5 The style (iöövteg [seeing] at the start of a sentence) is frequent in 
Luke: 8:34, 47; 23:47; Marshall 1978: 836. The direct question with ei (if) 
is often used by Luke: e.g., Luke 13:23; Acts 1:6; 7:1; 19:2; 21:37; 22:25 
(Fitzmyer 1985: 1448). But as Luke 22:67 shows, such a question can 
reflect parallels in the tradition. Luke is summarizing here. 

7 For the use of katé meaning “after” in a distributive sense, see Luke 
11:3; Fitzmyer 1985: 1451. Luke’s audience of chief priests fits these 
remarks. While it is not necessary to see the priests themselves carrying 
weapons, they are responsible for the tone of the arrest by whom they bring 
(against the implications of R. Brown 1994: 282, who thinks the detail 


raises a historical problem). 


1 Those arguing for an additional source are Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-58 
(but not in 22:54-62); Creed 1930: 276 (maybe); Marshall 1978: 839-40, 
845, 848; Grundmann 1963: 416, 418-19; Ernst 1977: 612-13, 616, 618; 
Nolland 1993b: 1092-93, 1098-99, 1104-5; and J. Green 1988: 276. Soards 
1987: 100-120 argues for a mixture of tradition, Marcan rewriting, and 
Lucan rewriting. The classic study on this issue is V. Taylor 1972. Dissent 
about an extra source outside of some oral material comes from R. Brown 
1994: 581-83. Most of Luke’s changes (e.g., 22:63-65) reflect his style and 
vocabulary. But all that this shows is Luke’s hand on his sources, not 
whether additional information existed. Brown sees the “game” in 22:64 as 
evidence of the presence of oral tradition (see the exegesis). But why limit it 
here, given evidence of sources throughout this material? 

4 J. Green 1988: 282 calls Luke the most primitive form of the tradition. 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-59 is agnostic on historicity, saying that it is 
impossible to prove. The most detailed English study, Catchpole 1971: 153- 
220, gives the nod to Luke. For a more skeptical appraisal, giving seven 
reasons not to accept these accounts as authentic, see E. Sanders 1985: 296- 
99. For a detailed response to most of his objections, see Bock 1994b. The 
Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 392-93) rejects Jesus’ prediction 
(22:61) and the trial dialogue (22:67—69, 70) as inauthentic because 22:61 
recalls 22:34 and the absence of disciples at the trial means that no 
witnesses were present. Jesus’ anticipation of Peter’s failure, however, 
reflects his knowledge of how pressure would cause Peter to wilt (the 


disciples’ past record of inconsistency might also contribute to Jesus’ 


expectation). The presence of people like Joseph of Arimathea at the trial 
makes an internal witness possible. 

6 Kati (also) probably alludes to John’s being with Peter, as John 18:15 
appears to suggest. Obtoc (this one) is probably derogatory; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1464. In Acts 4:13, Peter is again associated with Jesus, but his response is 
quite different! 

16 Besides those already cited, other major works on Jesus’ trial are 
Bammel 1970, Blinzler 1969, Sherwin-White 1963: 24-47, and Winter 
1974. Catchpole, Blinzler, and Sherwin-White defend the historicity of 
much of the Lucan account. Fitzmyer 1985: 1466 also thinks a morning trial 
is most likely. 

23 On God’s power, see Josh. 4:24; 1 Chron. 12:23; Wis. 7:25; 2 Macc. 
3:24, 38; 9:8; 1QM 1.11, 14; 4.4, 12; 6.2, 6; 10.5; Eph. 1:20-22; 1 Pet. 3:22; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1467; Grundmann, TDNT 4:540. 

30 Marshall 1965-66: 347 and A. Moore 1966: 184-87 answer other 
objections to authenticity. Fitzmyer 1985: 1459 refuses to make a judgment 
on historicity, calling it impossible to reach a verdict. R. Brown 1994: 514— 
15 says that the conceptually parallel Mark 14:62 “may be close to the 
mindset and style of Jesus himself.” Though he believes there is no way to 
determine this for certain (pp. 506-7), the remarks fit with authenticity. 
Brown even adds the argument that Mark’s “you will see” statement is so 
ambiguous that it is unlikely to be created by the church. 

3 On Pilate, see the exegesis of 3:1. Tacitus, Annals 15.44, mentions 
Pilate’s eventual decision; Fitzmyer 1985: 1474. Kinman 1991 considers the 


setting to be the assize of the Roman governor; Pilate’s presence fits this 


custom. R. Brown 1994: 363-72 has a detailed discussion of the issue of 
capital punishment, noting that Jews had no authority to execute, except 
perhaps those who entered prohibited sections of the temple or committed 
adultery (John 7:53-8:11; m. Sanh. 7.2). John 18:13 thus fits the legal 
situation of Jesus’ time. On Pilate’s career in current literature, see R. 
Brown 1994: 694-705. 

4 Fitzmyer 1985: 1474 and Delling, TDNT 6:279, note that twenty-four 
uses of rtAfidoc (company) are in Luke—Acts, with only one in Mark and 
none in Matthew. The combination ärtav (or ma&v) tò rıAfdog (the whole 
company) is found in Luke 1:10; 8:37; 19:37; Acts 15:12; 25:24; Marshall 
1978: 852. The idea of leading Jesus to Pilate shows the use of Gyo for 
taking a criminal somewhere (Matt. 10:18; Josephus, Jewish War 6.5.3 
8303; BAGD 14 82; BAA 25 82). 

8 Fitzmyer 1985: 1475 notes that the title King of the Jews was bestowed 
on Herod by an Essene named Manaeémos; Josephus, Antiquities 15.10.5 
8373. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1479 calls ävart£urt® Lucan, but since three of its five 
NT uses are in this one pericope (elsewhere Acts 25:21 and Philem. 12), the 
usage is too concentrated and too rare to attribute to Luke. On the Roman 
legalities, see R. Brown 1994: 764-65. 

3 “In those days” is a frequent Lucan expression: Luke 1:39; 6:12; 
24:18; Acts 1:15; 11:27; Fitzmyer 1985: 1481. On the racial origins of the 
Herodians as half-Jewish, see Josephus, Antiquities 14.15.2 8403. On 
Herod’s presence in Jerusalem during a feast, see Josephus, Antiquities 


18.5.3 8122. 


9 Fitzmyer 1985: 1491 notes Luke’s similar though distinct use of double 
vocatives in 10:41; 13:34; 22:31. 

11 ’Emx«pivo can have the technical meaning “to issue a sentence” (2 
Macc. 4:47; 3Macc. 4:2; Fitzmyer 1985: 1492; Plummer 1896: 527), 
although it was also used of determining whether a person was fit for 
military service or exempt from a poll tax (MM 240). 

21 In some church tradition, the confessing criminal’s name is given as 
Dismas or Dysmas; Acts of Pilate 10.2 (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.512); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1509. See n. 11. 

37 Fitzmyer 1985: 1518 notes, however, that Thucydides 2.28 records an 
eclipse at new moon. 

1 Luce 1933: 354 speaks of Mark plus L. Marshall 1978: 878 and V. 
Taylor 1972: 99-103 say that special Lucan material may appear in 23:55- 
56. Ernst 1977: 640-41 holds that it is 23:50c, 51a, 53b, 54b. Nolland 
1993b: 1162-63 holds to 23:53c and perhaps 23:52-54. Grundmann 1963: 
436 holds to 23:50, 51a, 53b, 54-56. Fitzmyer 1985: 1523 holds to 23:53c, 
56a. Though it could be debated whether certain verses derive from another 
source, Luke seems to have had access to additional material, against R. 
Brown 1994: 1226. 

7 While much speculation centers around the Shroud of Turin, recent 
tests date it to the fourteenth century (when it first surfaced), thus making it 
inauthentic. See Fitzmyer 1985: 1527-29 for the history of the shroud. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1533-34 sees apologetic accretions in Matthew’s 
reference to the guards and the chief priest’s bribes. These pericopes do not, 


however, indicate ahistoricity; they simply clarify why one should not doubt 


the claims of Jesus’ resurrection. Just because they are apologetic does not 
mean that they are fabricated. 

1 Fitzmyer 1985: 1557-59 notes four Lucan emphases: (1) the 
geographic journey, (2) Jesus’ gradual revelation of himself, (3) Christology 
and fulfillment of OT prophecy, and (4) the meal scenes. (Fitzmyer 
describes the meal as “eucharistic”; although there is breaking of bread and 
thanksgiving, it is not a Eucharist, especially given the absence of wine.) 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1556-57 notes four other types of appearance 
narratives: (1) lists of witnesses (1 Cor. 15:5-8), (2) statements of 
appearance (Luke 24:34), (3) concise narratives that briefly report the 
appearance and usually involve situation, appearance, greeting, recognition, 
and word of command (Matt. 28:8-10), and (4) mixed narratives or 
developed reports (Luke 24:36-49). This is a variation of Dodd’s 1955 
delineation of three categories of narrative: concise, circumstantial, and 
mixed. 

6 BDR 8423.2.7 and §423.1.2 notes that Luke uses the temporal genitive 
absolute fifty-seven times, while Acts has it one hundred times. The 
construction occurs in Matthew fifty-one times and in Mark thirty-four 
times. This is too common to attribute its presence to any one evangelist or 
to rule out its presence in the tradition (against Fitzmyer 1985: 1574 and 
Nolland 1993b: 1212). 

7 The term £otn (he stood) appears in John 20:19, 26; 21:4. Luke likes 
the phrase Ev péow (in the midst): Luke 2:46; 8:7; 10:3; 21:21; 22:27, 55; 
Acts 1:15; 2:22; 4:7; 17:22; 27:21 (Fitzmyer 1985: 1575). 


10 Fitzmyer 1985: 1576 refuses to make a connection to 1 Cor. 15, 
probably to emphasize that Luke is not concerned with Paul’s detailed 
explanation, a point that is correct but need not mean the accounts are 
theologically unrelated. 

18 The meaning of oütwg is not clear (Marshall 1978: 905). Fitzmyer 
1985: 1583 argues that it means “so” the Scripture speaks, referring to the 
manner of the message and thus focusing on its content. It could also be 
causative (Klostermann 1929: 242, pointing to 24:26), thus meaning 
“because” the Scripture must be fulfilled. Either possibility makes good 
sense; the second emphasizes design a little more. 

5 For example, Chwolson’s 1908 work (view six below) was first 
published in 1892, three decades before the start of form criticism, so that 
Fitzmyer’s appeal to form-critical analysis is challenged. Some of the 
arguments in this debate are lexical and so are unrelated to any solid results 
emerging from form criticism. Apparently, Fitzmyer has Luke’s additional 
cup in mind when he discusses form criticism. Some see Luke’s mention of 
the additional cup as evidence of liturgical expansion by the later church. 

34 Wiefel 1988: 80. These texts show that God used women as 
revelatory agents. Several texts, including Luke 2:36—38, have audiences 
that include both men and women. There is no indication in the Bible that 
prophetesses had a gender-restricted audience. In fact, the recording of their 
prophecies for all to read suggests the opposite. On Luke and women, see 
Flanagan 1978: 292-93, who notes thirteen Lucan texts where man and 


woman are paralleled as Simeon and Anna are here; Nolland 1989: 122. 


20 Giblin 1985: 56 sees Ps. 137:9; Ezek. 4:1-2; and Isa. 3:26 as relevant. 
He notes that Jerusalem falls as any worldly city would because they missed 
the “moment of truth.” See also Flückiger 1972: 387-88. Nolland 1993b: 
931-32 notes the numerous examples of non-Lucan language in Luke 
19:43—44. 

3 Longenecker 1970: 71-74 cites the example of Simeon ben Kosebah, 
who, though seen as messianic, had a reticence to claim the title for himself; 
also Flusser 1959: 107. 

17 Foerster, TDNT 3:670, notes that the combination to raise up a horn 
does not appear in the LXX. 

22 The terms púopa (to rescue) and ooo (to save) occasionally appear 
together to express the idea of deliverance; Foerster, TDNT 7:990-91; 
Kasch, TDNT 6:1002; Ps. 7:1-2 [7:2-3 LXX]; 71:2 [70:2 LXX]. 

26 Foerster, TDNT 2:813. Kasch, TDNT 6:1002, notes that rescue in the 
NT always refers to God as the rescuer. Rescue texts have strong OT roots; 
seven of seventeen NT uses of pbonan have OT influence: Luke 1:74; Matt. 
27:43; Rom. 11:26; 2 Cor. 1:10a; 2 Thess. 3:2; 2 Tim. 3:11; 4:17. 

11 Foerster and Fohrer, TDNT 7:1015—24. Foerster (7:1015 n. 63) 
regards the phrase who is Christ the Lord as a possible Lucan explanatory 
gloss. See Acts 5:31 and 13:23 and the related ruler ideas in Acts 3:15 and 
7:35. The variety of traditions drawing on the concept is against a gloss 
here. 

9 Ps. 58:4 [58:5 MT]; 140:3 [140:4 MT]; Matt. 3:7 [the parallel to this 
pericope]; Luce 1933: 110; Danker 1988: 86; SB 1:114-15; Foerster, TDNT 


2:815-16. Acts 28:3 refers to a poisonous snake. 


15 Liefeld 1984: 864; Schulz 1972: 187 n. 98; Foerster, TDNT 5:486; 
Manson 1949: 44. The picture of the “high mountain” is almost regal 
imagery and recalls how rulers often lived high on a mountain over their 
subjects. Such “heavenly journeys” are not unusual: 2 Cor. 12:2-3. C. F. 
Evans 1990: 258 cites as parallel Deut. 34:1—4, where Moses sees the 
promised land from a mountain. 

12 Luke 4:36; 6:18; 8:29; 9:42; 11:24; Foerster, TDNT 2:16; Hauck, 
TDNT 3:428. On demons in Judaism, see Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185 
(“spirits of wicked men who enter the living and kill them unless aid is 
forthcoming”); 1 Enoch 19.1; Jub. 10.5; T. Ben. 5.2; C. F. Evans 1990: 279. 
In the OT, daipoviov occurs in Ps. 90:6 [91:6 Engl.] and to nveüna TO 
aka8aptov in Zech. 13:2. 

13 Foerster, TDNT 2:8-9. Marshall 1978: 193 notes this contrasts to 
Jesus, the Holy One, in 4:34. 

7 BAGD 189; BAA 379-80; Foerster, TDNT 7:990 §D.II.1a. Of eight 
NT uses of d5tac@Co, six are in Luke-Acts: Matt. 14:36; 1 Pet. 3:20; Luke 
7:3; Acts 23:24; 27:43, 44; 28:1, 4; Plummer 1896: 195. 

39 Foerster, TDNT 2:80, speaks of this as the end of Satan’s right to 
accuse humans; but the fall means much more than this. 

36 A water snake is probably referred to by dic, since this snake was 
used as bait for fishing; see Grundmann 1963: 235; Fitzmyer 1985: 915; 
Foerster, TDNT 5:566-68. 

37 Marshall 1978: 496 notes five explanations offered for the Matthean- 
Lucan difference and opts for each Gospel representing different strands of 


oral tradition; see also Foerster, TDNT 5:579-80. 


27 Jesus’ allusion to the beginning of the world (Foerster, TDNT 3:1029; 
Hauck, TDNT 3:620; Matt. 13:35; Heb. 4:3; 9:26) makes the expression a 
merism: “the whole line of prophets.” 

13 The hapax legomenon k0@t@ag speaks of a debauched, profligate life 
(BAGD 119; BAA 239; Prov. 7:11; 28:7), and so Luke 15:30 speaks of the 
son’s time with prostitutes. Conceptual parallels are found in Eph. 5:18; 
Titus 1:6; 1 Pet. 4:4; Creed 1930: 199; Foerster, TDNT 1:507, esp. n. 4. 

11 Foerster and Fohrer, TDNT 7:1015—24. Foerster (7:1015 n. 63) 
regards the phrase who is Christ the Lord as a possible Lucan explanatory 
gloss. See Acts 5:31 and 13:23 and the related ruler ideas in Acts 3:15 and 
7:35. The variety of traditions drawing on the concept is against a gloss 
here. 

17 Such a “pattern” rendering of OT events fits the OT prophetic hope, 
where the message of a prophet is read in light of a larger context of the 
book or in light of the whole of the OT. It is biblical typology in the proper 
sense of the term; Foulkes 1958 and Goppelt 1982. For more on the 
hermeneutics of the OT use in the NT, see Bock 1985. 

43 Luke 7:11-17; 17:12-19; Wink 1968: 44; Jeremias, TDNT 2:928—41; 
France 1971: 48. 

6 On this passage and various views on the authenticity issue, see also 
Roloff 1970: 55-62; Lohse, TDNT 7:21-24; Lohse 1960: 84-85; Daube 
1972-73: 7-8; and France 1971: 46-47. 

17 For discussion of options, but with a different solution, see France 


1971: 91 n. 31, who sees all the allusions in Malachi referring to God. Mal. 


4:3 [3:21 MT] may point to Messiah, but a clear reference does not exist; 
Bock 1987: 322 n. 87. 

40 For refutation of France’s attempt (1971: 227--39) to tie this remark to 
a.d. 70, see Marshall 1978: 776-77, who notes that the presence of cosmic 
signs, the force of Dan. 7:13, and the context all argue against such a view. 
Marshall also defends the saying’s authenticity and rightly questions 
attempts to reject the saying because of the Synoptic mixture of OT text (Ps. 
110 and Dan. 7) or by holding that other sayings such as Mark 8:38 or 
14:62 are earlier. Colpe, TDNT 8:450, and Perrin 1967: 173-85 deny 
authenticity; Hooker 1967: 148-59 and Borsch 1967: 361-64 defend it. 

4 Judaism also had hopes of priestly messianic figures; see 1QS 9.11 and 
Neusner, Green, and Frerichs 1987. 

21 Exod. 13:2; Num. 3:12; Schürmann 1969: 104 n. 43; Fitzmyer 1981: 
407-8; Frey 1930; Michaelis, TDNT 6:876-77 and n. 36; Bovon 1989: 121 
n. 38. 

4 Pirge de Rabbi Eliezer 48 (= Friedlander 1916: 378), an eighth-century 
text that is too late to be of real help; R. Brown 1977: 369. Gen. 21:3 may 
belong here in light of Gen. 21:4—5, but it is hard to be sure; R. Meyer, 
TDNT 6:82. 

15 SB 1:500-18; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1101-3; Bovon 1989: 260. Jeremias 
notes that nowhere in Judaism is Messiah the bridegroom. Stauffer, TDNT 
1:654 n. 39, cites 2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 2:15, 38; Deut. Rab. 3.12 on 10:1; Pirge 
de Rabbi Eliezer 41 (= Friedlander 1916: 322); Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Bahodesh 3 on Exod. 19:17 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.219), where 


God comes forth as a groom to meet Israel his bride. In Mekilta de Rabbi 


Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 15:2 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.26-27), 
Akiva cites several texts from the Song of Songs as applying to Israel as the 
bride of God, making it clear that this book was read as a marriage between 
Israel and God. 

40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 
the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 
specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 
equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 

6 Friedrich, TDNT 6:835 §D.III.2, notes that Elizabeth is filled with the 
Spirit and cries out like a prophet, actions parallel to Anna in Luke 2 and to 
Zechariah in his hymn; see also Delling, TDNT 6:130. 

12 Friedrich, TDNT 6:835. Again, the Spirit serves as “testimony bearer” 
and “revelator”; Acts 2:17-18; 11:27; 13:1; 19:6; 21:9; Nolland 1989: 85. 
On the Lucan theme of the Spirit as the Spirit of prophecy, see Menzies 
1991: 119-22. 

9 Friedrich, TDNT 2:721. The tie between humans and good news 
appears in a variety of texts: Matt. 26:13; 28:19; Acts 1:8; Mark 14:9; 
16:15; Sasse, TDNT 3:890. 

33 Marshall 1978: 197; Ernst 1977: 182; Hendriksen 1978: 269-70. See 


the exegesis of 4:35a for fuller discussion. Other demonic confessions are 


Mark 1:24; 3:11; 5:7; Luke 4:34; 8:28; Acts 16:17; 19:15; Matt. 8:29; 
Friedrich, TDNT 3:708; Grundmann, TDNT 3:900 8B1. 

36 Friedrich, TDNT 6:844 n. 400, notes that such ability was seen as 
prophetic by later Judaism. 

11 Friedrich, TDNT 6:844 n. 400, lists a few late Jewish and Christian 
texts that indicate a prophet’s discernment: Pseudo-Clement, Homilies 
2.6.1; 3.11.2; 3.13.1-2 (where a true prophet is said to be the “one who 
knows all things”); Lev. Rab. 21.8 on 16:3 (where Rabbi Akiva “sees ... in 
the Holy Spirit” that one of his pupils has received a message from home 
telling him to marry). 

13 Manson 1949: 83-84. Friedrich, TDNT 6:847, argues that the office 
of eschatological prophet was the issue. Matthew’s discussion of David 
seems to envision something more; for a discussion of the test, Rengstorf, 
TDNT 7:234. 

10 Jeremias, TDNT 5:714, notes that a false prophet ran the risk of being 
killed (m. Sanh. 11.1). Friedrich, TDNT 6:834—35, points to Matt. 23:37. 
See also Fischel 1946. 

13 Friedrich, TDNT 6:840, argues that the meaning is that they 
prophesied about John, but the passage’s temporal markers are against this 
view. 

14 On “the law and the prophets,” see Luke 16:29, 31; Acts 13:15; 
28:23; Schrenk, TDNT 1:756 n. 28; Friedrich, TDNT 6:832. 

5 Marshall 1978: 125-26. One can only note the restraint in this account 
compared to the apocryphal gospels. In contrast, the Jesus Seminar puts 


Jesus’ saying in 2:49 in black type (meaning that it does not go back to 


Jesus); Funk and Hoover 1993: 275-76. They see the unit as Luke’s 
production, drawing on the child-prodigy genre, the Lucan emphasis on 
design, and its lack of attestation elsewhere. But these criteria ignore the 
potential of a unique source surfacing in Luke’s research and the evidence 
for the unit’s origins in Palestinian settings (see the discussion above and n. 
3). Its enigmatic expression also reflects Jesus’ style (see also Nolland 
1989: 127-28, who speaks less directly on the issue of historicity in 2:49). 
That this is the only use of dei relating Jesus to the Father speaks against a 
Lucan origin. On the historicity of the entire scene, see the exegesis of 2:50. 

11 Gospel of the Ebionites in Epiphanius, Panarion 30.13.7—8; Gospel 
of the Hebrews in Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah 84 (on Isa. 11:2); Gospel 
of the Nazareans in Jerome, Against the Pelagians 3.2; Funk 1985: 1.316; 
Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.169, 177, 160. 

1 Plummer 1896: 106; Manson 1949: 46 (who strongly defends this 
view); Dupont 1968: 97-115 (who argues for a middle course between 
literalism and parable); Carson 1984: 111; Nolland 1989: 177 (who defends 
the plausibility of Jesus’ reporting this event to his disciples). On the other 
end of the spectrum apparently is Crossan (1991), who does not even 
discuss this event in his portrayal of Jesus. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 133-34 [Matt.], 278-80 [Luke]) places all the sayings of this 
unit in black type, thereby indicating rejection of a tie to Jesus. The 
consensus of the seminar is that the text is legendary, like Greco-Roman 
biography, and that the sayings were authored by Q following the LXX. The 
seminar calls it an “ordeal story,” but this generic form category does not 


explain the explicit uniqueness of this confrontation account, a point that 


negates this argument. Manson 1949: 45-46 rightly challenges the 
description of the account as legendary (see the discussion of form below). 
LXX citations reflect only Luke’s sensitivity to his Greek audience and are 
not evidence of the text’s origin, since MT renderings would work (Nolland 
1989: 177). 

10 Nolland 1989: 204 notes that in the ancient world exorcism falls 
between magic (Paris Magic Papyrus, lines 3007-85) and medicine 
(Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 4.20; Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 §185). 
Jews and non-Jews believed in magic (Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; 
Lucian, Lover of Lies 16, 30-31). But these healings often included potions 
or other aids that Jesus does not use. The healer in Lucian’s account, a 
Syrian from Palestine, charged a large fee for the service. Lucian also notes 
the exorcist’s use of “Egyptian works” and “imprecations in the Egyptian 
language.” Surveying recent work on the question, Crossan 1991: 304—10 
compares magic, miracle, and medicine and equates miracle to magic. But 
this grossly underestimates Jesus. The range of Jesus’ miracles suggests the 
presence of power far beyond anything magical. Jesus does not rely on 
potions or aids, but uses only his word. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 42) argues that because Jesus did not use magical formulas or 
incantations, the disciples did not preserve his actual words for the 
exorcism. But the logic of this argument for a lack of remembrance is not 
clear or compelling. The very dissimilarity of Jesus’ style compared to other 
such events in the ancient world might make what he did say memorable. 

1 Bultmann 1963: 25-26, 64, 68 opts for a pronouncement story, but also 


notes the absence of any pronouncement. Jesus’ response comes in his 


simply turning away. This makes a pronouncement account unlikely and 
explains why the Jesus Seminar makes no comment on the text in The Five 
Gospels (Funk and Hoover 1993: 316). 

1 Dibelius 1934: 160-61, esp. 160 n. 1, says that the general nature of 
the remark shows that it comes from the evangelist, but how “general 
principles” can come from the evangelist is not clear. It is the unique 
attestation of this saying in Luke that appears to be the only reason for this 
conclusion, along with its possible use of OT imagery from Gen. 19:26. The 
Jesus Seminar sees these verses as going back to Luke, claiming that the 
saying assumes too much self-identity for disciples (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
316 prints it in black type). But the distinctive behavior and identity are 
already indicated in the first two sayings, which the seminar accepts. On the 
rejection of other attempts to argue that the early church is responsible for 
the sayings, see Marshall 1978: 409, in particular his evaluation of Schulz 
1972: 435 n. 239, who relies on Dibelius. Glombitza 1971 also makes a 
case for Lucan creation. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 145 sees much of this material as church formulated 
and as regulations for the church. Beare 1970 rejects the mission and the 
discourse’s historicity, as does the Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
317-23, esp. 320). 

1 Ellis 1974: 163-64 attributes the original context to Luke, a view that 
is possible only if the Sermon on the Mount is a Matthean topical sermon 
(which, though possible, is not likely). In favor of one occasion or point of 
origin are Manson 1949: 265; Godet 1875: 2.47; Zahn 1920: 448—49 
(favoring a view like Ellis’s); Schneider 1977a: 256; and Wiefel 1988: 215. 


A good summary of recent discussion may be found in Meier 1994: 291- 
93, 353-57. Meier sees Luke as reflecting the original size and structure of 
the prayer, with Matthew expanding the petitions and Luke altering some 
wording. But unlike many, he sees two versions in circulation. The Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 325-27) sees Q as the source, with 
Matthew making additions and Luke introducing some changes in 
vocabulary. The seminar’s view of these details parallels many critics. 

3 The Gospel of Thomas 63, 72 has parallel material, but 863 is not 
primary, as B. Scott 1989: 130-31 correctly argues. However, Scott 
wrongly asserts that the separation of the question and the parable in the 
Gospel of Thomas shows that Luke put these two elements together (with 
Scott, Funk and Hoover 1993: 338 argue that 12:15 was written by Luke, 
printing it in black type). The Gospel of Thomas lacks any warning, and so 
is only conceptually parallel. In addition, the general nature of the Gospel of 
Thomas is to work with only one short saying at a time. 

5 But so Schulz 1972: 301-9; rightly refuted by Marshall 1978: 559-60. 
Multiple levels of the parable tradition (see n. 1 above) teach the kingdom’s 
gradual growth and contrastive transformation. In addition, even the 
parables of this section appear in various wings of the tradition (Mark and 
Q [or Matthew]), so that multiple attestation speaks for authenticity. 
Jeremias 1963a: 146 n. 68 notes the Palestinian coloring in the parables, a 
point in favor of authenticity. Even the Jesus Seminar accepts the essential 
authenticity of these parables, printing 13:18—19 in pink type and 13:20-21 
in red (Funk and Hoover 1993: 346-47). 


1 Also Schulz 1972: 391-98; Crossan 1973: 72; Fitzmyer 1985: 1052. 
Jeremias 1963a: 63-64, 176 argues that the Gospel of Thomas may be more 
original than Matthew, except for its expansion of excuses. The Thomas 
parable is closer to Luke than to Matthew and so is often discussed with 
Luke’s version, but it introduces a fourth figure who cannot come to the 
banquet. Thomas gives no setting, since the document is just a list of 
teachings. But the excuses in Thomas use more urban imagery; Luke’s use 
of agrarian imagery fits Jesus’ tendency to use agrarian illustrations. 
Horsley 1987: 180 sees Luke as the more original of the versions, noting 
that the economically prosperous are the excluded; so also the Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 352), though it regards the symposium- 
table setting as Lucan. 

3 For unity are Marshall 1978: 633-34 and Grobel 1963-64. Bultmann 
1963: 178 denies unity (although he says that Luke received a unified 
story), wrongly assuming that a parable can only have one point. Crossan 
1973: 66-67 and B. Scott 1989: 142—46 argue that 16:19-26 go back to 
Jesus and 16:27-31 to the early church, citing conceptual ties to Luke 24. 
The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 360-62) makes a similar break, 
printing 16:19-26 in gray type (arguing that its roots may go back to Jesus) 
and 16:27-31 in black type (arguing that these verses were added later and 
are inauthentic). For refutation, see Pilgrim 1981: 114-15 and Hock 1987: 
454-55. 

7 This pericope contains no allusion to infant baptism (Marshall 1978: 
682; Schweizer 1984: 285; Tiede 1988: 309-10; and Fitzmyer 1985: 1193 
correctly challenge Jeremias 1960: 54; Cullmann 1950: 76—78; and 


Grundmann 1963: 353), though by implication a child’s spiritual responses 
should be encouraged and accepted. Jeremias notes the use of K@Abo in 
baptismal settings (Matt. 3:14; Acts 8:36; 10:47; 11:17), but in Luke 18, the 
point is blessing, not baptism (against the Jesus Seminar [Funk and Hoover 
1993: 370], who import a baptismal sense here; see the discussion of 
sources and historicity above). 

2 Fitzmyer and Marshall are undecided about the tradition-historical 
issue. For more on this topic, see Schürmann’s three studies (1952, 1955, 
1957), Soards 1987, and J. Green 1988. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 387-88) reflects excessive skepticism, printing the dialogue 
of 22:15-22 in black type because of the differences in wording and the 
presence of two cups. The seminar believes that there was a meal with 
symbolic acts, but the exact words are “beyond recovery.” This contrastive 
approach amazingly excludes the likely possibility of an accurate summary 
of such an emotive event. 

4 Soards 1987: 96 mentions 22:39a—b, 40b, 42 as the minimum (he 
excludes 22:43-44 on textual grounds). Ernst 1977: 607 and Goulder 1989: 
741—42 make the best case for additional sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 329 
rejects the originality of 22:43-44. For discussion of how the prayer’s 
contents could be known when the disciples are some distance away and 
asleep, see R. Brown 1994: 174. The Jesus Seminar rejects the historicity of 
the material on the premise that no one heard the prayer (Funk and Hoover 
1993: 391). Brown calls such an objection to historicity a “low level” 
approach and suggests that the disciples need not have been asleep at this 


point, although later he suggests that they did not need to hear the prayer 


because they knew how Jesus prayed. Either explanation is possible. Brown 
regards the prayer and the event as certain (p. 234), but is less confident of 
knowledge of the exact words (p. 225). I prefer the view that the event 
drove the meaning and form of the tradition. 

4 J. Green 1988: 282 calls Luke the most primitive form of the tradition. 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-59 is agnostic on historicity, saying that it is 
impossible to prove. The most detailed English study, Catchpole 1971: 153- 
220, gives the nod to Luke. For a more skeptical appraisal, giving seven 
reasons not to accept these accounts as authentic, see E. Sanders 1985: 296— 
99. For a detailed response to most of his objections, see Bock 1994b. The 
Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 392—93) rejects Jesus’ prediction 
(22:61) and the trial dialogue (22:67—69, 70) as inauthentic because 22:61 
recalls 22:34 and the absence of disciples at the trial means that no 
witnesses were present. Jesus’ anticipation of Peter’s failure, however, 
reflects his knowledge of how pressure would cause Peter to wilt (the 
disciples’ past record of inconsistency might also contribute to Jesus’ 
expectation). The presence of people like Joseph of Arimathea at the trial 
makes an internal witness possible. 

2 This motive is questionable, since such abruptness did not stop Luke 
from launching right into a question in 22:67. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1994: 394) takes a similar position, with a more skeptical twist, 
arguing that the charges are simply created from Scripture in anticipation of 
23:38. But a sociopolitical cause for Jesus’ crucifixion is a historical 
certainty. Enough people were present at such a hearing that summaries of 


its content could become available. 


3 The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 397-98) illustrates a more 
detached approach, arguing that “words ascribed to Jesus after his death are 
not subject to historical verification” and that claims that Jesus spoke after 
his death are “beyond the limits of historical assessment.” The variation in 
location and wording thus lead the seminar to print Jesus’ reported promise 
(24:7) in black type. This total skepticism seems to emerge from the 
seminar’s definitional stance and an unwillingness to allow for any degree 
of summary reporting in the Gospel accounts. For a good attempt to explain 
both the Galilean and the Jerusalem appearances, see Nolland 1993b: 1181. 

3 H. Betz 1969 also strongly argues for “cult legend.” According to Betz 
the account teaches the resurrection’s importance for Christian faith. Similar 
in tone is the Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 398-99), which prints 
24:17, 19, 25 in black type and says that all the dialogue is “provided by the 
storyteller” and involves instances of the evangelists “inventing words for 
Jesus that express their own perspectives.” 

4 Lucan creation is also the view of the Jesus Seminar, which prints 
24:44, 46-49 in black type (Funk and Hoover 1993: 400). In the seminar’s 
view, these verses represent a third commission (Matt. 28:18-20; John 
20:22-23). Nolland 1993b: 1225-26 also sees a Lucan development here, 
though (unlike the Jesus Seminar) he argues that it is a natural development 
of the tradition that Jesus appeared for a limited time. Nolland says that 
connection to tradition is possible, but not demonstrable. I prefer to see 
roots in a tradition and a real event, since Luke does not discuss new scenes 


elsewhere in his Gospel without the prompting of tradition. 


4 Creed 1930: 37-38 mentions these associations and rejects them, as do 
Bultmann 1963: 299-300 and Schürmann 1969: 131 n. 244. The 
comparison was described by Aufhauser 1926 and defended by Garbe 1959: 
47-49, but there are just too many differences between these accounts. 

AO Van Der Loos 1965: 78-79, 110-13 notes that not all disease is 
possession nor is all possession disease. On the distinction between 
miracles and magic, see Witherington 1990: 156-60; on Luke’s antimagic 
polemic, see Garrett 1989, who defers from answering any historical 
questions, staying at the literary level. 

19 Dodd 1947: 49 argues that all the language is from the OT, as does 
Gaston 1970: 359, citing a catena of verses: Jer. 8:18; 9:1; 6:14, 6, 15, 8. 
Manson 1949: 319-20 cites Jer. 8:18-22, although the whole of Jer. 8:13- 
22, along with Jer. 6:6-21 and Isa. 29:1-4, might also be relevant. See also 
Plummer 1896: 451-52. Tiede 1980: 68-86 challenges Gaston’s view that 
Luke has four stages here: salvation to part of Israel, fulfillment of threat, 
salvation to Gentiles, and the end. He sees a theodicy in Luke—Acts, where 
Luke explains how Jerusalem crumbled and yet Luke argues that God still 
will be faithful by restoring Israel. This is quite possible, though Tiede 
argues for a post—a.d. 70 date for the book, which is less likely. 

23 M. Power 1912 mentions this approach, while Cortés and Gatti 1970 
and Bover 1951 suppose that the missing saying was that Jesus told his 
parents he would remain in Jerusalem, but they had not understood him on 
that point. 

18 So also Godet in the third French edition of his commentary, but not 


in the English translations of his earlier French editions (see Cortés and 


Gatti 1987: 255 n. 27). Lexical support for this sense comes from the LXX 
(Gen. 33:11; Judg. 13:15-16; 19:7; 2 Sam. 13:25, 27; 2 Kings 5:23 [variant 
reading]), the related verb rtapaßıdlonan (to urge insistently; Luke 24:29; 
Acts 16:15), and Koine sources (MM 109-10 and Spicg 1995: 1.290-91). 

4 The noun is a hapax legomenon, while the verb occurs in a few, mostly 
Lucan, texts: Mark 3:2; Luke 6:7; 14:1; 20:20; Acts 9:24. In Gal. 4:10, it 
has the meaning “legal, ritual observation”; Geiger 1976: 38. 

19 Kat& ta adta (according to the same things) has the same force as 
Kadag; 6:23, 26; Geiger 1976: 91. Singular nuepa (day) matches 17:22 (but 
plural) and 17:24 and may be influenced by the comparison with the “day” 
of Lot. In all three cases, the reference is to the return and its accompanying 
judgment-vindication. See the additional note for the textual issue. 

24 Cf. eüpioko (to find) in Matt. 10:39 and 16:25 and ooo (to save) in 
Luke 9:24 = Mark 8:35. Geiger 1972: 121 speaks of the influence of Ezek. 
13:18-19 (which uses nepinoićo), and Zmijewski 1976: 479 n. 56 sees a 
connection to Exod. 1:17 (which uses C@oyovéw). Neither LXX reference 
satisfies, however, since each has only one element of Luke 17:33, and one 
can hardly argue for a double LXX allusion. In addition, if the LXX 
alteration is based on an earlier, existing traditional saying, what does it 
add? Ilepırtoıew appears only three times in the NT (Acts 20:28; 1 Tim. 
3:13) and the noun nepinoinor is never used in the Gospels (five times 
elsewhere). Since the conscious shift of terminology appears to have no 
point, the rare terminology is probably from a source. 

19 Hendriksen 1978: 218 (who alludes to eternal generation); 
Geldenhuys 1951: 147; Marshall 1978: 155-56 (who more cautiously 


speaks only of a more than Messiah perspective, while refusing to 
emphasize ontology as such). 

28 Leaney 1958: 145; Godet 1875: 1.354-55; Creed 1930: 108; 
Schürmann 1969: 423-24; Fitzmyer 1981: 680. Geldenhuys 1951: 231 n. 15 
notes that the couplet has rhyme in Aramaic. 

10 Geldenhuys’s remark assumes Mark’s setting, since Luke does not 
note that this happened on the day of the parable discourse. His timing is 
more general. See the next paragraph. 

4 Y. Hag. 77d (2.2) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 20.57-58); Geldenhuys 
1951: 154; SB 2:155; Godet 1875: 1.202. Another reference is y. Sanh. 23c 
(6.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982—93: 31.182). If this view were correct, then the 
Protevangelium of James 1—5 is wrong to name Mary’s father as Joachim. 
But the origin and value of this NT apocryphal tradition are uncertain. 

25 Geldenhuys 1951: 403: “Because the Saviour has paid with His 
precious blood for the redemption of man, every soul has an infinite value 
in God’s sight and the way to the throne of grace lies open to everyone who 
desires to enter.” 

13 The name Calvary comes from calvaria, the Latin translation of 
Kpaviov; Plummer 1896: 531; Geldenhuys 1951: 613. R. Brown 1994: 938- 
40 discusses the location of Golgotha and decides for the traditional 
location associated now with the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in what is 
called the Christian quarter of Jerusalem. Nolland 1993b: 1145 expresses 
less certainty about the locale. 

17 Any charge today that dispensationalism sees two ways of salvation 


or sees too great a law/grace contrast in the sermon grossly misrepresents 


where many of its adherents are now. Such a monolithic view of 
dispensationalism fails to see the variations that have long been a part of 
this approach. Gerstner 1991 irresponsibly engages in such confusion and 
minimizes the significance of such differences, which dispensationalists like 
C. C. Ryrie and J. D. Pentecost have long noted. Gerstner’s charge of 
antinomianism is a distortion that warps his ability to appreciate the 
distinctions in the movement. The charge also underestimates the 
significance of the current discussion about the function of the law within 
covenant theology, as well as its debate with theonomy; see D. Turner 1991; 
J. Martin 1986; and J. Martin 1992. 

37 Creed 1930: 19; Schneider 1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 49—50; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 348-50; Wiefel 1988: 51-52; Ernst 1977: 72; R. Brown 
1977: 309. Gewiess, in an appendix to Laurentin’s German 1967 edition, 
interestingly takes a view opposite of Laurentin in the French original and 
omits Laurentin’s own discussion of the question. 

4 Marshall 1978: 405 notes that the Hebrew idiom may suggest a source 
behind Luke’s remarks. Appealing to Ezek. 6:2; 13:17; 15:7; 20:46 [21:2 
MT], C. A. Evans 1987a argues that the force is “to dispatch,” a view 
possible for the term but awkward for this context. In a reworking of this 
article in Evans and Sanders 1993: 93-105, Evans makes less of the lexical 
argument and argues for an allusion to Ezek. 21:2-6 [21:7-11 MT], with the 
implication that with the journey comes not only destined suffering for 
Jesus but also judgment for Israel (he also adds Ezek. 25:2; 28:21; 29:2; and 
38:2, while emphasizing the parallel in 20:46 [21:2 MT]; p. 100). If so, then 


Jesus’ act is like that of the prophet and has a place in the divine drama of 


Israel’s history. This view is possible, but not certain. For a denial of 
judgment here, see Giblin 1985: 31-32. 

20 Giblin 1985: 56 sees Ps. 137:9; Ezek. 4:1-2; and Isa. 3:26 as relevant. 
He notes that Jerusalem falls as any worldly city would because they missed 
the “moment of truth.” See also Flückiger 1972: 387-88. Nolland 1993b: 
931-32 notes the numerous examples of non-Lucan language in Luke 
19:43—44. 

1 On allegorical parables, see Derrett 1974; Blomberg 1982a: 6-8; 
Carlston 1981; and Klauck 1978. On the parable’s interpretive history, see 
Snodgrass 1983: 3-11, who defends authenticity (pp. 2, 87, 103-4, 108, 
112). Giblin 1985: 65-66 does not see allegory as a distinct genre of 
parables, but speaks of the parable’s allegorical bent. See also excursus 8, 
where parable and allegory are seen as part of a literary continuum. 

14 Arguing that the point revolves around both the image and the 
inscription, Giblin 1971 attempts to ground the reply in an allusion to Isa. 
44:5. According to this verse, God’s inscription on people is that they 
“belong to him,” a concept that leads Jesus to speak of rendering to God 
what is his. Marshall 1978: 736 is right that this is a correct theological 
deduction but not explicit in the text. 

18 C. Turner 1925-26: 113-25; Glickman 1983: 86-87. Stegner 1989: 
15-31 stresses this Genesis connection over the regal motifs, tying 
ayarıntög to the Jewish motifs of the binding of Isaac. Currently, this may 
well be the most popular explanation. Gen. 22:2 is also mentioned as having 


the same basic phrase, though the expression there is in the accusative case. 


Other LXX uses of this phrase occur in Jer. 6:26; Amos 8:10; and Zech. 
12:10. 

14 Glickman 1983: 226-27. Nolland 1989: 179 says that the test is 
exploitation of Jesus’ privilege of sonship, since the Son has access to the 
powers of the Father. “Son of God” here has a special force for Jesus’ 
unique filial relationship to God, since Jesus can access such power. But C. 
F. Evans 1990: 258 ties viöc to 3:22, so that it means “servant of God” or 
“king.” Nolland’s view is more likely. Satan is not testing regal authority, 
but something more significant. 

25 Plummer 1896: 113 raises the suggestion, but is not sure of it, while 
Glickman 1983: 234 is for it. 

5 On the use of @@vn (voice), see Luke 11:27; Acts 4:24; Gen. 39:15, 
18; Judg. 21:2; 1 Sam. 11:4; Van Der Loos 1965: 496 n. 4; Klostermann 
1929: 173. The call for mercy is also used in the Psalter (e.g., 109:21; 
Glö;ckner 1983: 139-40), but not much can be made of this general 
expression, as Nolland 1993a: 846 indicates. 

1 Dibelius 1934: 160-61, esp. 160 n. 1, says that the general nature of 
the remark shows that it comes from the evangelist, but how “general 
principles” can come from the evangelist is not clear. It is the unique 
attestation of this saying in Luke that appears to be the only reason for this 
conclusion, along with its possible use of OT imagery from Gen. 19:26. The 
Jesus Seminar sees these verses as going back to Luke, claiming that the 
saying assumes too much self-identity for disciples (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
316 prints it in black type). But the distinctive behavior and identity are 


already indicated in the first two sayings, which the seminar accepts. On the 


rejection of other attempts to argue that the early church is responsible for 
the sayings, see Marshall 1978: 409, in particular his evaluation of Schulz 
1972: 435 n. 239, who relies on Dibelius. Glombitza 1971 also makes a 
case for Lucan creation. 

24 Luke does not cite the text explicitly, but summarizes. This is not a 
softening of the reference, but his typical effort to shorten and summarize. 
For studies on the use and interpretation of Isa. 6:9-10 in Judaism and the 
early church, see Hesse 1955; Gnilka 1961; C. A. Evans 1989c. 

33 Zechariah asks “how shall I know this?” versus Mary’s “how can this 
be?” Zechariah asks for a sign; Godet 1875: 1.92; Plummer 1896: 24; 
Schürmann 1969: 49. 

7 Godet 1875: 1.100-101 may overstate the case, but his point about the 
exposure of the populace to the Psalter is well taken; Hendriksen 1978: 101. 
23 Danker 1988: 43-44; Ellis 1974: 76; Klostermann 1929: 20; Godet 

1875: 1.104-5; Plummer 1896: 33; Marshall 1978: 84. It must be 
remembered that Luke presented the passage as Mary’s words, so he must 
expect them to be read prophetically. Here is another failure of the view 
(1b) that argues for a reference to Jesus’ work in the past. 

37 Godet 1875: 1.115. Bovon 1989: 108 n. 74 notes that the expression 
forgiveness of sins is like neither the OT nor the Christian expression. 
Jewish usage does occur: Philo, Life of Moses 2.29 8147; Special Laws 1.35 
8190; Josephus, Antiquities 6.5.6 892 (which discusses God’s reaction to 
Israel’s desire to elect a king in 1 Sam. 12 and the nation’s confession of sin 


after God revealed his displeasure). 


43 This is the point of the connection to Luke 1:77; Godet 1875: 1.117. 
On the verse as a whole, see Danker 1988: 50-51. C. Schneider, TDNT 
3:443, argues that the image is a figure for mourning. Those who sit in 
darkness are those who mourn the presence of death. Whether this 
particular picture is present is less likely given the OT background. 

50 See discussions in Schürmann 1969: 94-95; Schweizer 1984: 44; R. 
Brown 1977: 376 n. 2; Bovon 1989: 110. Godet 1875: 1.118 refutes the 
older view that John was an Essene. The similarity between the two groups 
suggests that if John did not belong to one group, he probably was not a 
member of the other either. 

25 Hendriksen 1978: 141; Godet 1875: 1.129; Plummer 1896: 52. 
Schrenk, TDNT 5:1016-17, esp. n. 7, argues similarly. The term oikog refers 
to the whole house of a ruler, while matpid is added, so that the reference to 
the whole house is clearly seen as a specific reference to ancestry. 

27 K a8@c compares what they heard with what they saw and thus 
connects only to eißov; Godet 1875: 1.134. 

32 The KJV reflects a three-part division by reading nominative evdoxia; 
so Godet 1875: 1.132-33. Many recent translations reflect a two-part 
division by reading genitive eböoktag; so Plummer 1896: 57—58; Fitzmyer 
1981: 410-12; and R. Brown 1977: 403-5. 

12 Godet 1875: 1.137; Plummer 1896: 65; Fitzmyer 1981: 426. In favor 
of this view is Cutler 1966. New Testament uses of the name include Luke 
3:30; Acts 13:1; 15:14; 2 Pet. 1:1; Rev. 7:7. Simon is a variation of the 


name. 


32 Godet 1875: 1.141—42 argues that the other construction is too 
violent; that is, too far removed to be likely. 

33 John 19:25-27; Godet 1875: 1.141; Hendriksen 1978: 170-71; 
Marshall 1978: 123. Nolland 1989: 122 cites Ps. 22:20 [22:21 MT]; 37:15; 
Zech. 12:10; 13:7; and Ps. 37:15 as conceptual background. 

10 Ezek. 1:1; Isa. 24:18; 64:1 [63:19 MT]; Gen. 7:11; Mal. 3:10; 3 Macc. 
6:18; T. Levi 2.6-8; esp. 18.6-7 (a Christian interpolation?); Apocryphon of 
John 47.30; Maurer, TDNT 7:962; Schweizer 1984: 78; Bovon 1989: 180 n. 
66; Godet 1875: 1.186-87 (who also treats the Synoptics’ relationship to the 
account in John’s Gospel). 

3 Godet 1875: 1.255 (who is not shy about seeing distinct events 
elsewhere); Liefeld 1984: 876. As already noted, Fitzmyer and Schweizer 
tie the account to John 21. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

11 The view goes back to E. W. Hengstenberg; Godet 1875: 1.306. 

25 Godet 1875: 1.311. The structure of Matt. 5:3-12 is similar, though it 
lacks the woes and thus the explicit addressing of adversaries. 

50 BAGD 83-84; BAA 167; Godet 1875: 1.326; Creed 1930: 95; 
Marshall 1978: 264; Fitzmyer 1981: 640; Schürmann 1969: 355 n. 90; 


Bultmann, TDNT 2:533-34. 

28 Leaney 1958: 145; Godet 1875: 1.354-55; Creed 1930: 108; 
Schürmann 1969: 423-24; Fitzmyer 1981: 680. Geldenhuys 1951: 231 n. 15 
notes that the couplet has rhyme in Aramaic. 

39 Luke 3:18 and 6:6 seem to ignore any clean distinction. In favor of 
the distinction are Godet 1875: 1.345 and Plummer 1896: 202; against it are 
Elliott 1969 and BDF 8306. 

10 1 Cor. 11:5-6; Godet 1875: 1.358. Jeremias 1963a: 126 n. 57 notes 
that such action in later times could bring grounds for divorce; see t. 
Sota5.9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 3.168) and y. Git. 50d (9.11) (= Neusner et al. 
1982-93: 25.254). 

17 Plummer cites Socrates’ phrase as návv Op8dc; so also Godet 1875: 
1.359 and Bovon 1989: 393 n. 53. However, no reference is given in any of 
these sources. A check of Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, an electronic 
database containing most of the extant ancient Greek literature, did not 
surface the phrase in Socrates. This classical comparison should not be 
made until the texts are revealed. However, the general rhetorical pattern 
does fit a type of Socratic interrogation; see Daube 1956: 152; Aristotle, 
Rhetoric 3.18.2. 

22 Godet 1875: 1.386 implausibly suggests that Jesus was offended by 
the swine. For someone who declared all foods clean, this was hardly an 
issue. 

3 On the placement of the account, see Godet 1875: 1.396-97. This 


explains how the disciples knew how people saw Jesus. 


6 So Arndt 1956: 254 argues for two Bethsaidas; otherwise Fitzmyer 
1981: 765-66; Godet 1875: 1.404—5 (who sees many places with this name 
along the lake, since the name is a generic description); Ptolemy, 
Geography 5.16.4. Cf. Josephus’s use of “Gaulanite” in Antiquities 18.1.1 
84 and “Galilean” in 18.1.6 823. A region is addressed, not just a populated 
locale, as the dilemma about food makes clear. Bethsaida may be nothing 
more than temporary “headquarters” for mission in the region. Arndt and 
Godet may be right about the Marcan reference being a distinct locale using 
a generic name. John 12:21 may confirm the distinction. 

18 This is the view that Hoehner 1977: 21-22 adopts, while Godet 1875: 
1.124 calls it unlikely for Luke. 

4 Y. Hag. 77d (2.2) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 20.57-58); Geldenhuys 
1951: 154; SB 2:155; Godet 1875: 1.202. Another reference is y. Sanh. 23c 
(6.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 31.182). If this view were correct, then the 
Protevangelium of James 1-5 is wrong to name Mary’s father as Joachim. 
But the origin and value of this NT apocryphal tradition are uncertain. 

4 Matthew elsewhere (14:23; 15:29) uses Öpog to refer to hills; Carson 
1984: 129. Luke’s me6ivoc is not a prairie, but can be a plateau in the 
mountains: Jer. 21:13; Isa. 13:2; Godet 1875: 1.295; BAGD 638; BAA 
1287. See the discussion of sources and historicity in Luke 6:17-19. 

1 Ellis 1974: 163-64 attributes the original context to Luke, a view that 
is possible only if the Sermon on the Mount is a Matthean topical sermon 
(which, though possible, is not likely). In favor of one occasion or point of 
origin are Manson 1949: 265; Godet 1875: 2.47; Zahn 1920: 448—49 
(favoring a view like Ellis’s); Schneider 1977a: 256; and Wiefel 1988: 215. 


A good summary of recent discussion may be found in Meier 1994: 291- 
93, 353-57. Meier sees Luke as reflecting the original size and structure of 
the prayer, with Matthew expanding the petitions and Luke altering some 
wording. But unlike many, he sees two versions in circulation. The Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 325-27) sees Q as the source, with 
Matthew making additions and Luke introducing some changes in 
vocabulary. The seminar’s view of these details parallels many critics. 

10 Other unlikely options are “Master of the complaint,” “Lord of dung,” 
or “Baal, the Flame”; Fitzmyer 1985: 920; Godet 1875: 2.60; Marshall 
1978: 473; and Ernst 1977: 374. 

17 The phrase oi vioi budv refers to “your own people” (Arndt 1956: 
300), although most see it as referring to the “sons of the Pharisees” 
(Rengstorf, TDNT 4:443) or more broadly to “countrymen” (Godet 1875: 
2.64) (see BAGD 833 §1ca; BAA 1663 §1ca; Heb. 12:5; 1 Pet. 5:13). 
Nolland 1993a: 639 states the question this way: “What will other Jewish 
exorcists, in light of their own exorcizing activity, make of such a view?” 
For a different (and I think more preferable) view, see n. 19 below. 

19 Godet 1875: 2.64 notes that W. M. L. de Wette and H. A. W. Meyer 
held this view in the nineteenth century. Shirock 1992 now ably defends 
this view, noting that it was the view of Chrysostom, Homilies on Matthew 
41 (on Matt. 12:25-26). He gives six reasons for the view, the most 
compelling of which I note on p. 1078. If this view is correct, a major 
reason for separating 11:19 from 11:20 in the original tradition—namely, 


the difference in meaning of “you” in each verse—disappears. Evidence of 


the presence God’s kingdom is seen in Jesus and his followers. If this is the 
argument, Jesus is noting evidence of God’s grace in Israel! 

2 Egelkraut 1976: 93 n. 1 argues that the question of 11:38 does not 
match the answer of 11:39 and thus Luke created the introduction (but see 
the exegesis of 11:38). Taking 11:39 as indicating the original setting, 
Marshall 1978: 492 argues that it is Matthew who shifted to a Mark 12 
setting. He argues that Luke does not conflate sources, while Matthew has 
many topical rearrangements; so also Godet 1875: 2.87. 

3 Godet does not note the Marcan connection, but does cite Luke 20:45— 
47 as showing awareness of a critique at the temple. The situation is little 
different for Matthean prioritists, since the question is why does Luke have 
here what Matthew and Mark have much later in Jesus’ ministry? Any 
attempt to argue that Luke reflects the original tradition suffers from the 
Matthean and Marcan agreement in timing, if all are working with the same 
source material. Why would both Matthew and Mark diverge from an 
alleged earlier placement? Distinct traditions are more likely, since it is also 
hard to explain Luke’s placement if all he had was Mark or Matthew. Even 
if Luke supplied the meal setting, the question remains, why did the event 
occur so early outside of Jerusalem? 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238—42 and 
Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47—48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 
180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110—11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 


1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 


coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41—42a and 12:47-48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 
warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 
where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 
is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 
source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 
Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47-48, which others deny have 
such roots. 

3 For Luke having Q’s original order and not Matthew, see Manson 
1949: 134; Fitzmyer 1985: 1114; Schneider 1977a: 337 (perhaps); Meier 
1994: 157; and Marshall 1978: 627. Ernst 1977: 469 speaks of Q material, 
special Lucan material, and Lucan redaction. Wiefel 1988: 294 speaks of Q 
in 16:16-17 and of Mark in 16:18. Godet 1875: 2.173 prefers Luke’s 
positioning of material to Matthew’s. However, the warnings are so general 
that parallel traditions may exist, reflecting a variety of settings. 

18 So also Godet in the third French edition of his commentary, but not 


in the English translations of his earlier French editions (see Cortés and 


Gatti 1987: 255 n. 27). Lexical support for this sense comes from the LXX 
(Gen. 33:11; Judg. 13:15-16; 19:7; 2 Sam. 13:25, 27; 2 Kings 5:23 [variant 
reading]), the related verb rtapaßıdlonan (to urge insistently; Luke 24:29; 
Acts 16:15), and Koine sources (MM 109-10 and Spicg 1995: 1.290-91). 

17 Marshall 1978: 555 cites the refusal in Syriac Ahigar 8.35 and the 
small yield in ‚Abot de Rabbi Nathan A.16 (= Goldin 1955: 86). 

9 Prov. 25:6-7 (NRSV) says, “Do not put yourself forward in the king’s 
presence / or stand in the place of the great; / for it is better to be told, 
‘Come up here,’ / than to be put lower in the presence of a noble.” For 
Jewish parallels, see Sir. 3:17—20; 4:8; 12:11; 29:5; Lev. Rab. 1.5 on 1:1 
(fifth century); »Abot de Rabbi Nathan A.25 (= Goldin 1955: 110); 
Bultmann 1963: 104; Fitzmyer 1985: 1047; SB 1:916. 

6 Blomberg 1990: 205 argues for a parable since the phrase a certain 
man is often used in Jesus’ parables as well as rabbinic parables. Blomberg 
also notes that the story shares the three-point structure of other parables 
(e.g., 14:16). Against a parable is Gooding 1987: 277, who argues that 
parables deal with actual things and activities in the world, not things such 
as the afterlife directly. 

17 Such a “pattern” rendering of OT events fits the OT prophetic hope, 
where the message of a prophet is read in light of a larger context of the 
book or in light of the whole of the OT. It is biblical typology in the proper 
sense of the term; Foulkes 1958 and Goppelt 1982. For more on the 
hermeneutics of the OT use in the NT, see Bock 1985. 

1 On the Jewish expectations of either a political kingdom or a kingdom 


coming directly and apocalyptically from God, see Goppelt 1981-82: 1.45- 


51 and Ladd 1974b: 60-63. Matt. 13:11 calls this gradual growth part of the 
“mystery” of the kingdom. Matt. 13:52 shows that the kingdom promise 
contains both new and old things side by side, indicating that NT kingdom 
revelation supplements and complements OT revelation. Beasley-Murray 
1986: 194-201 lists the parables of growth in the Synoptics: mustard seed 
and leaven (Luke 13:18-21 = Matt. 13:31-33 = Mark 4:30-32), seed 
growing secretly (Mark 4:26-29), sower (Luke 8:4-8 = Matt. 13:1-9 = 
Mark 4:1-9), wheat and tares (Matt. 13:24-30), and the dragnet (Matt. 
13:47-50). 

9 ‘PaBBi is used in Matt. 26:25; Mark 9:5; 11:21; Matt. 26:49 = Mark 
14:45; John 1:38 (plus seven more times in John’s Gospel); ö16d0KaAog in 
Luke 7:40; 8:49; 9:38; 10:25; 11:45; 12:13; 18:18; 19:39; 20:21, 28, 39; 
21:7; 22:11 (Matthew and Mark use this term twelve times each). See 
Goppelt 1981-82: 1.163-64, esp. n. 2. 

18 The verse is loaded with business terms: &pyúpiov (money; BAGD 
104 §2b; BAA 211 82b; elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 25:18, 27; 26:15 = 
Mark 14:11 = Luke 22:5; Matt. 27:3, 5, 6, 9; 28:12, 15; Luke 9:3; 19:15; 
Acts 3:6; 7:16; 8:20; 19:19; 20:33; 1 Pet. 1:18), tpartela (bank [lit., table]; 
BAGD 824; BAA 1643 84; MM 639-40; Goppelt, TDNT 8:211 8A3; 
fifteen times in the NT, e.g., Matt. 21:12 = Mark 11:15 = John 2:15; cf. 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.2.3 828; the term looks to the financial table where 
deals are done), toKoc (interest; BAGD 821; BAA 1637; elsewhere in the 
NT only at Matt. 25:27; cf. Exod. 22:25 [22:24 LXX]; Lev. 25:36-37; Deut. 
23:19 [23:20 LXX]), and mpdoow (to collect; BAGD 698 §1b; BAA 1400 
§1b; earlier in Luke at 3:13). 


13 Charts detailing the various OT parallels in the hymn can be found in 
Plummer 1896: 30-31; Klostermann 1929: 18-19; and R. Brown 1977: 
358-60. The fullest chart including Qumran parallels is Bemile 1986: 116- 
33. For the connection to 1 Sam. 2, see Goulder 1989: 225-29, who also 
notes parallels to Ps. 88 and 102. 

41 Marshall 1978: 94-95. On God or his word as light, see 2 Sam. 22:17, 
29; Ps. 119:105; Goulder 1989: 242. 

23 Marshall 1978: 120. Bovon 1989: 144 notes conceptual parallels in 
Ps. 31:19 [31:20 MT; 30:19 LXX] and Isa. 64:4-5 [64:3-4 MT]. Nolland 
1989: 120 cites Bar. 4:24 and sees Isa. 52:10 as the key point of connection. 
Goulder 1989: 257 sees Isa. 40:1-5 as the key text. 

2 For characteristic approaches to this issue, often appealing to Q, see 
Klostermann 1929: 50; Creed 1930: 46—48; Schneider 1977a: 82. Bovon 
1989: 165-66 speaks of Q, Mark, and other material. Distinctive is Goulder 
1989: 271-72, who argues for Luke’s use of Matthew. 

2 But Goulder 1989: 281—82 sees Luke drawing both on Matthew and to 
a lesser degree on Mark. Fitzmyer 1981: 479-80 lists five major differences 
between Mark and Luke: (1) Luke omits references to Jesus’ coming from 
Galilee (Mark 1:9) or being baptized in the Jordan; (2) Luke does not name 
John (Mark 1:9); (3) Luke uniquely notes Jesus’ prayer; (4) Luke has the 
heaven “open” versus being “rent” (Mark 1:10); and (5) only Luke notes 
that the Spirit descended “in bodily form” like a dove (with Matt. 3:16). 
Wiefel 1988: 94—95 notes that Luke uses the singular “heaven” instead of 


the Semitic plural “heavens.” 


34 For a defense that most changes are Luke’s altering of Matthew, see 
Goulder 1989: 291-97. 

1 Goulder 1989: 299, accepting both omissions as likely explanations, 
believes that Luke used Mark. For a different view on the kingdom 
omission based on an alleged Lucan reduction of a connection between the 
kingdom’s coming and repentance, see Conzelmann 1960: 114. 

2 Goulder also notes how this fits the use of the phrase their synagogues 
in Matthew (4:23; 9:35; 10:17; 12:9; 13:54). On Jesus’ authority and 
teaching, see Matt. 7:29; 11:1. Still, such summaries may not be sourced in 
Matthew only, but in oral tradition about Jesus’ teaching. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 31-32 (where he calls the account an apophthegm or 
pronouncement story, which he believes grew into this full-blown account); 
Creed 1930: 65; Schneider 1977a: 106—7; Klostermann 1929: 62; Fitzmyer 
1981: 527; Tannehill 1972; C. F. Evans 1990: 266-67 (who notes a series of 
Lucan expressions in the account); Goulder 1989: 299. For a summary of 
the recent discussion and a full bibliography on this passage, see Schreck 
1989, while Corrington 1993 evaluates a redactional reading of this text 
with other types of readings. 

1 So correctly Luce 1933: 193-94, who is not averse to claiming that 
sayings are nonhistorical, yet defends historicity here. Marshall 1978: 398 
notes the OT conceptual parallel in Num. 11:24—30. To be rejected is 
Goulder’s view (1989: 450) that Luke 9:49--50 is really a subtle defense of 
Paul before the apostles, a view that looks like F. C. Baur reborn. Goulder is 
right to reject the view that Jesus endorses non-Christian exorcists here. 


They cannot act in Jesus’ name. Luke has in mind those who have 


responded to Jesus and have sought to minister for him. He encourages such 
involvement. 

4 On the history of this discussion, including the church fathers and the 
various views, see Orchard and Riley 1987. Goulder’s detailed 1989 work is 
unique, arguing that the order is Mark-Matthew-Luke, but that Luke used 
only Mark and Matthew, not Q. One of the goals of his study is to challenge 
the existence of Q. 

1 On NT structures with the use of “seven,” see Rengstorf, TDNT 2:632 
§B4d. On other points of Lucan structure, see Nolland 1989: 168 and 
Goulder 1989: 283-90. 

2 Because the exact list of names is so uncertain and because Luke says 
nothing about the structure, one should be cautious about invoking such 
precise symbolism. Wiefel 1988: 97 seems to regard this twelfth-week view 
as possible. Schiirmann 1969: 203 n. 119 argues that if it is present Luke is 
not conscious of it. Nolland 1989: 168 suggests that it was the point of 
Luke’s source, whose order he reversed. But how can one know this? 
Goulder 1989: 284-85 is strongly supportive of this view, citing 1 Enoch 
93.3-10 to stress that the form is to some extent artificial. 

4 The amount of material in these groups can be variously measured, 
depending on the division of the pericopes and one’s judgment about the 
presence of parallels. Egelkraut 1976: 27 bases the percentages in Luke’s 
central section (for him 9:51—19:48) on the pericope delineation in two 


common synopses: 


Lucan Parallels Unique Lucan Lucan Parallels 


to Matthew (i.e., Material to Mark 


Q) 


Aland 1985 26 of 75 27 of 75 22 of 75 
pericopes (35%) pericopes (36%) pericopes (29%) 


Huck and 25 of 60 24 of 60 11 of 60 
Lietzmann 1936 pericopes (42%) pericopes (40%) pericopes (18%) 


Resseguie 1975: 4 calculates the same section this way: of 60 Lucan 
pericopes, 31 (52%) parallel Matthew/Q and 29 (48%) are uniquely Lucan. 
Resseguie argues that only one-tenth of the material in 9:51-18:14 has even 
a possible Marcan connection. Teaching material that is capable of being 
repeated might slightly alter the exact count. Nonetheless, the numbers of 
Huck-Lietzmann and Resseguie are closer to the real percentages, since 
Luke 9:51-18:14 lacks any significant Marcan parallels. In addition, most 
ofthe Q pericopes and unique Lucan material are long units. Conceptual 
overlap with Matthew and unique Lucan material abound (see the 
introduction in vol. 1, pp. 10-12). Goulder (1989: 455) notes that in 9:51— 
13:21 one of every three words comes from Q or L, while in 13:22-18:14 
(where Goulder ends the unit) one in six words comes from this material. 
9 Talbert 1982: 111-12 sees chiasmus in 9:51-19:44, but has to omit 
Luke 15 and place 14:1--6 out of its Lucan order! Goulder 1964: 196 argues 


for the following chiastic links: 


10:25 eternal life 

11:1 prayer 

11:14 healing 

11:37 pharisaic hypocrisy 

12:1 money 

12:35 repentance 

13:10 rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
14:1 rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
15:1 repentance 


16:1 money 


16:14 pharisaic hypocrisy 


17:11 healing 
17:5 prayer 
18:18 eternal life 


The most plausible case for chiasmus is made by Farrell 1986. Blomberg 
also deals with and rejects theories that make the central section a Christian 
Deuteronomy; see C. F. Evans 1955. My main criticism of Blomberg’s 
article is that it regards the section’s end as falling at 18:34, ignoring later 
literary clues that Jesus has not arrived in Jerusalem (19:28, 41). This may 
be the Achilles’ heel against his theory that the section’s parable source was 
laid out chiastically, especially if 19:11-27 is taken into consideration. Still, 
aspects of Blomberg’s case and the general outline of a possible Lucan 
source may surface in my discussion; see also Nolland 1993a: 530-31. 

21 The difference may suggest a distinct form of the tradition for Luke, 
since the Spirit’s work is a Lucan emphasis. Schulz 1972: 205 and Manson 
1949: 86 argue that Matthew probably changed the reference to the Spirit, 
possibly in light of Matt. 12:18. But the reason for such a change is not 
entirely compelling, since Matthew also loves OT allusions. However, if 
there is a change here, Matthew is more likely to have made it, since it is 
hard to see Luke’s removing a reference to the Spirit for explanatory 
reasons (but so argue Wall 1987 and Goulder 1989: 504, noting that Luke 
does not use the phrase Spirit of God). For a Lucan change are Hamerton- 
Kelly 1964-65; Yates 1964; and Nolland 1993a: 639-40. Nolland notes that 
Luke alone uses anthropomorphisms like “hand of God” (1:66) and “arm of 


God” (1:51). 


3 For effective refutation, see O’Rourke 1971-72 and Jeremias 1971b. 
Marshall 1978: 605 rejects attempts to posit a Lucan origin for the parable, 
such as Schottroff 1971 defends. Goulder 1989: 614-16 argues for Lucan 
authorship of the parable, attempting to refute the various cases made for 
authenticity on linguistic grounds by Jeremias, O’Rourke, or Hofius 1977- 
78. Goulder (pp. 611-12) argues that Luke is relying consciously or 
unconsciously on the story of Joseph in Genesis, but the cause of the 
“lostness” of the son in the Joseph cycle of Gen. 39-50 and of the prodigal 
could not be more different. Nolland 1993a: 780-81 correctly rejects 
attempts to split the parable in two. 

3 If one sees multiple versions of Q and recognizes how much teaching 
and parabolic material is in special Luke, then the possibility of overlaps 
with Matthean teaching (or Q) becomes very likely. The presence of a 
teaching in one strand of tradition does not mean it is banned elsewhere. 
Proverbial statements may exist in this tradition outside of Q because the 
Lucan tradition also would have preserved different settings. Of course, 
Matthean prioritists see Matthew’s influence instead of Q, but the issues of 
the shift in setting and variation of wording are problems for all approaches 
that see Luke using Gospel material or sources. Any theory of alternate Q 
can just as well be evidence of special Lucan material. The possibility of 
“alibi parallels” is real, but this means that we have conceptual parallels, 
rather than source parallels. For the view that Luke uses Matthew, see 
Goulder 1989: 639-43. 

4 Soards 1987: 96 mentions 22:39a—b, 40b, 42 as the minimum (he 
excludes 22:43-44 on textual grounds). Ernst 1977: 607 and Goulder 1989: 


741-42 make the best case for additional sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 329 
rejects the originality of 22:43-44. For discussion of how the prayer’s 
contents could be known when the disciples are some distance away and 
asleep, see R. Brown 1994: 174. The Jesus Seminar rejects the historicity of 
the material on the premise that no one heard the prayer (Funk and Hoover 
1993: 391). Brown calls such an objection to historicity a “low level” 
approach and suggests that the disciples need not have been asleep at this 
point, although later he suggests that they did not need to hear the prayer 
because they knew how Jesus prayed. Either explanation is possible. Brown 
regards the prayer and the event as certain (p. 234), but is less confident of 
knowledge of the exact words (p. 225). I prefer the view that the event 
drove the meaning and form of the tradition. 

33 On Jewish views of forgiveness of sin, see Nolland 1989: 236, who 
notes key studies: Sjö;berg 1938; Thyen 1970; Gradwohl 1974; and Klauck 
1981. 

21 Grässer 1960 contains a full treatment of this issue from this 
perspective. For a different, better approach to the same issue, see A. Moore 
1966. 

53 Laurentin 1957a: 176-88 (this discussion is only in the French 
edition). The view is first attested in Gregory of Nyssa in A.D.. 386; PG 
46:1140D-41A; R. Brown 1977: 304; and Delling, TDNT 5:834-35, esp. n. 
55, who prefers to speak of a “virgin conception” as the most accurate way 
to describe Luke’s portrayal. Wiefel 1988: 53 refers to Ambrose, Expositio 
Evangelii Secundam Lucam 2 (Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum 


Latinorum 32:99), and Augustine, De Sancta Virginitate 4 (Corpus 


Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 41:327). For the full history of 
exegesis, see Graystone 1968: 3-36. 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

8 Soards 1987: 49 and J. Green 1988: 231-33 argue that Luke used 
traditional material to which John also had access. 

2 Fitzmyer and Marshall are undecided about the tradition-historical 
issue. For more on this topic, see Schürmann’s three studies (1952, 1955, 
1957), Soards 1987, and J. Green 1988. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 387-88) reflects excessive skepticism, printing the dialogue 
of 22:15-22 in black type because of the differences in wording and the 
presence of two cups. The seminar believes that there was a meal with 
symbolic acts, but the exact words are “beyond recovery.” This contrastive 
approach amazingly excludes the likely possibility of an accurate summary 
of such an emotive event. 

1 Those arguing for an additional source are Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-58 
(but not in 22:54-62); Creed 1930: 276 (maybe); Marshall 1978: 839-40, 
845, 848; Grundmann 1963: 416, 418-19; Ernst 1977: 612-13, 616, 618; 


Nolland 1993b: 1092-93, 1098-99, 1104-5; and J. Green 1988: 276. Soards 
1987: 100-120 argues for a mixture of tradition, Marcan rewriting, and 
Lucan rewriting. The classic study on this issue is V. Taylor 1972. Dissent 
about an extra source outside of some oral material comes from R. Brown 
1994: 581-83. Most of Luke’s changes (e.g., 22:63-65) reflect his style and 
vocabulary. But all that this shows is Luke’s hand on his sources, not 
whether additional information existed. Brown sees the “game” in 22:64 as 
evidence of the presence of oral tradition (see the exegesis). But why limit it 
here, given evidence of sources throughout this material? 

4 J. Green 1988: 282 calls Luke the most primitive form of the tradition. 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1456—59 is agnostic on historicity, saying that it is 
impossible to prove. The most detailed English study, Catchpole 1971: 153- 
220, gives the nod to Luke. For a more skeptical appraisal, giving seven 
reasons not to accept these accounts as authentic, see E. Sanders 1985: 296- 
99. For a detailed response to most of his objections, see Bock 1994b. The 
Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 392-93) rejects Jesus’ prediction 
(22:61) and the trial dialogue (22:67—69, 70) as inauthentic because 22:61 
recalls 22:34 and the absence of disciples at the trial means that no 
witnesses were present. Jesus’ anticipation of Peter’s failure, however, 
reflects his knowledge of how pressure would cause Peter to wilt (the 
disciples’ past record of inconsistency might also contribute to Jesus’ 
expectation). The presence of people like Joseph of Arimathea at the trial 
makes an internal witness possible. 

5 Carefully surveying the historical background to the trial scenes and 


crucifixion in a Jewish setting, O. Betz 1982 argues for the historical 


coherence and integrity of the Marcan account as well as for its 
chronological priority (against Catchpole and Green in n. 4 above). He 
suggests that the temple charge, which Luke lacks, raised the issue of Jesus’ 
authority and, in the view of the Jews, made him a risk to begin a chain of 
events that ultimately would lead Rome to take the temple and Jerusalem 
(John 11:47-52). The messianic confession only highlighted the danger in 
their view. This could be called blasphemous in the sense that someone 
causing God’s people to be handed over to the nations would be guilty of 
his name being blasphemed (11QTemple® 64.6-13). Betz’s study raises one 
potential element that could have set up the decisive Jewish negative 
reaction to Jesus (for another, more direct cause, see the exegesis of 22:69). 
I am not certain, however, that it is as important to choose between the 
Lucan and Marcan accounts as other scholars seem prone to believe. Gospel 
writers could incorporate older source materials despite the age of their 
composition. 

4 Judaism also had hopes of priestly messianic figures; see 1QS 9.11 and 
Neusner, Green, and Frerichs 1987. 

13 Greeven, TDNT 6:64-65, details this background and shows that the 
dove was the bird of the gods. Aphrodite was “the dove goddess” on many 
coins. 

21 Greeven, TDNT 6:763-64 and n. 59, observes that the objects of such 
actions in the NT are God, his agents, or false gods. The agents always tell 
the supplicant to rise, and the bowing to false gods is always condemned 


(Acts 14:13-16; Isa. 41:5-7, 21-22). 


14 One other Synoptic difference needs notation. Luke uses what some 
see as the narrower term for petition: S€noic. The distinction that d€noic = 
petition and mpooevyn = prayer is not present in the NT, and the reference in 
5:33 appears to be general. For the distinction, see Greeven, TDNT 2:807, 
though he acknowledges that it is harder to argue for the distinction in 
nouns. 

29 On aitém meaning much is “asked” ethically of someone, see Stählin, 
TDNT 1:191. In the financial realm, the term can indicate the “payment 
asked” by someone (on the similar use of (nt&o [to seek], see Greeven, 
TDNT 2:892 81). A similar commercial term is tapatiOn (to commit or 
deposit) (Maurer, TDNT 8:163). The verse emphasizes ethical responsibility 
and uses imagery that compares such responsibility to fiscal responsibility. 

16 Marshall 1978: 65, who cites H. Gressmann through Klostermann 
1929: 13, who in turn prefers °T. Greetings of peace are found in Luke 
10:5; 24:36; John 20:19, 21, 26. 

3 Among the candidates for comparison are Cyrus, Romulus and Remus, 
Mithras, Osiris, Aion, Virgil, Semiramis, and Moses. For discussions see 
Creed 1930: 30-32; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Bultmann 1963: 298; 
Gressmann 1914; and Machen 1930: 348-58 (who has a detailed critique). 
Virtually no one argues for any direct connection, though most speak of the 
account’s legendary features, because of its supernatural elements. 

27 Gressmann 1911 notes the nature of the customs. Perles’s attempt 
(1919-20) to suggest an Aramaic element ?2N (tbl) behind the tradition that 
should be translated “seasoning” instead of “soil” fails on lexical grounds. 


The ?2n/yfi interchange is found in Isa. 14:21; 26:9, 18; 1 Chron. 16:30; cf. 


x11QtgJob 24.8; 29.3 with Job 34:13; 37:12. Correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 
1069-70 and Black 1967: 166-67. 

4 Farris 1985: 14 makes the latter two charges. Grigsby 1984 argues that 
the aorist tenses of the hymn are against its proposed Marian setting and 
give evidence that the hymn was inserted by Luke. The Magnificat, he 
believes, originally was a Semitic hymn that came to Luke in Greek through 
the Jewish-Christian church, but Grigsby’s approach ignores the hymn’s 
Semitic roots and setting, as well as making too much of the aorist tenses. 
See the exegesis of 1:51 and n. 22 below. 

22 BDF 8333; Hendriksen 1978: 108, 112 defends this sense and cites 
Robertson 1923: 836-37, though Robertson says “maybe” to this view. For 
Grigsby 1984: 167 n. 29, this force is impossible, and he notes that the BDF 
discussion of the gnomic aorist does not mention the Magnificat. He 
apparently failed to read the fine-print portion of §333.2, where the hymn is 
mentioned. His omission undercuts the key reason he offers for rejecting a 
pre-Christian setting for the hymn. 

3 For unity are Marshall 1978: 633-34 and Grobel 1963-64. Bultmann 
1963: 178 denies unity (although he says that Luke received a unified 
story), wrongly assuming that a parable can only have one point. Crossan 
1973: 66-67 and B. Scott 1989: 142—46 argue that 16:19-26 go back to 
Jesus and 16:27-31 to the early church, citing conceptual ties to Luke 24. 
The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 360-62) makes a similar break, 
printing 16:19-26 in gray type (arguing that its roots may go back to Jesus) 
and 16:27-31 in black type (arguing that these verses were added later and 


are inauthentic). For refutation, see Pilgrim 1981: 114-15 and Hock 1987: 
454-55. 

41 Bertram, TDNT 8:619 n. 48, cites 1QH 7.6-7 (where God’s power as 
Most High and the Spirit are linked; see 1QH 6.33) and T. Levi 16.3 (where 
a man who brings renewal to the Law is said to work by “the power of the 
Most High”). Some think that T. Levi 16 has been reworked by a Christian 
editor to allude to Jesus; H. Kee in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.794 n. 16a. 
Grundmann, TDNT 2:300, 311 n. 91, notes the tie between power and the 
Spirit. Procksch, TDNT 1:101, speaks of a “supranatural origin.” 

4 Bultmann 1963: 299; Grundmann 1963: 76. Luke is given credit for 
2:1-5 because of the note that alludes to history. Such notes are unique to 
his Gospel and recall the historical notes common in the OT historical 
books, esp. Kings and Chronicles. 

16 Grundmann, TDNT 2:58. Schmitz, TDNT 5:798, argues that the 
phrase is Palestinian. 

27 Farris 1985: 147 and Grundmann 1963: 90 argue that Simeon is the 
“first redeemed man,” but Zechariah’s hymn also reveals Jesus’ role in 
salvation (1:69-78). What Simeon portrays is the one who can rest in Jesus. 

20 Grundmann, TDNT 3:545, though he overemphasizes baptism here. 
The fruit is submission to God through repentance, which in turn is 
productive; also Behm, TDNT 4:1001. The presence of more than one tree 
argues against seeing trees as a corporate image equal to Israel, as Maurer, 
TDNT 6:988 84a, holds. What John says about the day of judgment applies 
to any unproductive person, though it is clear that John’s audience is a 


Jewish one. 


30 Sloan 1977: 33-36. Grundmann, TDNT 2:59, sees a clear messianic 
allusion (Isa. 49:8-11; 58:6-8), though what the Isaiah texts show is the 
presence of decisive deliverance more than a direct allusion to Messiah. 
'Eviavtög recalls not only Isa. 61:2, but also Lev. 25:10, which teaches 
Jubilee. 

20 Grundmann, TDNT 2:301-2; Tannehill 1986: 83. On power: Luke 
4:14; 5:17; 6:19; 8:46; Acts 10:38; on miracles: Luke 19:37; Acts 2:22; on 
authority: Luke 10:19. 

33 Marshall 1978: 197; Ernst 1977: 182; Hendriksen 1978: 269-70. See 
the exegesis of 4:35a for fuller discussion. Other demonic confessions are 
Mark 1:24; 3:11; 5:7; Luke 4:34; 8:28; Acts 16:17; 19:15; Matt. 8:29; 
Friedrich, TDNT 3:708; Grundmann, TDNT 3:900 §B1. 

11 Gen. 21:8; 26:30; Esth. 1:3; 1 Esdr. 3:1; see also Luke 14:13. Aoyn 
refers to a meal given with hospitality: “a banquet”; Grundmann, TDNT 
2:54. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 696; SB 2:164; Wiefel 1988: 157-58. Grundmann 
1963: 174 notes that women could not go into the synagogue or say the 
Shema.. The late Tosepta text just cited gives the remark of a Jewish leader 
who rejoices that he is not a pagan, a woman, or unlearned. See also 
Leipoldt 1955: 69-114 and Witherington 1979. 

12 On demons crying out to resist exorcism, see Grundmann, TDNT 
3:900; O. Betz, TDNT 9:294. 

8 On the term 8¢00 (of God) as tightly binding Jesus and God, see 
Stauffer, TDNT 3:104 n. 261; Mark 1:24; John 1:29; 6:33, 69; Luke 23:35; 2 
Cor. 4:4. Grundmann, TDNT 9:532, calls it a genitive of authorship: Jesus is 


the Christ sent from God. The expression tov ypiotov tod 8eod is unique to 
Luke. 

5 Luke 2:49; 4:43; 13:33; 17:25; 19:5; 22:37; 24:7, 26, 44. Grundmann, 
TDNT 2:23-24, notes that the term speaks of eschatological necessity, with 
roots in Dan. 2:28, 29 LXX; 2:45 Theodotion. 

14 Grundmann, TDNT 7:650 n. 31, lists the Lucan expressions for the 
six phases of Jesus’ career: €060¢ (exodus) in Luke 9:31; óga (glory) in 
Luke 24:26; avadauBdave (taken up) in Acts 1:2, 11, 22; kaðñoða EX 
deE1v tov HeoD (seated at the right hand of God) in Luke 20:42; 22:69; and 
Acts 2:34; totnpt (standing) in Acts 7:55-56; and épyouo (coming) in Luke 
9:26 and Acts 1:11. 

8 BAGD 496; BAA 1006; Grundmann, TDNT 4:541-42. MeyoAeıörnc is 
used in Acts 19:27 of Artemis; in 2 Pet. 1:16 of Christ; in Dan. 7:27 of the 
nations; and in 1 Esdr. 1:4 [1:5 NRSV] of Solomon. A related term is found 
in Luke 1:49. 

7 The concept of reception pictures the open welcome to be given to 
others. On d5€€ntai (he receives), see Marshall 1978: 396; Grundmann, 
TDNT 2:51-52. The term refers to friendly reception or hospitality, which 
was seen as sacred in the ancient world and in Judaism. B. Sab. 127a says, 
“Hospitality to travelers is greater than the greeting of the Shekinah.” 
Though hyperbolic, the saying shows the importance of hospitality. 
Josephus, Jewish War 7.4.1 863, refers to how Vespasian’s reception 
brought joy and satisfaction. 

19 Grundmann 1963: 209; Ernst 1977: 332; also 1 Enoch 89.14, 18-20, 


55; 90.6-17; Sir. 13:17 (“how can wolf and lamb agree? / just so with sinner 


and devout” [njb]); 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 5:18. 

31 Here pð is a good example of a dative of disadvantage: “against 
you.” Marshall 1978: 423 and Grundmann 1963: 210 note that this is true— 
unless the town repents. The declaration is not decisive, but it indicates 
where the town is headed. The danger of refusal now is that there will be 
refusal later. For more on “shaking dust,” see Cadbury 1933: 269-71. 

42 In the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Satan is commonly viewed as 
the defeated enemy or associated with serpents: T. Dan 6.3-4; T. Moses 
10.1; and possibly Sir. 25:15, 24. Grundmann, TDNT 3:400, adds T. Levi 
18.12; T. Zeb. 9.8; and Jub. 10.8. In later Judaism, see Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107). Seesemann, TDNT 5:943, sees a figure of 
speech referring to protection, but it is better to speak of a miracle picturing 
victory and protection, since miraculous authority is present. Other Jewish 
texts on Satan include T. Asher 7.3 and T. Dan 5.10-11. 

54 Such efforts, beginning with Harnack, regard this verse as too harsh a 
literary transition. This view appeals to the church fathers, who often cite 
the phrase and reverse the position of the Son and Father. Creed 1930: 147- 
48 rightly rejects such attempts because they are without strong external 
textual support; see also Schweizer, TDNT 8:372 n. 276. Marshall 1978: 
435 notes that Marcion and codex N reverse the expression in Luke, while 
Justin Martyr and codex N reverse it in Matthew; for more reversal 
passages in the fathers, see Grundmann 1963: 218 n. 16. 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 


Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136—40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25-28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

36 A water snake is probably referred to by dqic, since this snake was 
used as bait for fishing; see Grundmann 1963: 235; Fitzmyer 1985: 915; 
Foerster, TDNT 5:566-68. 

5 Creed 1930: 159 speaks of Q here, as does Manson 1949: 83. The 
amount of Matthean-Lucan agreement makes this source connection likely, 


though whether it is Q or another shared tradition is debatable (Matthean 


prioritists see Matthew as the likely source). Grundmann 1963: 236-37 
correctly notes that Matthew is closer to Luke than to Mark (see also Easton 
1913, as discussed in n. 1 above). Fitzmyer 1985: 918 argues for Lucan 
additions in 11:16, but is uncertain about it in 11:14, 21-22. Additional 
source material cannot be ruled out. Tiede 1988: 216 notes that Matt. 12:23 
and Mark 3:11 stress Christology, while Luke emphasizes controversy with 
the leadership; but Luke also has strong Christology in light of the parable 
in 11:21-23. Of the three accounts, Mark has less confrontation than the 
other two. 

18 Josephus ties the origin of Jewish exorcism to the days of Solomon; 
Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; 2.13.3 8286; Tob. 6:1-7; 8:1-3; 1QapGen 20.29; 
SB 4:533-35; Grundmann 1963: 238; Talbert 1982: 137. 

7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
8149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

9 Grundmann 1963: 242 argues that Jonah was seen as a sign in Judaism 
because of his miraculous deliverance from the whale; see SB 1:642—49. 
But these Jewish references are late, as Fitzmyer 1985: 935-36 notes, 
adding that Josephus’s account of Jonah (Antiquities 9.10.2 88208-14) 
makes nothing of the fish episode. 

13 On Jesus as bearer of God’s wisdom, see Luke 7:35; 10:21-22; 1 Cor. 
1:24, 30. On the Son of Man as bringer of wisdom, see 1 Enoch 49.1-3; 


Grundmann 1963: 242. 

15 At Qumran, the Spirit of truth is the light that illumines human hearts; 
1QS 4.2; Grundmann 1963: 243. The OT image is found in Job 29:3; Ps. 
112:4; Isa. 42:6-7; 45:7; 59:9-10; Mic. 7:8; Fitzmyer 1985: 940. The body 
is ametonymy of container for contents and refers to the person. 

17 Manson 1949: 269 favors the suggestion. Grundmann 1963: 248 n. 8 
argues the possibility for the original saying, but notes that it cannot be 
Luke’s meaning. Fitzmyer 1985: 947 rejects the option. 

31 Grundmann 1963: 250 suggests that ywaoewcs (knowledge) is an 
objective genitive, thus “the key for knowledge.” Another option, a genitive 
of apposition (“the key that is knowledge,” by which is meant “obedient 
knowledge”) is less likely. This latter reading would be an odd way to say 
“you have taken away knowledge,” but so Jeremias, TDNT 3:747-48, who 
acknowledges that this image, though different from the other option, is 
similar. 

1 Most argue for Q: Fitzmyer 1985: 953 (12:1 from L), 956 (12:2-9 
from Q), 962-63 (12:10 from Q or Mark; 12:11-12 from Q); Ernst 1977: 
392 (for 12:2-9); and Schneider 1977a: 277. Grundmann 1963: 252 says it 
is “probably” Q. Marshall 1978: 510 speaks of Q material conflated with 
Marcan elements and also argues that Q has various recensions and that 
Luke’s version is slightly different from that of Matthew. Nolland 1993a: 
675-76 sees Q for 12:2-9 and a mixture of Q and Mark for 12:10-12. 

8 Tob. 2:14; 4:7-11; 12:9; 14:8-11; Sir. 3:30; 29:12; 2 Enoch 50.5; Ps. 
Sol. 9.5; m. Pe.a 1.1; t. Pe>a 4.17-21 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.45, 72-75); 
SB 1:430; Grundmann 1963: 262-63; Talbert 1982: 142; Wiefel 1988: 241; 


Matt. 19:21 = Mark 10:21 = Luke 18:22; 12:21. On the custom of alms, see 
BAGD 249-50; BAA 504. ’EAenpooüvn refers literally to “acts of mercy”; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:486; Dan. 4:27 [4:24 MT]. Interestingly, the refrain of t. 
Pe>a 4.18 is, “My ancestors stored up treasures of money, but I have stored 
up treasures.” The object of the last clause is not clear (“for heaven,” “of 
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benefits,” “of souls,” or “for myself in the world to come”), but the point 
about the value of alms is clear. 

10 Manson 1949: 114 regards the material as coming from distinct 
sources, as does Grundmann 1963: 262, though they differ as to which 
sources and give no reasons. Marshall 1978: 531 argues for the same 
source, but the distinct wording is a difficulty for that view. Fitzmyer 1985: 
981 argues that 12:33a is Lucan and cites 11:41 for support, but that verse is 
figurative for one’s life and is not similar enough to argue that Luke created 
this saying. In addition, Fitzmyer argues that Luke abridged Matthew’s 
saying, but this cannot explain entirely the distinct terminology. Wiefel 
1988: 241 sees Q and special L material here that Luke combined to answer 
the point made in 12:21. 

11 Grundmann 1963: 263 notes the contrast of Jesus’ position to the 
Stoics, who tried to live without possessions and who tried to have no need 
of other people, so they could be “like the gods”; Diogenes Laertius 6.104. 
Danker 1988: 253 notes that monastic withdrawal is not the answer either, 
since Jesus assumes compassionate engagement with people. 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238-42 and 
Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47-48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 


180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110-11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 
1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 
coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41—42a and 12:47-48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 
warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 
where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 
is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 
source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 
Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47-48, which others deny have 
such roots. 

10 Aioptboow is used elsewhere at Matt. 6:19, 20; 24:43; BAGD 199; 
BAA 400; cf. Exod. 22:2 [22:1 MT]; Job 24:16; Jer. 2:34. The image of 
Jesus returning as a thief is common in the NT: 1 Thess. 5:2, 4; 2 Pet. 3:10; 
Rev. 3:3; 16:15; Grundmann 1963: 265; Plummer 1896: 331. 

11 Grundmann, TDNT 2:706, says that the Bible uses €touoc to speak of 
three kinds of readiness: (1) ready to do good works (Titus 3:1); (2) ready to 


preach the gospel (1 Pet. 3:15); and (3) ready for the Lord’s return (here and 
Matt. 24:44). 

5 This form of mission statement appears at Qumran; Marshall 1978: 
546. 1QH has numerous claims by the Teacher of Righteousness about what 
God is doing through him. Jeremias 1971a: 293 and n. 6 defends the age of 
the key tradition in Mark 10:45, another example where multiple traditions 
are possible with Luke 22:27. As a controversial figure, such statements of 
purpose from Jesus were inevitable (see Grundmann 1963: 269 for a 
critique of Bultmann). 

3 So Kistemaker 1980: 45 speaks of the same occasion. On Q, see 
Grundmann 1963: 281; Egelkraut 1976: 108; Marshall 1978: 559-60; 
Wiefel 1988: 257; Fitzmyer 1985: 1015. The same linkage of parables 
occurs in Matthew and, as noted above, the wording in the leaven parable is 
very similar. The Gospel of Thomas 96-97 links the leaven parable to a 
different parable, the jar full of meal, which has no canonical parallel. A 
parable of the mustard seed is found in the Gospel of Thomas 20; 
Hunzinger, TDNT 7:290 n. 32. 

1 Schweizer 1984: 225-26, though noting links to Matthew, suggests 
that the tradition may have come together before Luke, because of non- 
Lucan language in 13:25-27. Luce 1933: 240 sees too little correspondence 
to attribute the material to Q, as does Grundmann 1963: 284, who speaks of 
a special Lucan source. Michaelis, TDNT 5:71, argues for distinct traditions 
of the image of the open door. 

2 So Blomberg 1990: 237-39; Kistemaker 1980: 193-201; Plummer 
1896: 359-60; Liefeld 1984: 979. Those accepting one parable but distinct 


sources are Luce 1933: 248; Grundmann 1963: 296 (L); Ernst 1977: 442 
(L); Marshall 1978: 584; Tiede 1988: 266 (apparently). Ellis 1974: 194 is 
uncertain. Blomberg 1990: 233-36 has a good discussion of this parable. 

1 Marshall 1978: 591 sees the presence of other sources. Wiefel 1988: 
277 mentions Q, but also suggests that the passage may be independent (he 
sees 14:28-33 coming from special Lucan material). Grundmann 1963: 301 
says that it is uncertain whether the material is from Q or from a source in 
Luke’s special material. Ernst 1977: 447 is also uncertain. The double 
tradition in the Gospel of Thomas 55 (family and cross) and 101 (family) 
raises the possibility of the existence of multiple traditions in the church 
and, thus, whether they were said on multiple occasions. (The Gospel of 
Thomas 98 has a third picture of an assassin who practices by thrusting his 
sword into a wall.) 

35 Bultmann 1963: 175-76, 199-200; so also Grundmann 1963: 318-20, 
esp. 320, who also argues that Luke changes an original parabolic reference 
to the master to refer to Jesus. Luce 1933: 260 regards 611 (for) in 16:8b as 
difficult for any other view. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1136-37 argues that all of the material is from Q, but 
that 17:2 has been influenced by Mark 9:42. Marshall 1978: 640 agrees that 
Q and Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and also sees (pp. 642, 643-44) the rest of 
17:3-6 as coming from Q, though he entertains the possibility that Q has 
various forms from which Matthew and Luke drew. Creed 1930: 215 sees Q 
and Mark 11:23 exercising influence in 17:5-6. Ernst 1977: 477-80 sees 
17:1-3a as coming from either Q or a form of oral tradition that circulated 


in a variety of forms, 17:3b—4 as rooted in Jesus’ teaching, and triple 


tradition (i.e., Mark and Q) influencing 17:5-6. Ellis 1974: 207 speaks of 
Mark and Q in 17:1-4 and regards Luke’s special source as responsible for 
17:5-10. Egelkraut 1976: 120-21 speaks of Q/Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and 
multiple tradition in 17:5-6. Grundmann 1963: 331 suggests that it is hard 
to know if Q or Luke’s special material is responsible for the unit, except 
for 17:7-10, which is L. Grundmann sees its roots in material earlier than 
the versions of Matthew and Mark. All of this assumes that only one form 
of these sayings existed in the tradition and that it emerged from a single 
saying. If this was a theme repeated by Jesus, multiple renderings could 
well exist. 

14 Grundmann 1963: 333 and Luce 1933: 273, 292 are clear on the 
sycomore/sycamore distinction. Plummer 1896: 400-401 is uncertain about 
the difference and argues that the hyperbole is more natural for asycomore 
tree. Manson 1949: 141 sees an original sycamore tree, appealing to an 
Aramaic mistranslation and to the use of the term in the LXX as a rendering 
of Hebrew mR (sigmä) for the sycamore, not to mention rabbinic 
discussions like m. B. Bat. 2.11. Schneider 1977a: 347 agrees with Manson 
and cites SB 2:234 for rabbinic images. Nonetheless, many use sycamore 
when they mean sycomore (Fitzmyer 1985: 1143-44 is uncertain). 

3 Grundmann 1963: 345 sees a saying about persistence in prayer 
appended to a parable like 11:5-13; esp. B. Scott 1989: 177—78. The Jesus 
Seminar argues that the themes of prayer and the returning Son of Man are 
Lucan. But a connection to the parable sources shows that prayer has 
traditional roots and the concept of the “elect” is only in Luke here. It is not 


a Lucan expression. 


6 'Eykak&o almost has the force “do not give up faith.” The term can 
mean “to become weary” (2 Thess. 3:13; Gal. 6:9) or the more 
eschatological “to lose heart” (2 Cor. 4:1, 16; Eph. 3:13); BAGD 215; BAA 
434; Grundmann, TDNT 3:486. Symmachus uses the verb in Gen. 27:46; 
Num. 21:5; Prov. 3:11; Isa. 7:16 (Delling 1962: 6 n. 23). 

7 This pericope contains no allusion to infant baptism (Marshall 1978: 
682; Schweizer 1984: 285; Tiede 1988: 309-10; and Fitzmyer 1985: 1193 
correctly challenge Jeremias 1960: 54; Cullmann 1950: 76-78; and 
Grundmann 1963: 353), though by implication a child’s spiritual responses 
should be encouraged and accepted. Jeremias notes the use of K@Abo in 
baptismal settings (Matt. 3:14; Acts 8:36; 10:47; 11:17), but in Luke 18, the 
point is blessing, not baptism (against the Jesus Seminar [Funk and Hoover 
1993: 370], who import a baptismal sense here; see the discussion of 
sources and historicity above). 

23 Not accepting that the parable deals with final judgment, Fitzmyer 
1985: 1238 and Grundmann 1963: 365 argue that it refers instead to 
Jerusalem’s destruction. This contradicts 19:11, which states that the 
parable deals explicitly with the consummated kingdom’s coming and 
judgment at that time. Nonetheless, the observation is helpful, because 
Jerusalem’s judgment (19:41-44; 21:5-38) pictures a greater judgment to 
come. Though not in this parable, that judgment pictures for Luke what the 
final judgment is like. 

15 Grundmann 1963: 376 argues that the question’s force is “why does 


one say. . . ?” But this could be taken erroneously as a denial of Davidic 


sonship, a view that goes back to D. F. Strauss (see Plummer 1896: 473). 
The interrogative mac is better understood to press for “in what manner?” 

4 "Qpa (hour) occurs many times in the passion narrative, including 
Mark 14:35, 41; John 12:23; 13:1; 17:1; Luke 22:53. Because @pa carries 
no qualifiers (as in 22:53), it conveys no special sense of God’s hour 
(against Grundmann 1963: 392 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1384; as noted by 
Marshall 1978: 794 and especially Soards 1987: 33). 

6 While recognizing that the two accounts share some similarities, V. 
Taylor 1972: 61-64; Schürmann 1957: 63-99; Marshall 1978: 811; and 
Grundmann 1963: 400 note that Luke does not delay Marcan texts like this 
elsewhere. 

1 Those arguing for an additional source are Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-58 
(but not in 22:54-62); Creed 1930: 276 (maybe); Marshall 1978: 839-40, 
845, 848; Grundmann 1963: 416, 418-19; Ernst 1977: 612-13, 616, 618; 
Nolland 1993b: 1092-93, 1098-99, 1104-5; and J. Green 1988: 276. Soards 
1987: 100-120 argues for a mixture of tradition, Marcan rewriting, and 
Lucan rewriting. The classic study on this issue is V. Taylor 1972. Dissent 
about an extra source outside of some oral material comes from R. Brown 
1994: 581-83. Most of Luke’s changes (e.g., 22:63-65) reflect his style and 
vocabulary. But all that this shows is Luke’s hand on his sources, not 
whether additional information existed. Brown sees the “game” in 22:64 as 
evidence of the presence of oral tradition (see the exegesis). But why limit it 
here, given evidence of sources throughout this material? 

23 On God’s power, see Josh. 4:24; 1 Chron. 12:23; Wis. 7:25; 2 Macc. 
3:24, 38; 9:8; 1QM 1.11, 14; 4.4, 12; 6.2, 6; 10.5; Eph. 1:20-22; 1 Pet. 3:22; 


Fitzmyer 1985: 1467; Grundmann, TDNT 4:540. 

6 On the syntax of fipgavto (they began), which Luke often uses to speak 
of a fresh reaction, see 4:21; 5:21; 7:15; 12:45; 13:25; 19:37; Plummer 
1896: 520; Grundmann 1963: 422. Katnyop&o (to accuse) is used 
elsewhere by Luke at Luke 6:7; 23:10, 14; Acts 22:30; 24:2, 8, 13, 19; 25:5, 
11, 16; 28:19; Büchsel, TDNT 3:637. 

1 Luce 1933: 354 speaks of Mark plus L. Marshall 1978: 878 and V. 
Taylor 1972: 99-103 say that special Lucan material may appear in 23:55— 
56. Ernst 1977: 640-41 holds that it is 23:50c, 51a, 53b, 54b. Nolland 
1993b: 1162-63 holds to 23:53c and perhaps 23:52-54. Grundmann 1963: 
436 holds to 23:50, 51a, 53b, 54-56. Fitzmyer 1985: 1523 holds to 23:53c, 
56a. Though it could be debated whether certain verses derive from another 
source, Luke seems to have had access to additional material, against R. 
Brown 1994: 1226. 

23’Aoavtog is used in 2 Macc. 3:34 of angels and in Greco-Roman 
literature of disappearing gods: Euripides, Orestes 1496; Euripides, Helen 
605-6; Virgil, Aeneid 9.656-58; Creed 1930: 297; Marshall 1978: 898; 
Danker 1988: 394; Klostermann 1929: 238; Grundmann 1963: 447. On 
departures of transcendent or transported figures, see Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; 
Acts 10:7; 12:10; and esp. 8:39; Nolland 1993b: 1206. 

6 On Guelich’s view of Matthew’s and the sources’ postsermon work to 
expand the Beatitudes in light of the Psalms and Isa. 61, see pp. 115-18. 

26 Koch 1969: 7; Hauck, TDNT 4:368 (who suggests this distinction); 
Fitzmyer 1981: 632-33; Klostermann 1929: 78-79. Guelich 1982: 63-65, 


109-11 discusses the options in detail and rejects the absolute distinction. 


27 “Blessed is/are the one(s) who ... because (Ötı).... ” Guelich 1982: 63 
and Fitzmyer 1981: 632-33 discuss the form of beatitudes. 

37 1QS 1.10; 2.4-9; 9.21-23; Ellis 1974: 114; Guelich 1982: 226. The 
leaning of the imprecatory Psalms in this direction is what makes their tone 
so difficult. Because Jesus’ ethic is a heightening of old standards, they 
appear in antithesis in Matthew. It is right to call for God’s justice, but it is 
also important to seek the best for fellow humans. God’s justice is in place 
and will occur, as the eschatological remarks of the sermon make clear. But 
the disciple seeks the enemies’ transformation and hopes that they may 
come to know God so that they can enter into God’s grace and kindness, 
while escaping his wrath. 

43 Guelich 1982: 360 notes that the saying fits in both settings, while not 
explicitly advocating a repetition. 

68 Guelich 1982: 412, 404; Marshall 1978: 275; Rengstorf, TDNT 6:603. 
For Bpoyn (only in Matt. 7:25, 27 in the NT), see BAGD 147 and BAA 294. 

16 The distinction is one that goes back to Aquinas (Summa part 2.1, 
question 108, article 4), who argues for a difference between command 
(praeceptum) and counsel (consilium). A command is binding, advice is not 
—except on those who pursue a special kind of holiness like the monastics. 
The result is a distinction in Catholic ethics between that which is necessary 
for gaining eternal bliss and that which aids to that end. See the discussions 
in Guelich 1982: 15 and Strecker 1988: 15-16. 

4 Guenther 1985: 31. Nolland 1989: 265-68 has a full discussion, 
though he sees too much distance between Paul’s and Luke’s views when he 


argues that Luke limits the term ant60ToAoc to the Twelve. One of the ways 


that Luke indicates respect for Paul is by calling him an apostle in Acts 
14:4, 14 and by showing that Paul does everything that Peter did as an 
apostle. Nolland decides that the Lucan use reflects a later title. The use of 
the phrase the Twelve as a fixed technical term in the earliest Christian 
material—even when the Twelve are not present (1 Cor. 15:5)—also speaks 
for the authenticity of ünöotoAog here. 

41 Gundry 1982: 138 notes that Matthew will mention exorcisms later. 
Carson 1984: 204 argues that Matthew omits the account to condense the 
presentation of Jesus’ authority. The omission is still odd, because the 
passage fits Matthew’s theme. 

28 Tg. Lam. 2:20 reads, “Zechariah son of Iddo, the high priest”; Gundry 
1967: 86 n. 1. The Chronicles priest likely functioned as a prophet in 2 
Chron. 24:19-22, but his priestly function was paramount in his 
identification as the son of a great priest. It should be noted that within three 
verses we have two potential points of contact with Tg. Lam. 2:20, though 
this second contact is not certain (see the exegesis of 11:49). 

8 There can be no rabbinic-style distinction between legal duty and 
voluntary acts of love after Jesus expounds these texts; correctly, Gutbrod, 
TDNT 4:1064. 

7 Guthrie 1970 deals with these issues from a conservative, evangelical 
viewpoint, while the introduction of Kiimmel 1975 serves as a good survey 
of common critical approaches to these issues. See the introduction on 
“Sources” for these issues as they relate to Luke. Orchard and Riley 1987 


detail the ancient testimony of the church on this question. 


46 The English translations by H. T. Andrews (in Charles 1913: 2.113) 
and Hadas 1951: 180-81 correctly look like the Golden Rule, while that by 


R. J. H. Shutt (in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 2.26) does not. 
22 Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and 1.23 8218; Haenchen 1961. 


7 Among the hypotheses are the following: 


1:76-79 


1:76 or 1:76-77 


1:68-75 


1:76-77, 79b 


1:76-77 


1:70, 76-77 


Added to 


Jewish or Jewish- 


Christian hymn 


early Christian hymn 


Christian hymn 


Baptist hymn 


Adherents 


Winter 1956: 239 n. 41 


Benoit 1956-57: 182— 


91 


Schürmann 1969: 88— 
90 


Hahn 1969: 242-43, 
365-66 


Jewish-Christian hymn R. Brown 1977: 377— 


of the Anawim 


78; Farris 1985: 27-28 


Jewish-Christian hymn Fitzmyer 1981: 378 


probably from the 


Anawim 


9 Marshall 1978: 285 notes that Luke 19:34; 22:61; and 24:3 are not 
exceptions to this observation, though he also notes that the final decision is 
still open; Creed 1930: 104. Hahn 1969: 81-82 argues that Luke, though 
introducing the title himself, reflects traditional usage. 

21 The difference may suggest a distinct form of the tradition for Luke, 
since the Spirit’s work is a Lucan emphasis. Schulz 1972: 205 and Manson 
1949: 86 argue that Matthew probably changed the reference to the Spirit, 
possibly in light of Matt. 12:18. But the reason for such a change is not 
entirely compelling, since Matthew also loves OT allusions. However, if 
there is a change here, Matthew is more likely to have made it, since it is 
hard to see Luke’s removing a reference to the Spirit for explanatory 
reasons (but so argue Wall 1987 and Goulder 1989: 504, noting that Luke 
does not use the phrase Spirit of God). For a Lucan change are Hamerton- 
Kelly 1964-65; Yates 1964; and Nolland 1993a: 639-40. Nolland notes that 
Luke alone uses anthropomorphisms like “hand of God” (1:66) and “arm of 
God” (1:51). 

4 For the options on how to take this act in light of the Synoptics and 
John’s Gospel, see Witherington 1990: 113-15, who appeals to John 2:16; 
Zech. 14:21; and Neh. 13:4-9, 12-13 to see both a prophetic and messianic 
(but not revolutionary) cleansing. He argues that it was the act of an 
individual and was seen as symbolic of a need for national repentance, not 
the rejection of the nation. Witherington also argues that Jesus does not 


have a Davidic expectation (like that expressed in Ps. Sol. 17). True, Jesus 


does not yet function like the warrior in the Psalms of Solomon, but he will, 
as his remarks at his trial show. This is one reason why, when some speak of 
the Christ, Jesus replies in terms of the judging Son of Man, just as he did at 
his trial. For the cleansing as messianic act, see Hamilton 1964. 

8 On the debate about 19:8, see Mitchell 1990, who argues for the view 
that Zacchaeus is defending his past behavior. On the other side, Hamm 
1981 makes the case for repentance and conversion. 

24 Schürer 1973-87: 2.287 n. 74; m. Yoma. 2.2-4; m. Tamid 1.2; 3.1; 
5.2; Safrai 1976d: 887-90; Hanse, TDNT 4:1. 

19 Does katévevoavy refer to signaling with their heads or voices because 
their hands are busy, as Nolland 1989: 222 suggests? Cf. the use of signals 
in 1:62. Métoyoc appears only here in the Gospels; Hanse, TDNT 2:831. 

50 BAGD 422 §1bß; BAA 860 81bß. Key theological parallels are 1 
Cor. 11:2; 15:2; 1 Thess. 5:21; Heb. 3:6, 14; 10:23; Hanse, TDNT 2:829. 

3 For a discussion of the linguistic force of €yav Saipovia (having 
demons), see Hanse, TDNT 2:821-22. 

33 ’Eveyo is a difficult term to translate (BAGD 265; BAA 536; Mark 
6:19): “to press against someone,” “to hold a grudge,” or “to have it in for 
someone.” With deıvöc (terribly), the idea is “to be very hostile” to 
someone (BAGD 173; BAA 346; Matt. 8:6). Hanse, TDNT 2:828, argues 
for “to press against him,” where the idea is that of being surrounded by 
hostile opponents. 

16 The use of ei (if) plus äv (untranslated particle) yields a mixed 
condition; Arndt 1956: 369; BDF 8372.1a. On the idiom niot éyetv (to 
have faith), see 4 Macc. 16:22; Matt. 17:20; 21:21 = Mark 11:22; Acts 14:9; 


Rom. 14:2 (conceptually); 1 Cor. 13:2; 1 Tim. 1:19; 3:9; Philem. 5; James 
2:1, 14, 18; Hanse, TDNT 2:826 n. 58. 

1 Bovon 1989: 357-58 notes the OT similarities (returning the son to the 
parent, the widow, and recognition that God’s messenger is present) and 
differences (Jesus’ taking the initiative, instantaneous resuscitation, and the 
crowd’s response). Bovon references the key study of this passage by 
Harbarth 1978. For the connections to 1 Kings, see Brodie 1986, though he 
overdraws the case for framing around this OT book. The differences 
between the OT and the event reveal that the event controls the details (see 
C. A. Evans 1990: 115 and Evans in Evans and Sanders 1993: 223-24). 

16 On amAodc as “clear, pure, healthy,” see BAGD 86 and BAA 171. 
When the eye is clear, it is healthy and takes in light. The eye is a figure for 
spiritual condition in Matt. 6:22; Prov. 4:18-19; 11:25 (amAobdc with a 
different sense); T. Iss. 3.4; 4.6; Bauernfeind, TDNT 1:386; Michaelis, 
TDNT 5:377; Harder, TDNT 6:556; SB 1:302, 431-32, 722, 833. 

7 For example, Luce 1933: 317 favors the Maccabean date. Leaney 
1958: 254-55 discusses it, but his position is less clear, though he does cite 
1 Macc. 14:41 as conceptually parallel (i.e., its reference to the “governor 
and high priest forever”). See also Hardy 1945. 

8 But so argues Creed 1930: 22—23, who draws on the position of 
Harnack. Also in favor of this view are Danker 1988: 41; Klostermann 
1929: 17-18; Bultmann 1963: 296-97; and Luce 1933: 91-92. 

1 Farris 1985: 30 notes that A. Harnack admitted this stylistic feature in 
the Nunc Dimittis. There are some, however, who hold out for Lucan 


redaction, merely because of the Gentile emphasis. 


54 Such efforts, beginning with Harnack, regard this verse as too harsh a 
literary transition. This view appeals to the church fathers, who often cite 
the phrase and reverse the position of the Son and Father. Creed 1930: 147— 
48 rightly rejects such attempts because they are without strong external 
textual support; see also Schweizer, TDNT 8:372 n. 276. Marshall 1978: 
435 notes that Marcion and codex N reverse the expression in Luke, while 
Justin Martyr and codex N reverse it in Matthew; for more reversal 
passages in the fathers, see Grundmann 1963: 218 n. 16. 

16 BAGD 471 (with bibliography); BAA 957; Van Der Loos 1965: 465- 
68; Michaelis, TDNT 4:233-34; Harrison, NIDNTT 2:463-66; SB 4:745- 
63; Pousma 1975: 138-39. AErıpa occurs in the NT only in Matt. 8:3 = 
Mark 1:42 = Luke 5:12-13. A related term, Aerıpög, appears in Luke 4:27; 
7:22; 17:12; Matt. 8:2; 10:8; 11:5; 26:6; Mark 1:40; 14:3. 

9 For an Augustan denarius (about the size of a dime and weighing 3.8 
grams), see Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible 1:909. For a 
Tiberian denarius, see photographs 44-45 in the same work (between pp. 
896 and 897), and Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible 1:824. For a full 
discussion, see Hart 1984. 

11 Jacobean and Petrine similarities to the sermon, both grammatical and 
conceptual, are as follows (for the Jacobean parallels, see Hartin 1991: 140— 
72): 

James 1:2-4 ~ Luke 6:23 
James 1:5 ~ Matt. 7:7 
James 1:9-11 ~ Luke 6:24 
James 1:17 ~ Matt. 7:11 


James 2:5 ~ Luke 6:20 

James 2:6—7 ~ Luke 6:24 

James 2:7 ~ Luke 6:22 

James 3:9 ~ Luke 6:28 

James 3:11-12 ~ Luke 6:43 

James 3:12 ~ Matt. 7:16 

James 3:18 ~ Matt. 5:9 

James 4:9 ~ Luke 6:25 

James 4:11 ~ Matt. 7:1-5 

James 5:1 ~ Luke 6:24 

James 5:2 ~ Matt. 6:19 

James 5:5 ~ Luke 6:25 

James 5:11 ~ Luke 6:36 and Matt. 5:12 

James 5:12 ~ Matt. 5:34-37 

1 Peter 3:9 ~ Matt. 5:44 = Luke 6:28 

1 Peter 3:14 ~ Matt. 5:10 = Luke 6:22-23 

1 Peter 3:16 ~ Luke 6:28 

1 Peter 4:14 ~ Luke 6:22 

1 Peter 5:7 ~ Matt. 6:25 

26 Through tracing the saying’s later tradition history, Harvey 1982b: 

211 n. 8 argues that its original context is not certain, but the Matthean and 
Lucan settings are a natural starting point. There is good cultural precedent 
in the Essene and other communities for such hospitable reception for 


traveling religious messengers. Rabbis were forbidden to receive direct 


wages for their teaching, though such provision was allowed; m. ‚Abot 1.13; 
4.5; Daube 1956: 395-96. 

15 Isa. 33:15; Prov. 28:18; Jub. 7.26; Hauck and Schulz, TDNT 6:571. 
Marshall 1978: 52 notes that this description for spiritual integrity carried 
over into Judaism; T. Reub. 1.6; 4.1. 

29 Danker 1988: 48-49; Plummer 1896: 42; Hauck, TDNT 5:491 n. 24, 
493. The combination is found elsewhere in Wis. 9:3 and Eph. 4:24. God 
seeks righteousness and worship even among the heathen: Acts 13:10, 16; 
24:25; 10:35, 43; Schrenk, TDNT 2:199. In the OT, Josh. 24:14 is similar in 
thrust; Nolland 1989: 88. 

12 Luke 4:36; 6:18; 8:29; 9:42; 11:24; Foerster, TDNT 2:16; Hauck, 
TDNT 3:428. On demons in Judaism, see Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185 
(“spirits of wicked men who enter the living and kill them unless aid is 
forthcoming”); 1 Enoch 19.1; Jub. 10.5; T. Ben. 5.2; C. F. Evans 1990: 279. 
In the OT, daipoviov occurs in Ps. 90:6 [91:6 Engl.] and to nveüna TO 
aKadaprov in Zech. 13:2. 

18 Such metaphors are often called “similitudes”; Hauck, TDNT 5:753; 
Marshall 1978: 226. 

26 Koch 1969: 7; Hauck, TDNT 4:368 (who suggests this distinction); 
Fitzmyer 1981: 632-33; Klostermann 1929: 78-79. Guelich 1982: 63-65, 
109-11 discusses the options in detail and rejects the absolute distinction. 

15 Parables in Luke 10:36 and Matt. 21:31 also end with questions; 
Hauck, TDNT 5:754. 

14 On unclean spirits in the NT, see Hauck, TDNT 3:428 n. 12; in 
Judaism, see Zech. 13:2; T. Ben. 5.2; Jub. 10.1; 11.4; 12.20; T. Sim. 4.9; 


6.6. 

16 Note that Luke 10:10-16; John 4:31-38; Rom. 11:16-24; 1 Cor. 3:6— 
7 use the same image, although the last three texts lack judgment overtones. 
A similar usage is found at Qumran (1QS 8.5-6; CD 1.7; 1QH 8.4-11) and 
in Judaism (Odes Sol. 38.17-21; SB 1:720-21). Hauck, TDNT 3:133, and 
Wiefel 1988: 197 note Joel 3:13 [4:13 MT]; Hos. 6:11; Isa. 27:11-12, as OT 
texts where Israel is seen as wheat among Gentile chaff. For an 
eschatological use of the imagery that looks at consummation, see Matt. 
13:36—43; Rev. 14:15. Nolland 1993a: 550-51 argues for a slightly distinct 
use from the OT, since the call is to enter the kingdom with less concern 
about judgment. But the options are clear in Luke 10:8-11. 

7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
8149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

27 Jesus’ allusion to the beginning of the world (Foerster, TDNT 3:1029; 
Hauck, TDNT 3:620; Matt. 13:35; Heb. 4:3; 9:26) makes the expression a 
merism: “the whole line of prophets.” 

6 Jesus’ introduction of the parable compares with rabbinic introductions 
of similar material; SB 2:7—9; note also Isa. 40:18; Marshall 1978: 561; 
Hauck, TDNT 5:753-54. 

7 To émBaAAov means “that which falls to me”; Tob. 3:17; 6:12; P. Oxy. 
vol. 4 #715 lines 13-15; Creed 1930: 198; Hauck, TDNT 1:529; MM 235; 


Fitzmyer 1985: 1087. As a noun, ovoiac refers to property; Tob. 14:13; 3 
Macc. 3:28; Josephus, Antiquities 7.5.5 8114. On dieiAev (he divided), see 
Schlier, TDNT 1:184. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 178 calls the account a similitude, which is where he 
puts parables and such. Berger 1984: 51 sees it as a parable. Ernst 1977: 
472 rightly compares it to 15:11-32 and 16:1-8. Hauck, TDNT 5:752, calls 
it an illustrative story and compares it to 10:30-37; 12:16-21; and 18:9-14. 
For the structure, see B. Scott 1989: 146-48. 

6 Hayles 1973: 120; Fitzmyer 1981: 400. On Augustan census activity, 
see Braunert 1957; Corbishley 1936; Tacitus, Annals 1.11; Dio Cassius 
53.30.2. 

7 For example, Egypt was on a fourteen-year cycle, which seems to go 
back to 10-9 B.C..; Hayles 1973: 127. 

8 These censuses include the entire first century after Christ; Hayles 
1973: 128-29. Hayles’s article gives numerous primary references. 

13 Hoehner 1977: 16-17 cites Josephus, Antiquities 17.11.4 8319 and 
Jewish War 2.6.3 896. Hayles 1974: 25-26 posits deteriorating relations 
between Augustus and Herod as an explanation for the census. The 
statement by Sherwin-White 1963: 163 n. 4 that such a census in this period 
is impossible is clearly excessive in light of our partial knowledge of this 
period. 

14 Hayles 1974: 27-28 notes that Josephus does not call the census an 
innovation and that what was new was the administrative set-up introduced 
in Judea in A.D.. 6. He also notes how Josephus omits the mention of other 


known censuses, even in his discussion of contemporary history in the 


Jewish War. Josephus, Antiquities 18.1.1 883-4 speaks of taxation as the 
problem, but only as an indication of Israel’s absence of liberty. 

19 It is unfortunate that in both his detailed study (1977: 545-56) and his 
recent revision (1993), R. Brown, while rejecting Luke’s approach, fails to 
refer to Hoehner or Hayles. 

33 BAGD 602; BAA 1217-18; 1 Cor. 9:7; 1 Macc. 3:28; Heidland, 
TDNT 5:591; Caragounis 1974. 

7 Godet 1875: 1.100-101 may overstate the case, but his point about the 
exposure of the populace to the Psalter is well taken; Hendriksen 1978: 101. 
22 BDF 8333; Hendriksen 1978: 108, 112 defends this sense and cites 
Robertson 1923: 836-37, though Robertson says “maybe” to this view. For 
Grigsby 1984: 167 n. 29, this force is impossible, and he notes that the BDF 

discussion of the gnomic aorist does not mention the Magnificat. He 
apparently failed to read the fine-print portion of 8333.2, where the hymn is 
mentioned. His omission undercuts the key reason he offers for rejecting a 
pre-Christian setting for the hymn. 

20 Hendriksen 1978: 125 includes a chart of various texts about 
Messiah. For covenant references in the OT, see Exod. 2:24; Lev. 26:42; Ps. 
106:45; Ezek. 16:60; Bovon 1989: 106 n. 62. 

34 Schtirmann 1969: 91 n. 67; Hendriksen 1978: 131; Wiefel 1988: 65; 
BDF 8400.6. Bovon 1989: 108 correctly states that John has a foot in each 
era, since as the last of the prophets of promise he sets the table for the new 
era (Luke 7:26; 16:16). 

23 Hendriksen 1978: 144—45. On the ancient house, though inns are not 
explicitly discussed, see Safrai 1976a: 728-35. 


25 Hendriksen 1978: 141; Godet 1875: 1.129; Plummer 1896: 52. 
Schrenk, TDNT 5:1016-17, esp. n. 7, argues similarly. The term oikog refers 
to the whole house of a ruler, while matpid is added, so that the reference to 
the whole house is clearly seen as a specific reference to ancestry. 

30 R. Brown 1977: 461; Hendriksen 1978: 170; Danker 1988: 68. 
Jeremias in his later TDNT article, 6:541-42, revised his view. 

33 John 19:25-27; Godet 1875: 1.141; Hendriksen 1978: 170-71; 
Marshall 1978: 123. Nolland 1989: 122 cites Ps. 22:20 [22:21 MT]; 37:15; 
Zech. 12:10; 13:7; and Ps. 37:15 as conceptual background. 

35 Hendriksen 1978: 172-73; Schneider 1977a: 72. The omission of the 
term €ac in D and the Itala shows some ancient manuscripts had this view 
too. But the omission is not attested widely enough to be taken seriously as 
original. 

19 Hendriksen 1978: 218 (who alludes to eternal generation); 
Geldenhuys 1951: 147; Marshall 1978: 155-56 (who more cautiously 
speaks only of amore than Messiah perspective, while refusing to 
emphasize ontology as such). 

6 For defense of a Marian genealogy, see Hendriksen 1978: 222-25. 
Marshall 1978: 162 gives the grammatical refutation of the notion that the 
reference to Joseph is parenthetical, which would make the genealogy 
Mary’s. 

5 Hendriksen 1978: 230 has a full discussion. He tends to emphasize a 
perceived priestly theme in Luke, but this is the point of the writer to the 
Hebrews and not a part of Lucan Christology at all (see Schweizer 1984: 


81-82). 


20 On 60€éa, see BAGD 204 82; BAA 410 82; Schweizer 1984: 83; and 
Hendriksen 1978: 235-36 (who cites 2 Chron. 9:9-28; Eccles. 2:1-11; Rev. 
18:12-13). Kittel, TDNT 2:237, suggests translating the term “radiance.” 
The term alludes to the splendor and value of these kingdoms. 

33 Marshall 1978: 197; Ernst 1977: 182; Hendriksen 1978: 269-70. See 
the exegesis of 4:35a for fuller discussion. Other demonic confessions are 
Mark 1:24; 3:11; 5:7; Luke 4:34; 8:28; Acts 16:17; 19:15; Matt. 8:29; 
Friedrich, TDNT 3:708; Grundmann, TDNT 3:900 §B1. 

4 So also Hendriksen 1978: 289; for a set of parallel units where 
Matthew seems more chronological, see the introduction to 5:27-32. 

20 Hendriksen 1978: 291. Fitzmyer 1981: 575 notes a Qumran text on 
this topic: 11QTemple? 48.17-49.4. At Qumran, lepers were also isolated to 
prevent additional defiling. 

16 For this view are Schürmann 1969: 296; Hendriksen 1978: 309; 
Wiefel 1988: 121 (perhaps). Against it is Marshall 1978: 226. Bovon 1989: 
261 thinks that any specific allusion to the cross or ascension is unlikely 
and prefers to refer only to the period of the church. The key terms are 
ånapðñ in Luke and two forms of aïpo in Isa. 53. 

14 Hendriksen 1978: 334 argues for this locale; Marshall 1978: 241—42 
calls it possible. Davies and Allison 1988: 422 mention Karn Hattin (Horns 
of Hattin) as another suggestion, but they prefer not to adopt a specific 
location, since for them the Matthean sermon is a collected representative 
sermon, as opposed to a sermon in a single place (see excursus 7 for 


details). Edersheim 1889: 1.524 argues against Karn Hattin. 


60 Hendriksen 1978: 362. Schürmann 1969: 372 notes that the second- 
person speech is against an original reference to the Pharisees, since they 
are rebuked in this way only in Luke 14:7-11. In addition, the term 
ÜTIOKPITNG is not always used of Pharisees, as Matt. 24:51 and Luke 12:56 
show. He sees the address as to the disciples, but not limited to them. 

12 For a figurative force are Fitzmyer 1981: 671, 673-74; Hendriksen 
1978: 395-96; Arndt 1956: 212; Marshall 1978: 294; Ernst 1977: 250; 
Schürmann 1969: 416 n. 53 (who mentions that such a reed, Phragmites 
communis, could grow to a height of sixteen feet). 

26 Arndt 1956: 243 argues that their consciences feared more distress 
from God’s presence. Hendriksen 1978: 449 calls such fear sinful, because 
they showed no interest in the exorcised man. Danker 1988: 183 notes that a 
reference to possessions is unstated in Luke. 

30 Hendriksen 1978: 450 speaks more carefully of the man’s awareness 
of the “close relation” between Jesus and God. 

22 Hendriksen 1978: 459 says that it was improper for a woman to speak 
publicly like this, but this is probably too strong. However, such speaking 
was rare (cf. 2:38). Jesus’ question all but required that she speak. 

33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445-46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

3 Hendriksen 1978: 198 n. 166. In relation to the accuracy of Tertullian, 
who in Against Marcion 1.15 argued that Jesus appeared in the twelfth year 


of Tiberius (ca. A.D.. 26-27), Eusebius in Chronicon 2 notes that Jesus 
suffered in the nineteenth year of Tiberius (A.D.. 33), so that the church 
fathers do not agree on the dates of Jesus’ ministry either, since Jesus did 
not minister for seven years. Jesus’ appearing is probably a reference to his 
baptism by John. 

17 On the term €xBGAAq (to thrust out), see BAGD 237 82 and BAA 478 
82. Against Hendriksen 1978: 572, the term does not mean “force out” here. 
It is, however, a strong, graphic term that shows that God calls and equips; 
so Arndt 1956: 281. 

43 The latter idea is explicit in the textually uncertain Mark 16:18; 
Hendriksen 1978: 581. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 


independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136—40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25—28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

30 On the syntactical debate of 11:5-7, see Hendriksen 1978: 610. The 
basic issue is this: does Jesus’ question end with 11:6 or 11:7? That Jesus’ 
answer starts with 11:8 speaks in favor of the question extending through 


11:7. 


36 Plummer 1896: 303 and Hendriksen 1978: 622 cite Matt. 9:36; Isa. 
40:11; and John 10:16 in support of a figure about sheep. To these could be 
added Ezek. 34 (where God is the Great Shepherd) and Zech. 13:7-9 (with 
its image of scattered sheep). 

8 Plummer 1896: 306 argues that resurrection is implied at the end of the 
verse by the giving of a sign, but the Lucan context alone does not make 
such a reference clear. Hendriksen 1978: 627 and Arndt 1956: 302 make 
resurrection the only point, though Arndt admits that only Matthew makes 
this connection clear. 

10 Hendriksen’s remark (1978: 730) about taking the wife along is 
unlikely for the first century. An insult is likely, because the man had 
accepted the original invitation without mentioning his marriage and now 
he refuses to attend. 

1 Hendriksen argues that seeing the passage as disconnected goes against 
the declaration of an orderly account in 1:3. This view interprets Luke’s 
remark too narrowly. For Hendriksen, the connection is that disciples are 
not to commit the sin of harming others, which Jesus warned against in 
Luke 16. However, this connection ties only the first part to the previous 
unit and does not relate the pieces of this unit to each other. 

24 Rejecting a medical term are Fitzmyer 1981: 550 and Cadbury 1926: 
194-95, 203; but see also Hengel and Hengel 1959: 340-41. Cadbury 
shows that the terminology itself is not limited to physicians, but is quoted 
by laypeople, e.g., Aulus Cornelius Celsus and Alexander of Aphrodisias, 


the second of whom cites Galen almost verbatim (the source of both 


citations appears to be Archigenes). Thus, this language had come into 
popular use. 

8 M. Smith 1971 argues for a late origin, but Hengel 1961 argues for 
ideological unity between the early group and later Zealots, as does M. 
Stern 1976: 578-79. Much of Josephus’s Jewish War 4 condemns this 
radical group for their activity in A.D.. 66-70; especially descriptive is 
4.6.3 88381-88. Nolland 1989: 271 also prefers a distinction between the 
Zealot party and Luke’s term. Witherington 1990: 81-88, 96-98 supports 
Hengel. Against this connection is R. Brown 1994: 689-93. 

14 So Schiirmann 1969: 447 n. 29. Hengel 1963 argues that these 
women became important witnesses in the church, as their involvement in 
the resurrection accounts makes clear. 

5 On Jewish “works of love” and for the key ancient texts, see Egelkraut 
1976: 139 nn. 3, 5; SB 1:487--88; 4:578-92; Hengel 1981: 8-10 and n. 21. 
Quick burials are mentioned in Acts 5:5-6, 10; John 11:1, 14, 17. On 
Jewish burial customs, see the exegesis of Luke 7:12. The OT notes periods 
that might demand that burial not take place, e.g., the time of exile (Jer. 
16:5-7; Ernst 1977: 321). 

5 On crucifixion and the activity associated with it, see Hengel 1977. 
The Roman practice of scourging (verberatio) preceded the execution of 
capital criminals, who were lashed until blood was drawn; Plautus, 
Bacchides 823; Suetonius, Claudius 34; and Suetonius, Domitian 11. 

5 Hengel 1968 and Derrett 1970: 286-312 discuss the ancient customs 
that provide the historical background for this parable. Such tenants would 


work for a commission (m. Kil. 4-6 describes laws governing vineyards; 


Mur 24b-e [DJD 2:124-32] gives details of a tenant arrangement; Derrett 
1970: 293-94). Derrett argues that if the vineyard could be shown to have 
been “abandoned” by the owner, it would revert to the tenants if they had 
worked the land for three years (m. B. Bat. 3.1; Jeremias 1963a: 74-75; 
Dodd 1961: 97). Such a cultural background gives context to the parable, 
though it is comprehensible without it (correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 1283). 

24 Rejecting a medical term are Fitzmyer 1981: 550 and Cadbury 1926: 
194-95, 203; but see also Hengel and Hengel 1959: 340-41. Cadbury 
shows that the terminology itself is not limited to physicians, but is quoted 
by laypeople, e.g., Aulus Cornelius Celsus and Alexander of Aphrodisias, 
the second of whom cites Galen almost verbatim (the source of both 
citations appears to be Archigenes). Thus, this language had come into 
popular use. 

11 The view goes back to E. W. Hengstenberg; Godet 1875: 1.306. 

6 Rengstorf, TDNT 1:327, speaks of üuapt@aAoi as murderers, robbers, 
deceivers, and those of dishonorable vocation, which would include tax 
collectors; also Herrenbrück 1981. 

24 Luke does not cite the text explicitly, but summarizes. This is not a 
softening of the reference, but his typical effort to shorten and summarize. 
For studies on the use and interpretation of Isa. 6:9-10 in Judaism and the 
early church, see Hesse 1955; Gnilka 1961; C. A. Evans 1989c. 

25 For an excellent discussion of the history of interpretation of these 
passages, see Heth and Wenham 1984. For the debate, see House 1990. 

27 For a defense of this position, see Murray 1953 and Hoehner 1987. 


For a defense of these grounds for divorce, but with no right to remarry, see 


Heth and Wenham 1984. Against a no-divorce-no-remarriage position 
stands Paul’s reading of Jesus’ command in 1 Cor. 7:12-16, which allows 
for divorce in the case of an unbeliever’s desertion. Surely if Jesus’ remarks 
were to be taken in the most strict sense, Paul would not have allowed this 
possibility, since an absolute view of a text such as Luke 16:18 apparently 
would have prohibited this option. 

23 Jeremias 1969: 122-23 argues for twenty-four days, while Heutger 
1983: 98 prefers fourteen. But Heutger does not consider the “poor man’s” 
rate, speaking rather of a pensioner’s rate of a denarius a week. 

16 On Matthew, see Hill 1972: 200-201. Perrin 1963: 172—74 does not 
discuss Luke 16:16b because, in his view, it is a later addition to the 
tradition, a view that grows out of his identifying the two texts as the same 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 630 argues almost single-handedly for a positive 
sense in Matthew: “Men of violence seize at the opportunity of entering the 
kingdom.” This is not likely. 

23 On mupetoc, see BAGD 730-31; BAA 1462; Van Der Loos 1965: 
553; K. Weiss, TDNT 6:956-59; Galen, De Differentiis Febrium 1.1; SB 
1:479; Hobart 1882: 3-5. 

3 For unity are Marshall 1978: 633-34 and Grobel 1963-64. Bultmann 
1963: 178 denies unity (although he says that Luke received a unified 
story), wrongly assuming that a parable can only have one point. Crossan 
1973: 66-67 and B. Scott 1989: 142—46 argue that 16:19-26 go back to 
Jesus and 16:27-31 to the early church, citing conceptual ties to Luke 24. 
The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 360-62) makes a similar break, 
printing 16:19-26 in gray type (arguing that its roots may go back to Jesus) 


and 16:27-31 in black type (arguing that these verses were added later and 
are inauthentic). For refutation, see Pilgrim 1981: 114-15 and Hock 1987: 
454-55. 

4 The Egyptian account is dated before 331 b.c. by Jeremias 1963a: 183 
n. 47 (the earliest manuscript is from a.d. 100), but Hock 1987: 452 shows 
that the Egyptian folk tale is not the likely background, since Luke lacks 
key elements of it. Hock’s appeal, however, to Micyllus in Lucian of 
Samosata’s Gallus and Cataplus likewise errs. These parallels merely show 
that the theme is a general one in the ancient culture. Hock calls the 
parable’s criterion of judgment unique, but it is not. The standards of care 
for the needy come from the Torah and should be followed, a common 
theme for Jesus. 

11 Hoehner 1977: 14-15; K. Weiss, TDNT 9:81 n. 12. For the force of 
anmoypageoVai as a middle verb, “to register oneself,” see BDF 8317; in 
favor of the middle voice are 2:3, 5. 

13 BAGD 303; BAA 615; LSJ 669; Josephus, Jewish War 1.24.6 8487; 
Antiquities 18.6.6 8194; SB 2:164; Marshall 1978: 317; Fitzmyer 1981: 
698; Hoehner 1972: 120, 303-5, 317 n. 4. 

3 Both Klostermann 1929: 32—33 and Hoehner 1977: 14 use Schiirer as a 
Starting point. 

5 Hoehner 1977: 14-27 defends December 5 B.C.. or January 4 B.C.. as 
the most likely date of Jesus’ birth. Another key chronological element is 
the mention that Jesus was about thirty years old at the start of his ministry 
(3:23), which is near the fifteenth year of Tiberius’s reign (3:1), around 
A.D.. 27 to 29. This last date yields the period from 10 B.C.. to 1 B.C.. for 


Jesus’ birth, with the thirty-year mark falling around 5-3 B.C.. For 
Tiberius’s date and the date of Jesus’ ministry, see the exegesis of 3:1. 

10 Hoehner 1977: 15. Hoehner also cites (n. 20) a reference from Ulpian 
in The Digest of Justinian 1.15.4.2 that required property owners to go to 
the district where they owned land. Issues of ancestry and land may fit here, 
even though Joseph lived elsewhere. 

12 Hoehner 1977: 16 cites examples in Syria, Cappadocia, and Nabatea. 
Tacitus, Annals 2.42 and 6.41, discusses Cappadocia, where taxes were 
reduced by about half. 

13 Hoehner 1977: 16-17 cites Josephus, Antiquities 17.11.4 8319 and 
Jewish War 2.6.3 896. Hayles 1974: 25-26 posits deteriorating relations 
between Augustus and Herod as an explanation for the census. The 
statement by Sherwin-White 1963: 163 n. 4 that such a census in this period 
is impossible is clearly excessive in light of our partial knowledge of this 
period. 

17 This view dates back to the seventeenth century and is supported by 
F. F. Bruce 1972: 32 n. 1. Hoehner 1977: 21 discusses it. 

18 This is the view that Hoehner 1977: 21-22 adopts, while Godet 1875: 
1.124 calls it unlikely for Luke. 

19 It is unfortunate that in both his detailed study (1977: 545-56) and his 
recent revision (1993), R. Brown, while rejecting Luke’s approach, fails to 
refer to Hoehner or Hayles. 

2 Hoehner 1977: 32 nn. 12-13, who cites Appian, Civil Wars 2.149; 
Plutarch, Life of Caesar 62-67 (737-40); Suetonius, Julius Caesar 81.2; 


and Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 832; 18.6.10 8224; Jewish War 2.9.1 8168; 
2.9.5 8180. 

4 On the possibility that Luke is from Antioch of Syria, a tradition that 
Jerome mentions in the prologue of his commentary on Matthew, see 
Hoehner 1972: 231-32 n. 9; Strobel 1958a; and the introduction to the 
Gospel of Luke abve, under “Origin and Purpose—Authorship— External 
Evidence.” Schneider 1977a: 83 and Hoehner 1977: 34 do not agree on the 
month in view in 27: Schneider has Oct. 1 and Hoehner has Sept. 21. 

5 Rist 1978. J. Wenham 1992b: 223 dates Matthew in 42, Mark in 45, 
and Luke in 55 at the latest—dates that are much earlier than typically 
assigned to the Gospels. Most conservatives place the Synoptics in the 
sixties, while most others have dates ranging from 60 to 90. 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 455. Ernst 1977: 137, considering the various options, 
speaks of fall 27 to fall 29. Hoehner allows this as one of the two possible 
options. 

27 For a defense of this position, see Murray 1953 and Hoehner 1987. 
For a defense of these grounds for divorce, but with no right to remarry, see 
Heth and Wenham 1984. Against a no-divorce-no-remarriage position 
stands Paul’s reading of Jesus’ command in 1 Cor. 7:12-16, which allows 
for divorce in the case of an unbeliever’s desertion. Surely if Jesus’ remarks 
were to be taken in the most strict sense, Paul would not have allowed this 
possibility, since an absolute view of a text such as Luke 16:18 apparently 
would have prohibited this option. 

2 Jeremias 1966: 15-84 deals with various aspects of this issue. Other 


key studies include Hoehner 1977: 74-90; Marshall 1980: 30-75 (which 


has the advantage of assessing Jeremias’s claims); Jaubert 1965; Blinzler 
1958; and R. Brown 1962b. For bibliography, see Nolland 1993b: 1035—40. 

9 Ayovilopa suggests intense effort or straining labor; BAGD 15; BAA 
27. With the present tense it contextually denotes continual striving. This is 
the only use of the word in the Synoptics; elsewhere at John 18:36; 1 Cor. 
9:25; Col. 1:29; 4:12; 1 Tim. 4:10; 6:12; 2 Tim. 4:7. It is a term of 
Hellenistic, Jewish, and early Christian exhortation; Nolland 1993a: 733; 
Hoffmann 1967: 196. 

3 For effective refutation, see O’ Rourke 1971-72 and Jeremias 1971b. 
Marshall 1978: 605 rejects attempts to posit a Lucan origin for the parable, 
such as Schottroff 1971 defends. Goulder 1989: 614-16 argues for Lucan 
authorship of the parable, attempting to refute the various cases made for 
authenticity on linguistic grounds by Jeremias, O’Rourke, or Hofius 1977— 
78. Goulder (pp. 611-12) argues that Luke is relying consciously or 
unconsciously on the story of Joseph in Genesis, but the cause of the 
“lostness” of the son in the Joseph cycle of Gen. 39-50 and of the prodigal 
could not be more different. Nolland 1993a: 780-81 correctly rejects 
attempts to split the parable in two. 

8 In the main, my classification follows Holmes 1989. Manuscript dates 
are given according to Aland and Aland 1987. Rather than giving priority to 
any one family of manuscripts, I prefer Holmes’s “eclectic” approach to 
textual criticism. 

9 For more details on the relationships of the various textual families, see 


Holmes 1983 and Metzger 1992. 


29 Holtz 1968: 42 argues that àoyiopo (to reckon) is a sign of LXX 
influence, claiming that it is not the normal rendering of Hebrew mn 
(mand, to count, measure). The LXX rendering of mn Niphal is, however, 
fairly evenly split: twice each by àoyiopar and ApıduEw@ (to count) and once 
each by egapiOpEew (to count) and &vaptOpNntoc (innumerable). The presence 
of AoyiGopa in Luke thus does not indicate his use of the LXX. 

52 For another view, see Cadbury 1917. H. J. Holtzmann sees the 
pericope as contained in Luke’s sources (noted by Klostermann 1929: 205). 

12 Fitzmyer 1985: 1444-45 rightly stresses the comparative force of 
woei (like), elsewhere used by Luke at Luke 3:23; 9:14 (twice), 28; 22:41, 
59; 23:44; 24:11; Acts 1:15; 2:3, 41; 6:15; 10:3; 19:7, 34 (variant reading). 
On the medical possibilities, see R. Brown 1994: 185; Holzmeister 1938; 
Keen 1892; and Keen 1897. 

31 Hooker 1967: 95-99 is very clear in showing the narrow application 
of this passage, as well as citing the Jewish background behind it. 

12 Hooker’s position on authenticity is not entirely clear, although that 
her remarks end with this observation suggests that she leans toward 
authenticity. 

40 For refutation of France’s attempt (1971: 227--39) to tie this remark to 
a.d. 70, see Marshall 1978: 776-77, who notes that the presence of cosmic 
signs, the force of Dan. 7:13, and the context all argue against such a view. 
Marshall also defends the saying’s authenticity and rightly questions 
attempts to reject the saying because of the Synoptic mixture of OT text (Ps. 


110 and Dan. 7) or by holding that other sayings such as Mark 8:38 or 


14:62 are earlier. Colpe, TDNT 8:450, and Perrin 1967: 173-85 deny 
authenticity; Hooker 1967: 148-59 and Borsch 1967: 361-64 defend it. 

27 Hooker’s efforts (1967: 167—71) to argue that riding on the clouds 
refers to Jesus’ exaltation fail on many counts. Seven objections are noted 
in Bock 1987: 141-42, the most obvious being that (1) an image of Jesus 
simultaneously sitting by God and riding the clouds seems absurd (unless 
this is “throne chariot” imagery like Ezek. 1, in which case heavenly rule or 
return language is present, not the resurrection); (2) Dan. 7 was never used 
as an ascension proof-text in the NT; and (3) the ascension image is the 
reverse of Dan. 7 and the apocalyptic discourse, which describe a coming to 
earth. 

6 Marshall 1978: 856 notes Hooker’s view (1967: 87—89) that this is not 
a Lucan creation of a literary detail to make the point about Isaiah. 

5 Marshall 1978: 125-26. One can only note the restraint in this account 
compared to the apocryphal gospels. In contrast, the Jesus Seminar puts 
Jesus’ saying in 2:49 in black type (meaning that it does not go back to 
Jesus); Funk and Hoover 1993: 275-76. They see the unit as Luke’s 
production, drawing on the child-prodigy genre, the Lucan emphasis on 
design, and its lack of attestation elsewhere. But these criteria ignore the 
potential of a unique source surfacing in Luke’s research and the evidence 
for the unit’s origins in Palestinian settings (see the discussion above and n. 
3). Its enigmatic expression also reflects Jesus’ style (see also Nolland 
1989: 127-28, who speaks less directly on the issue of historicity in 2:49). 
That this is the only use of dei relating Jesus to the Father speaks against a 


Lucan origin. On the historicity of the entire scene, see the exegesis of 2:50. 


1 Plummer 1896: 106; Manson 1949: 46 (who strongly defends this 
view); Dupont 1968: 97-115 (who argues for a middle course between 
literalism and parable); Carson 1984: 111; Nolland 1989: 177 (who defends 
the plausibility of Jesus’ reporting this event to his disciples). On the other 
end of the spectrum apparently is Crossan (1991), who does not even 
discuss this event in his portrayal of Jesus. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 133-34 [Matt.], 278-80 [Luke]) places all the sayings of this 
unit in black type, thereby indicating rejection of a tie to Jesus. The 
consensus of the seminar is that the text is legendary, like Greco-Roman 
biography, and that the sayings were authored by Q following the LXX. The 
seminar calls it an “ordeal story,” but this generic form category does not 
explain the explicit uniqueness of this confrontation account, a point that 
negates this argument. Manson 1949: 45-46 rightly challenges the 
description of the account as legendary (see the discussion of form below). 
LXX citations reflect only Luke’s sensitivity to his Greek audience and are 
not evidence of the text’s origin, since MT renderings would work (Nolland 
1989: 177). 

10 Nolland 1989: 204 notes that in the ancient world exorcism falls 
between magic (Paris Magic Papyrus, lines 3007-85) and medicine 
(Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 4.20; Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 §185). 
Jews and non-Jews believed in magic (Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 §845—49; 
Lucian, Lover of Lies 16, 30-31). But these healings often included potions 
or other aids that Jesus does not use. The healer in Lucian’s account, a 
Syrian from Palestine, charged a large fee for the service. Lucian also notes 


the exorcist’s use of “Egyptian works” and “imprecations in the Egyptian 


language.” Surveying recent work on the question, Crossan 1991: 304-10 
compares magic, miracle, and medicine and equates miracle to magic. But 
this grossly underestimates Jesus. The range of Jesus’ miracles suggests the 
presence of power far beyond anything magical. Jesus does not rely on 
potions or aids, but uses only his word. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 42) argues that because Jesus did not use magical formulas or 
incantations, the disciples did not preserve his actual words for the 
exorcism. But the logic of this argument for a lack of remembrance is not 
clear or compelling. The very dissimilarity of Jesus’ style compared to other 
such events in the ancient world might make what he did say memorable. 

1 Bultmann 1963: 25-26, 64, 68 opts for a pronouncement story, but also 
notes the absence of any pronouncement. Jesus’ response comes in his 
simply turning away. This makes a pronouncement account unlikely and 
explains why the Jesus Seminar makes no comment on the text in The Five 
Gospels (Funk and Hoover 1993: 316). 

1 Dibelius 1934: 160-61, esp. 160 n. 1, says that the general nature of 
the remark shows that it comes from the evangelist, but how “general 
principles” can come from the evangelist is not clear. It is the unique 
attestation of this saying in Luke that appears to be the only reason for this 
conclusion, along with its possible use of OT imagery from Gen. 19:26. The 
Jesus Seminar sees these verses as going back to Luke, claiming that the 
saying assumes too much self-identity for disciples (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
316 prints it in black type). But the distinctive behavior and identity are 
already indicated in the first two sayings, which the seminar accepts. On the 


rejection of other attempts to argue that the early church is responsible for 


the sayings, see Marshall 1978: 409, in particular his evaluation of Schulz 
1972: 435 n. 239, who relies on Dibelius. Glombitza 1971 also makes a 
case for Lucan creation. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 145 sees much of this material as church formulated 
and as regulations for the church. Beare 1970 rejects the mission and the 
discourse’s historicity, as does the Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
317-23, esp. 320). 

1 Ellis 1974: 163-64 attributes the original context to Luke, a view that 
is possible only if the Sermon on the Mount is a Matthean topical sermon 
(which, though possible, is not likely). In favor of one occasion or point of 
origin are Manson 1949: 265; Godet 1875: 2.47; Zahn 1920: 448—49 
(favoring a view like Ellis’s); Schneider 1977a: 256; and Wiefel 1988: 215. 
A good summary of recent discussion may be found in Meier 1994: 291- 
93, 353-57. Meier sees Luke as reflecting the original size and structure of 
the prayer, with Matthew expanding the petitions and Luke altering some 
wording. But unlike many, he sees two versions in circulation. The Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 325-27) sees Q as the source, with 
Matthew making additions and Luke introducing some changes in 
vocabulary. The seminar’s view of these details parallels many critics. 

3 The Gospel of Thomas 63, 72 has parallel material, but 863 is not 
primary, as B. Scott 1989: 130-31 correctly argues. However, Scott 
wrongly asserts that the separation of the question and the parable in the 
Gospel of Thomas shows that Luke put these two elements together (with 
Scott, Funk and Hoover 1993: 338 argue that 12:15 was written by Luke, 
printing it in black type). The Gospel of Thomas lacks any warning, and so 


is only conceptually parallel. In addition, the general nature of the Gospel of 
Thomas is to work with only one short saying at a time. 

5 But so Schulz 1972: 301-9; rightly refuted by Marshall 1978: 559-60. 
Multiple levels of the parable tradition (see n. 1 above) teach the kingdom’s 
gradual growth and contrastive transformation. In addition, even the 
parables of this section appear in various wings of the tradition (Mark and 
Q [or Matthew]), so that multiple attestation speaks for authenticity. 
Jeremias 1963a: 146 n. 68 notes the Palestinian coloring in the parables, a 
point in favor of authenticity. Even the Jesus Seminar accepts the essential 
authenticity of these parables, printing 13:18-19 in pink type and 13:20-21 
in red (Funk and Hoover 1993: 346-47). 

1 Also Schulz 1972: 391-98; Crossan 1973: 72; Fitzmyer 1985: 1052. 
Jeremias 1963a: 63-64, 176 argues that the Gospel of Thomas may be more 
original than Matthew, except for its expansion of excuses. The Thomas 
parable is closer to Luke than to Matthew and so is often discussed with 
Luke’s version, but it introduces a fourth figure who cannot come to the 
banquet. Thomas gives no setting, since the document is just a list of 
teachings. But the excuses in Thomas use more urban imagery; Luke’s use 
of agrarian imagery fits Jesus’ tendency to use agrarian illustrations. 
Horsley 1987: 180 sees Luke as the more original of the versions, noting 
that the economically prosperous are the excluded; so also the Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 352), though it regards the symposium- 
table setting as Lucan. 

3 For unity are Marshall 1978: 633-34 and Grobel 1963-64. Bultmann 
1963: 178 denies unity (although he says that Luke received a unified 


story), wrongly assuming that a parable can only have one point. Crossan 
1973: 66-67 and B. Scott 1989: 142—46 argue that 16:19-26 go back to 
Jesus and 16:27—31 to the early church, citing conceptual ties to Luke 24. 
The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 360-62) makes a similar break, 
printing 16:19-26 in gray type (arguing that its roots may go back to Jesus) 
and 16:27-31 in black type (arguing that these verses were added later and 
are inauthentic). For refutation, see Pilgrim 1981: 114-15 and Hock 1987: 
454-55. 

7 This pericope contains no allusion to infant baptism (Marshall 1978: 
682; Schweizer 1984: 285; Tiede 1988: 309-10; and Fitzmyer 1985: 1193 
correctly challenge Jeremias 1960: 54; Cullmann 1950: 76—78; and 
Grundmann 1963: 353), though by implication a child’s spiritual responses 
should be encouraged and accepted. Jeremias notes the use of koñúo in 
baptismal settings (Matt. 3:14; Acts 8:36; 10:47; 11:17), but in Luke 18, the 
point is blessing, not baptism (against the Jesus Seminar [Funk and Hoover 
1993: 370], who import a baptismal sense here; see the discussion of 
sources and historicity above). 

2 Fitzmyer and Marshall are undecided about the tradition-historical 
issue. For more on this topic, see Schiirmann’s three studies (1952, 1955, 
1957), Soards 1987, and J. Green 1988. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 387-88) reflects excessive skepticism, printing the dialogue 
of 22:15-22 in black type because of the differences in wording and the 
presence of two cups. The seminar believes that there was a meal with 


symbolic acts, but the exact words are “beyond recovery.” This contrastive 


approach amazingly excludes the likely possibility of an accurate summary 
of such an emotive event. 

4 Soards 1987: 96 mentions 22:39a—b, 40b, 42 as the minimum (he 
excludes 22:43-44 on textual grounds). Ernst 1977: 607 and Goulder 1989: 
741-42 make the best case for additional sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 329 
rejects the originality of 22:43—44. For discussion of how the prayer’s 
contents could be known when the disciples are some distance away and 
asleep, see R. Brown 1994: 174. The Jesus Seminar rejects the historicity of 
the material on the premise that no one heard the prayer (Funk and Hoover 
1993: 391). Brown calls such an objection to historicity a “low level” 
approach and suggests that the disciples need not have been asleep at this 
point, although later he suggests that they did not need to hear the prayer 
because they knew how Jesus prayed. Either explanation is possible. Brown 
regards the prayer and the event as certain (p. 234), but is less confident of 
knowledge of the exact words (p. 225). I prefer the view that the event 
drove the meaning and form of the tradition. 

4 J. Green 1988: 282 calls Luke the most primitive form of the tradition. 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1456—59 is agnostic on historicity, saying that it is 
impossible to prove. The most detailed English study, Catchpole 1971: 153- 
220, gives the nod to Luke. For a more skeptical appraisal, giving seven 
reasons not to accept these accounts as authentic, see E. Sanders 1985: 296— 
99. For a detailed response to most of his objections, see Bock 1994b. The 
Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 392-93) rejects Jesus’ prediction 
(22:61) and the trial dialogue (22:67—69, 70) as inauthentic because 22:61 


recalls 22:34 and the absence of disciples at the trial means that no 


witnesses were present. Jesus’ anticipation of Peter’s failure, however, 
reflects his knowledge of how pressure would cause Peter to wilt (the 
disciples’ past record of inconsistency might also contribute to Jesus’ 
expectation). The presence of people like Joseph of Arimathea at the trial 
makes an internal witness possible. 

2 This motive is questionable, since such abruptness did not stop Luke 
from launching right into a question in 22:67. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1994: 394) takes a similar position, with a more skeptical twist, 
arguing that the charges are simply created from Scripture in anticipation of 
23:38. But a sociopolitical cause for Jesus’ crucifixion is a historical 
certainty. Enough people were present at such a hearing that summaries of 
its content could become available. 

3 The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 397—98) illustrates a more 
detached approach, arguing that “words ascribed to Jesus after his death are 
not subject to historical verification” and that claims that Jesus spoke after 
his death are “beyond the limits of historical assessment.” The variation in 
location and wording thus lead the seminar to print Jesus’ reported promise 
(24:7) in black type. This total skepticism seems to emerge from the 
seminar’s definitional stance and an unwillingness to allow for any degree 
of summary reporting in the Gospel accounts. For a good attempt to explain 
both the Galilean and the Jerusalem appearances, see Nolland 1993b: 1181. 

3 H. Betz 1969 also strongly argues for “cult legend.” According to Betz 
the account teaches the resurrection’s importance for Christian faith. Similar 
in tone is the Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 398-99), which prints 
24:17, 19, 25 in black type and says that all the dialogue is “provided by the 


storyteller” and involves instances of the evangelists “inventing words for 
Jesus that express their own perspectives.” 

4 Lucan creation is also the view of the Jesus Seminar, which prints 
24:44, 46-49 in black type (Funk and Hoover 1993: 400). In the seminar’s 
view, these verses represent a third commission (Matt. 28:18-20; John 
20:22-23). Nolland 1993b: 1225-26 also sees a Lucan development here, 
though (unlike the Jesus Seminar) he argues that it is a natural development 
of the tradition that Jesus appeared for a limited time. Nolland says that 
connection to tradition is possible, but not demonstrable. I prefer to see 
roots in a tradition and a real event, since Luke does not discuss new scenes 
elsewhere in his Gospel without the prompting of tradition. 

9 Though exceptions do exist; see Jeremias 1963a: 129 and Daube 1955: 
334, though his explanation that the father gave property to the younger son 
but not to the older is not correct, given the end of this verse. On this 
custom, see Horowitz 1953: 402-21 and Pö;hlmann 1979. 

24 Michel, TDNT 8:94-105; M. Stern 1974: 330-34; Donahue 1971; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 469-70; Badian 1972. E. Sanders 1992: 146-69 notes that 
the tax system in Palestine was not more oppressive than in other regions. 
He estimates that taxes consumed somewhere between 20 percent and 30 
percent of one’s income. For a more skeptical view that sees toll collectors 
as a symbolic representation of Jesus’ outreach to archetypal sinners, see 
Neale 1991: 110-15. I regard Neale’s dichotomy between symbolic 
representation and history as false for reasons made clear below. In this 
approach Neale follows Horsley 1987, and both underestimate the 


connections between John and Jesus in terms of audience. See also 5:29-32. 


2 See Borg 1987: 162--63, 170, who notes Jer. 12:7 and Ezek. 11:22-23. 
So also Horsley 1987: 300-302, who calls Luke 13:32-33 part of a “fairly 
solid tradition” (p. 190). For the debate on 13:31-33, see Nolland 1993a: 
738-39, who accepts 13:31-32, but regards 13:33 as a Lucan redaction that 
makes the transition from 13:32 to 13:34. However, the use of dei is too 
widespread in the Gospel tradition to make this conclusion solid (see the 
exegesis of 13:33). In addition, as Marshall 1978: 570 suggests, 13:33 is an 
integral link to 13:32. 

1 Also Schulz 1972: 391-98; Crossan 1973: 72; Fitzmyer 1985: 1052. 
Jeremias 1963a: 63-64, 176 argues that the Gospel of Thomas may be more 
original than Matthew, except for its expansion of excuses. The Thomas 
parable is closer to Luke than to Matthew and so is often discussed with 
Luke’s version, but it introduces a fourth figure who cannot come to the 
banquet. Thomas gives no setting, since the document is just a list of 
teachings. But the excuses in Thomas use more urban imagery; Luke’s use 
of agrarian imagery fits Jesus’ tendency to use agrarian illustrations. 
Horsley 1987: 180 sees Luke as the more original of the versions, noting 
that the economically prosperous are the excluded; so also the Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 352), though it regards the symposium- 
table setting as Lucan. 

6 On cutting off the ear, see Horst, TDNT 5:558, and Marshall 1978: 837. 
Daube 1960: 59-62 argues that such an act is an indirect insult to the 


master; cf. 2 Sam. 10:4-5. 


19 The shorter reading (i.e., iao0801 without any object) has been found in 
critical texts since Westcott-Hort. Recent texts bracket the object, 
expressing uncertainty about its presence, even though they retain it. 

19 Westcott and Hort 1881: 2.175-77 (“Introduction”) call this phrase a 
“Western noninterpolation” because of this shorter-reading rule. Other such 
noninterpolations are Luke 22:19b—20; 24:6, 12, 36, 40, 51, 52; Matt. 27:49. 
A Western noninterpolation is a shorter Western reading, in contrast to the 
normally expansive pattern of the Western family. Those who call these 
passages “noninterpolations” are arguing that the Gospel originally omitted 
them since they are the shorter reading. 

25 For an excellent discussion of the history of interpretation of these 
passages, see Heth and Wenham 1984. For the debate, see House 1990. 

8 The grammar of the last phrase is difficult, but the idea is clear. For the 
options, see BDF 8299.4, 8360.4; BDR 8299.4, 8360.4; Moule 1959: 137, 
187; Moulton and Howard 1929: 472. It is either a wish or an interjection 
that has Semitic roots. 

9 This classification describes its function most precisely. See also 
Hubbard 1977 and Tiede 1988: 117 (who prefers to call the account an 
“epiphany-call” story to emphasize the disclosure of divine presence). 

4 The amount of material in these groups can be variously measured, 
depending on the division of the pericopes and one’s judgment about the 
presence of parallels. Egelkraut 1976: 27 bases the percentages in Luke’s 
central section (for him 9:51—19:48) on the pericope delineation in two 


common synopses: 


Lucan Parallels Unique Lucan Lucan Parallels 


to Matthew (i.e., Material to Mark 
Q) 


Aland 1985 26 of 75 27 of 75 22 of 75 
pericopes (35%) pericopes (36%) pericopes (29%) 


Huck and 25 of 60 24 of 60 11 of 60 
Lietzmann 1936 pericopes (42%) pericopes (40%) pericopes (18%) 


Resseguie 1975: 4 calculates the same section this way: of 60 Lucan 
pericopes, 31 (52%) parallel Matthew/Q and 29 (48%) are uniquely Lucan. 
Resseguie argues that only one-tenth of the material in 9:51-18:14 has even 
a possible Marcan connection. Teaching material that is capable of being 
repeated might slightly alter the exact count. Nonetheless, the numbers of 
Huck-Lietzmann and Resseguie are closer to the real percentages, since 
Luke 9:51-18:14 lacks any significant Marcan parallels. In addition, most 
of the Q pericopes and unique Lucan material are long units. Conceptual 
overlap with Matthew and unique Lucan material abound (see the 
introduction in vol. 1, pp. 10-12). Goulder (1989: 455) notes that in 9:51— 
13:21 one of every three words comes from Q or L, while in 13:22-18:14 
(where Goulder ends the unit) one in six words comes from this material. 

9 See McArthur 1960: 105-27; Carson 1984: 126-27; Jeremias 1963b: 
1-12, 19-23; Hunter 1965: 107-11; Toussaint 1980: 86-94; Bauman 1985; 
and J. Martin 1986. 


3 So Kistemaker 1980: 45 speaks of the same occasion. On Q, see 
Grundmann 1963: 281; Egelkraut 1976: 108; Marshall 1978: 559-60; 
Wiefel 1988: 257; Fitzmyer 1985: 1015. The same linkage of parables 
occurs in Matthew and, as noted above, the wording in the leaven parable is 
very similar. The Gospel of Thomas 96-97 links the leaven parable to a 
different parable, the jar full of meal, which has no canonical parallel. A 
parable of the mustard seed is found in the Gospel of Thomas 20; 
Hunzinger, TDNT 7:290 n. 32. 

24 Schrenk, TDNT 3:236; Hyldahl 1961. The expression for the locale is 
almost unique for Jewish sources. 

1 Marshall 1978: 614-17 has an excellent overview of the difficult issues 
in this parable. For a historical survey of the parable’s interpretation, see 
Krämer 1972; Ireland 1992: 5-47; and Ireland 1989. 

11 This was the most popular position until recently, though it is making 
something of a comeback (e.g., Blomberg 1990: 244-45; Blomberg 1994; 
Ireland 1992: 73-82). Plummer 1896: 383 holds a quite plausible variation 
of this view, arguing that the steward simply lessened the excess cut he took 
from the debtors, a view close to the “righteous” cut option (no. 3 below), 
except it suggests that the steward did take something additional. The 
inflationary trend may suggest that the debtors knew that not all of the 
money was getting to the owner. Jeremias 1963a: 181 speaks of the steward 
covering up his previous embezzlements by the new accounting, a view that 
requires that the master does not have proof for his firing the steward in 


16:1-2. Such an internal inconsistency in the parable is unlikely. 


33 Ireland 1992: 36, 41 reports that this view goes back to D. Schulz in 
1821 and was tied to ancient practice by J. J. Van Oosterzee in 1859. It has 
recently been defended through appeal to Jewish practice by Derrett 1970: 
48-77. Fitzmyer 1964 adds an additional twist to this view: this interest was 
the steward’s commission, making his action of canceling the interest only a 
clever pretense of personal sacrifice. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 973; Marshall 1978: 524; Klostermann 1929: 136; 
Wiefel 1988: 237. Parallels for this concept are common; see 1 Cor. 15:32; 
Eccles. 8:15; Isa. 22:13; Tob. 7:10. Two other Jewish texts are especially 
relevant: Sir. 11:18-19 (NRSV) reads: “One becomes rich through diligence 
and self-denial, / and the reward allotted to him is this: / when he says, ‘I 
have found rest, / and now I shall feast on my goods!’ he does not know 
how long it will be/ until he leaves them to others and dies.” 1 Enoch 97.8— 
10 reads: “Woe unto you who gain silver and gold by unjust means; / you 
will then say, “We have grown rich and accumulated goods, / we have 
acquired everything that we have desired. / So now let us do whatever we 
like; / for we have gathered silver, / we have filled our treasuries [with 


money] like water. / And many are the laborers in our houses.’ / Your lies 


flow like water. / For your wealth shall not endure / but it shall take off from 
you quickly / for you have acquired it all unjustly, / and you shall be given 
over to a great curse” (translation by E. Isaac in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 
1.78). For Hellenistic parallels, see Euripides, Alcestis 788-89; Menander, 
Fragment 301. 

10 Derrett 1977a and Jarvis 1965-66 argue that the subject of the parable 
is Jesus, who has counted the cost. However, the previous remarks make an 
exhortation to the multitudes about discipleship far more likely. 

8 'EAoAeı could be translated “was continually speaking.” On AaAEw (to 
speak) in Luke, see Jaschke 1971. 

18 Ellis 1974: 100. The Hebrew term is 713 (ga.ar, to shout at, exorcise), 
the Aramaic 13 (gé.ar, to exorcise); Zech. 3:2; Ps. 68:30 [68:31 MT]; 
106:9; Jub. 10.5-9; 1QapGen 20.28-29; 1QM 14.10; Kee 1967—68; 
Stauffer, TDNT 2:625-26; Jastrow 1903: 261; BDB 172. 

10 Rengstorf 1967 suggests as allusion to the Jewish custom of gés;ds;4 
(XX), which cut off from society a member who sold a family heirloom to 
an outsider or who married beneath their social rank (Jastrow 1903: 1407— 
8). There is no indication that such a custom applies here, though 
Rengstorf’s study does show the parable’s social context and background in 
terms of the familial symbolism of the ring and robe in 15:22. For 
refutation, see Marshall 1978: 606 and Bailey 1976: 167-68. 

2 Jeremias 1966: 15-84 deals with various aspects of this issue. Other 
key studies include Hoehner 1977: 74-90; Marshall 1980: 30-75 (which 
has the advantage of assessing Jeremias’s claims); Jaubert 1965; Blinzler 


1958; and R. Brown 1962b. For bibliography, see Nolland 1993b: 1035—40. 


60 Marshall sees an allusion to the nations in the wolves of 10:3, but if 
so the allusion is negative, which does not reinforce the universal element 
alleged as present here; Jellicoe 1959-60. 

10 For details, see Schürer 1973-87: 2.246-50, 287; Wiefel 1988: 47; 
Schrenk, TDNT 3:262; and esp. Jeremias 1969: 199. 

10 SB 1:45-47; m. Ketub. 4.4-5; Jeremias 1969: 364-67; Safrai 1976a: 
752-60. The mishnaic text is suggestive for Matt. 1, since the initial 
realization of her pregnancy might suggest that Mary should be punished 
(Deut. 22:23-26) or, more leniently, be betrothed, given that premarital 
intercourse could result in betrothal (Deut. 22:28-29). Cases of rape were 
handled differently (Deut. 22:25-27). 

2 Fitzmyer 1981: 363; BAGD 283; BAA 574. But so argues Jeremias, 
TDNT 7:92 n. 29. ’Ertapyela is used in Acts 23:34 and 25:1. 

18 Michel, TDNT 5:129; Jeremias, TDNT 5:681 n. 184, 700; SB 4:213. 
Lohse, TDNT 8:481, cites the Jewish benediction; cf. also pp. 482, 485. 

3 AypavAoüvteg means “to make one’s field [into] one’s courtyard or 
house”; BAGD 13; BAA 23; Schürmann 1969: 108. Shepherds would often 
work together to provide this protection; Jeremias, TDNT 6:499. Jeremias 
(pp. 490-91) also points out that the account is not influenced by any 
literary traditions. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 420-24. Marshall 1978: 107-8 rejects this approach. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 395-96 sees OT influence but rejects a midrashic view. So 
correctly Jeremias, TDNT 6:490--99, also rejects such connections. 

19 1QH 4.32-33; 11.9; Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 17 
(= Schürer 1973-87: 2.458); Marshall 1978: 112; Fitzmyer 1981: 411-12; 


Jeremias 1929a; Jeremias, TDNT 1:364; Schrenk, TDNT 2:745-50; 
Fitzmyer 1958; Nolland 1989: 109. 

29 Schweizer 1984: 57; Marshall 1978: 122. Jeremias in his earlier 
TDNT article, 4:271-72, 276-77, stresses that the dividing point is the 
presence or absence of faith. 

30 R. Brown 1977: 461; Hendriksen 1978: 170; Danker 1988: 68. 
Jeremias in his later TDNT article, 6:541-42, revised his view. 

8 Jeremias 1969: 76-77; Josephus, Life 65 8354 (which notes how few 
Tiberians [two thousand] were in Jerusalem on one key festival occasion); 
Antiquities 17.9.3 88213-14; Jewish War 2.14.3 8280; 2.1.3 8810-12. 

10 Josephus, Antiquities 17.9.3 8213; Jeremias, TDNT 5:898 81. The 
reference in the verse to the Passover, t &optfj TOD maoya, is grammatically 
to be taken as a dative of time: “at the time of the feast of the Passover” 
(Plummer 1896: 74; Luke uses a dative of time at 8:29 and 12:20). 

12 Marshall 1978: 127; R. Brown 1977: 474; Jeremias 1969: 58—60; 
Josephus, Life 52 8269; m. Ma.as. S. 5.2. 

15 Fitzmyer 1981: 468. Jeremias, TDNT 4:269—71, notes that in later 
Judaism the imagery describes the creation of the nation, as Tg. Isa. 51:1 
shows. Bovon 1989: 172 does not consider the allusion likely, since he sees 
Luke alluding to the Gentiles here. Bovon also distinguishes between a 
stone (here) and a rock (the OT image). Bovon is right that Luke has an 
implication here about Gentiles, but that still need not deny the background 
of the OT, especially since the Greek wording is translated out of the 


original setting. The OT allusion is possible, though not certain. This 


remark is also against a view of “covenantal nomism”; see Allison 1987. 

Placement into blessing is not a matter of election through mere biology. 
17 Jeremias, TDNT 4:268, 270, tends to think NT usage is against the 

wordplay and cites Mark 15:46 as well as Syriac evidence as support. 

6 Jeremias, TDNT 1:141, alludes to the second Adam motif here, a point 
supported by the extension of Luke’s genealogy back to Adam. That the 
close of the temptation account involves the temple shows a Palestinian, as 
opposed to a Hellenistic, viewpoint (see the exegesis of 4:9). 

9 Bovon 1989: 194 notes that the anaphoric use of the article with 
nveðua in each Gospel argues for the age of the tradition; Bovon cites 
Jeremias 1980: 115; Deut. 8:2. On hyeto, see Wiefel 1988: 100. Paul has 
this expression: Rom. 8:14; Gal. 5:18. 

33 Jeremias 1958: 44-46; Marshall 1978: 185-86, who notes (though 
leaning to this view) that the next is also possible. 

43 Luke 7:11-17; 17:12-19; Wink 1968: 44; Jeremias, TDNT 2:928—41; 
France 1971: 48. 

14 Strathmann, TDNT 4:235; Luce 1933: 134; Fitzmyer 1981: 591; 
Schürmann 1969: 289-90; Vö;lkel 1978; Jeremias 1931; E. Sanders 1985: 
174-211. 

15 SB 1:500-18; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1101-3; Bovon 1989: 260. Jeremias 
notes that nowhere in Judaism is Messiah the bridegroom. Stauffer, TDNT 
1:654 n. 39, cites 2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 2:15, 38; Deut. Rab. 3.12 on 10:1; Pirge 
de Rabbi Eliezer 41 (= Friedlander 1916: 322); Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Bahodesh 3 on Exod. 19:17 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.219), where 


God comes forth as a groom to meet Israel his bride. In Mekilta de Rabbi 


Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 15:2 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.26-27), 
Akiva cites several texts from the Song of Songs as applying to Israel as the 
bride of God, making it clear that this book was read as a marriage between 
Israel and God. 

10 Simon-Peter, Thomas-Didymus, Matthew-Levi, Bartholomew- 
Nathanael (apparently, see the exegesis of 6:14); Plummer 1896: 172, 174; 
Schürmann 1969: 317-18 n. 49; Jeremias 1971a: 232-33. These variations 
suggest that the tradition of the list of the Twelve existed in various forms. 

29 Marshall 1978: 252; Schürmann 1969: 335-36. Jeremias 1971a: 239— 
40 notes that these warnings of persecution occur in every strand of Gospel 
tradition, showing their widespread presence and association to Jesus. 
Schürmann notes conceptual Lucan parallels in 11:49-52 and 12:11-12. 
They sound like Matt. 5:11. For a pre-Easter setting, he notes Matt. 10:28— 
31, 34-39; Mark 6:14-29; 11:1-11, 15-18 as giving evidence of pre-Easter 
tension. 

6 Jeremias, TDNT 6:921. No archeological remains of a gate or of the 
city wall have yet been found; Nolland 1989: 322. 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to a real game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 
Legasse 1969: 299-301. 

4 Jeremias 1963a: 126; Jeremias 1966: 48-49, esp. 48 n. 4; Sir. 31:12, 18 


(speaks of sitting); m. Ber. 6.6 (notes two types of sitting). While most of 


the other texts cited by Jeremias are talmudic, he does note OT texts such as 
Gen. 27:19; Exod. 32:6; Judg. 19:6; 1 Sam. 20:5, 24-25; 1 Kings 13:20; and 
Prov. 23:1. 

8 Jeremias 1963a: 126, 132 opts for either a prostitute or a woman in a 
dishonorable vocation, by which he means either an immoral or a dishonest 
vocation; Jeremias 1969: 303-12; Fitzmyer 1981: 689; Black 1967: 181-83. 
Marshall 1978: 308 notes correctly that the sins seem to be hers, so that her 
reputation is not because of association with someone else; so also Wiefel 
1988: 154, who thinks she is a prostitute, as does Schürmann 1969: 431 n. 
8. 

10 1 Cor. 11:5-6; Godet 1875: 1.358. Jeremias 1963a: 126 n. 57 notes 
that such action in later times could bring grounds for divorce; see t. 
Sota5.9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 3.168) and y. Git. 50d (9.11) (= Neusner et al. 
1982-93: 25.254). 

16 Fitzmyer 1981: 690 and Marshall 1978: 311 mention that no specific 
verb for “to thank” exists in Aramaic or Hebrew. Thus, the sense of ayaTtam 
is something like that in Ps. 116:1 [114:1 LXX] or Josephus, Jewish War 
1.10.2 8198. See Wood 1954-55 and Jeremias 1963a: 126-27. Fitzmyer 
adds that in 1QH the Hebrew verb for praise (1710, hödä) is constantly used 
to express thanks. What is present is gratitude that also expresses 
appreciation and love. 

21 Fitzmyer 1981: 691 rejects a suggestion of a mistranslation of 
Aramaic here, as argued by Jeremias 1960b. 

1 Jeremias 1963a: 150 n. 81 protests against a name like “parable of the 


seed among the soils,” when he complains about the title “fourfold field.” 


On Jeremias’s view, see the exegesis of and the additional note on 8:11. The 
title “parable of the sower” comes from Matt. 13:18. 

12 Jub. 11.11, 24; m. Sab. 7.2; Linnemann 1966: 115-16; Kistemaker 
1980: 17; Jeremias 1966-67; and Jeremias 1963a: 11-12. P. Payne 1978-79 
discusses the debate about the Palestinian order of sowing and plowing. 

25 Others suggest that iva indicates result. So Danker 1988: 177 argues 
that {va expresses not purpose, but tragic realization; but see 9:45 and 
11:50. Jeremias 1963a: 17 suggests that the parables’ purpose is to fulfill 
the scriptural promise and thus he sees an ellipse. However, the Isaiah 
passage is key and is negative. Judgment is expressed here because of 
hardness of heart. 

33 It is important to note that Jeremias’s complaint is only about the later 
origin of the parable’s interpretation. Jesus does make these interpretive 
remarks privately to the disciples at a different time from the giving of the 
parable, but the elements of obstacle are in the original imagery and so 
demand interpretation as well. This distinction, however, does not entirely 
resolve the debate, since other points are also raised to argue for the 
eschatological view. 

34 Marshall 1969 notes that the many Lucan touches in the parable do 
not alter its basic meaning. See the additional note for more defense of the 
parable’s authenticity and a critique of Jeremias’s position. 

3 Bovon 1989: 415 speaks of an antithetical word of wisdom. Bultmann 
1963: 81-82, 98 calls the sayings “double-stranded” mésallim, like secular 
proverbs; also Fitzmyer 1981: 716. Berger 1984: 118 speaks of a warning 
word for 8:18. Wiefel 1988: 161 also speaks of a mäsäl (parable), as does 


Jeremias 1963a: 41, but this is unlikely. Luke seems aware of the proverbial 
character by his reuse of the material. 

20 On üßuoooc, see BAGD 2 82; BAA 3; Jeremias, TDNT 1:9-10. 
Perhaps the abyss is equivalent to Tartarus; see Rev. 9:1, 2, 11; 11:7; 17:18; 
20:1, 3; cf. Jude 6; 2 Pet. 2:4. 

7 On the Elijah hope in Judaism, see Luke 1:17; 7:26-27; Bock 1987: 
59-60, 295; Jeremias, TDNT 2:936. 

9 See McArthur 1960: 105-27; Carson 1984: 126-27; Jeremias 1963b: 
1-12, 19-23; Hunter 1965: 107-11; Toussaint 1980: 86-94; Bauman 1985; 
and J. Martin 1986. 

7 Josephus, Jewish War 2.12.3 8232; Jeremias 1969: 352-58; Jeremias, 
TDNT 7:88-94. On Jewish attitudes, see Sir. 50:25-26; T. Levi 7.2; Gen. 
Rab. 81.3 on 35:2; Jub. 30.5-6, 23; C. A. Evans 1990: 164. On the 
relationship between Jews and Samaritans, see Brindle 1984. 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 


Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 


who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344-46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25-28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

5 Jeremias 1971a: 187 argues that the verb dvayıvaokw renders Semitic 
X7P (qr,) and means “to recite,” so that Jesus is calling for a specific text. 
Derrett 1970: 224 n. 1 notes that this view goes back to J. B. Lightfoot. 

23 Jeremias 1969: 122-23 argues for twenty-four days, while Heutger 
1983: 98 prefers fourteen. But Heutger does not consider the “poor man’s” 
rate, speaking rather of a pensioner’s rate of a denarius a week. 

5 Marshall 1978: 455 sees either two versions or Matthew’s adding to an 
original short edition like that in Luke. These reflect distinct recensions of 
Q; but he does not discuss the number of events. Jeremias 1971a: 193-96 
argues for the originality of the Lucan form and posits an Aramaic form 
behind it. He regards its structure as memorable in an oral context, carrying 
rhyme and a two-four rhythm (so also Meier 1994: 293). Beasley-Murray 
1986: 147 argues that Luke’s version is original in extent, but that 


Matthew’s is closer to the original wording, a view close to Nolland’s 


(noted above). For him Luke’s prayer circulated in Gentile Christian circles, 
while Matthew’s was the Jewish-Christian version. Nevertheless, for him 
the prayer’s roots go back to Jesus. Wiefel 1988: 215 is less certain of this 
attempt to distinguish communities. 

14 Jeremias 1971a: 63-68 notes no example of “my Father” in the 
literature. In fact, in Judaism such intimacy was avoided. Jeremias 1967b: 
16-29 lists the potential Jewish parallels. Dunn 1975: 21-26 notes that 
Jeremias overstates the case in allowing no exceptions, but suggests that 
Jeremias’s general portrait is correct. Plummer 1896: 296 remarks that God 
as the Father of Israel is an OT image; the concept of God as Father to 
individual people begins to appear only in intertestamental Judaism (see the 
texts in the previous note). Jesus’ reference to “my Father” is highly 
unusual, though not unprecedented: x4Q372; 3 Macc. 6:3; Wis. 14:3; and 
Sir. 23:1 use “my Father” or “Father.” In the NT, see Luke 2:49; 10:22 = 
Matt. 11:27; Luke 22:29; 24:49; Matt. 7:21; 10:32-33; 12:50; 15:13; 16:17; 
18:10, 35; 20:23; 25:34; 26:29, 39, 53. The contrast is striking and 
significant. 

16 Translation from Jeremias 1971a: 198. See also Shemoneh Esreh 
[Eighteen Benedictions] no. 3 (= Schürer 1973-87: 2.456, 460). However, 
Jesus’ prayer is more like Jewish “short” prayers than this long Jewish 
liturgical prayer; C. A. Evans 1990: 182. As such, the prayer’s form and 
function come as no surprise in a Jewish context. 

18 Jeremias 1971a: 199-201 cites Jerome’s Commentary on Matthew on 
Matt. 6:11 and Marcion. On ancient interpretation, see Fitzmyer 1985: 900, 
904-5. 


22 On the expression the fathers in Judaism, see Schrenk, TDNT 5:976- 
77; 1 Esdr. 1:11 [1:12 LXX]; 4:60; 1 Macc. 2:19; 2 Enoch 33.12; 35.2. On 
the theme of holy graves, see Jeremias 1958a and 1961. 

31 Grundmann 1963: 250 suggests that ywaoewcs (knowledge) is an 
objective genitive, thus “the key for knowledge.” Another option, a genitive 
of apposition (“the key that is knowledge,” by which is meant “obedient 
knowledge”) is less likely. This latter reading would be an odd way to say 
“you have taken away knowledge,” but so Jeremias, TDNT 3:747-48, who 
acknowledges that this image, though different from the other option, is 
similar. 

24 Manson’s suggestion (1949: 118) of an Aramaic mistranslation is 
unlikely, even though it is a common position (see Jeremias 1963a: 57 nn. 
30-31). One can argue for a purposely emotive figure without having to 
resort to mistranslation. Marshall 1978: 543 lays out a full set of options: 
figurative, mistranslation, literal, and overliteral translation of the Aramaic. 
The last is Marshall’s choice, following O. Betz 1964—66, who notes a 
parallel idiom at Qumran. In 1QS 2.16, the term means “to cut off from the 
midst of” and refers to those who were accursed eternally (so 1QS 1.10-11; 
6.24-25; 7.1-2, 16; 8.21-23). The idiom refers to those who suffer 
eschatological judgment, not excommunication. See also Weiser 1971: 199— 
200 and Ellingworth 1980. Those rejected like this often have treated others 
poorly or have taken advantage of them (Ps. 37:12, 14, 16, 32). The 
idiomatic background denotes complete separation. 

5 This form of mission statement appears at Qumran; Marshall 1978: 


546. 1QH has numerous claims by the Teacher of Righteousness about what 


God is doing through him. Jeremias 1971a: 293 and n. 6 defends the age of 
the key tradition in Mark 10:45, another example where multiple traditions 
are possible with Luke 22:27. As a controversial figure, such statements of 
purpose from Jesus were inevitable (see Grundmann 1963: 269 for a 
critique of Bultmann). 

17 Nüuopn (lit., bride; BAGD 545 82; BAA 1103 82) in this context 
means “bride” to the mother-in-law (mev@epa; BAGD 642; BAA 1295), 
thus, daughter-in-law (Marshall 1978: 549; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1099). 

6 Comparative napá may be a Semitism; Jeremias 1963a: 141; Luke 
13:4; 18:14; BDF 8236.3; BAGD 611 811.3; BAA 1236 8III.3. The term 
mavtac must mean all other Galileans; Marshall 1978: 553; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1007. 

5 But so Schulz 1972: 301-9; rightly refuted by Marshall 1978: 559-60. 
Multiple levels of the parable tradition (see n. 1 above) teach the kingdom’s 
gradual growth and contrastive transformation. In addition, even the 
parables of this section appear in various wings of the tradition (Mark and 
Q [or Matthew]), so that multiple attestation speaks for authenticity. 
Jeremias 1963a: 146 n. 68 notes the Palestinian coloring in the parables, a 
point in favor of authenticity. Even the Jesus Seminar accepts the essential 
authenticity of these parables, printing 13:18-19 in pink type and 13:20-21 
in red (Funk and Hoover 1993: 346-47). 

9 Paul’s image of the olive tree in Rom. 11 is a variation on Jesus’ 
picture. There the key point is not growth, but one’s presence in the plant; 


Egelkraut 1976: 109; Jeremias 1963a: 147-49; Joseph and Asenath 15. On 


the verb KataoKnvow (to live or nest), see BAGD 418 82; BAA 851. 
Elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 13:32 = Mark 4:32; Acts 2:26. 

11 Jeremias 1963a: 147, who cites m. Pe.a 8.7. One is tempted to say 
that this woman was baking for an army, since this amount could feed over 
one hundred people. 

10 Jeremias notes that the closed door means the irrevocable loss of 
opportunity; Isa. 22:22; Matt. 25:10; Rev. 3:7. 

10 Jeremias, TDNT 5:714, notes that a false prophet ran the risk of being 
killed (m. Sanh. 11.1). Friedrich, TDNT 6:834-35, points to Matt. 23:37. 
See also Fischel 1946. 

15 In ancient Judaism, Ps. 118 was seen as messianic; SB 1:849—50, 876; 
m. Suk. 3.9; Midr. Ps. 118.19-20 on 118:21-22 (= Braude 1959: 2.24344); 
Jeremias 1966: 256-597. 

1 Also Schulz 1972: 391-98; Crossan 1973: 72; Fitzmyer 1985: 1052. 
Jeremias 1963a: 63-64, 176 argues that the Gospel of Thomas may be more 
original than Matthew, except for its expansion of excuses. The Thomas 
parable is closer to Luke than to Matthew and so is often discussed with 
Luke’s version, but it introduces a fourth figure who cannot come to the 
banquet. Thomas gives no setting, since the document is just a list of 
teachings. But the excuses in Thomas use more urban imagery; Luke’s use 
of agrarian imagery fits Jesus’ tendency to use agrarian illustrations. 
Horsley 1987: 180 sees Luke as the more original of the versions, noting 
that the economically prosperous are the excluded; so also the Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 352), though it regards the symposium- 


table setting as Lucan. 


5 See C. Kim 1975 for an ancient invitation. Fitzmyer 1985: 1055 
correctly notes that Jeremias’s appeal to this as a custom of Jerusalem has 
only a fifth-century text as support, but Esther and Philo suggest that the 
custom is possibly older. Nolland 1993a: 755 adds Terence, Self-Tormentor 
169-70, and Apuleius, Metamorphoses (Golden Ass) 3.12, which may 
suggest that more than Jewish custom is in view here. 

12 Jeremias 1963a: 177 calls them “the ipso facto beggars in the East.” 
On this theme, see the later Jewish story of Bar Ma.jan; y. Sanh. 23c (6.6) 
(= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 31.181-82). 

17 So Jeremias 1963a: 177, who nonetheless argues that the saying 
originally ended the parable and was the host’s remark. This view, though 
possible, is not necessary. The application that Jesus makes comes more 
powerfully and directly by looking back to the parabolic imagery. The shift 
to the first person indicates the shift of perspective. 

23 Jeremias 1963a: 168-69 mentions the option and rightly rejects it, 
since the issue in Matt. 5:13 = Mark 9:50 and here is taste, not cooking. 

14 Marshall 1978: 600-601 has details and notes the views. Bultmann 
1963: 171 and Linnemann 1966: 67-70 opt for Matthean originality, while 
Jeremias 1963a: 40 and Ellis 1974: 197 are convinced that Luke has the 
original form. Marshall is undecided, as is Nolland 1993a: 769. All of this 
assumes that only one tradition of the story originally existed, which may 
not be true, as Marshall notes. Bultmann 1963: 202 also notes a similar 
parable in the later Gen. Rab. 86.4 on 39:2, where one of twelve cows is 


lost; also SB 1:785. 


19 The future tense may have eschatological overtones or itmay be a 
customary future alluding to God’s habitual response. The wording may 
have Aramaic roots and betray a pre-Lucan form; Fitzmyer 1985: 1077-78; 
Black 1967: 184; Jeremias 1980: 247. 

22 This parable contains the only uses of Spaypn in the NT, though the 
double drachma is found in Matt. 17:24. In LXX, see Gen. 24:22; Exod. 
39:3 [38:26 Engl.]; Josh. 7:21; Jeremias 1969: 111. 

1 Manson 1949: 284 calls it “The Two Sons,” but the father is too crucial 
to the picture to be left out. Jeremias 1963a: 128 calls it “The Parable of the 
Father’s Love,” a title that Fitzmyer 1985: 1084 likes. Jesus likes to use the 
two-son imagery (Matt. 21:28-31). 

3 For effective refutation, see O’ Rourke 1971-72 and Jeremias 1971b. 
Marshall 1978: 605 rejects attempts to posit a Lucan origin for the parable, 
such as Schottroff 1971 defends. Goulder 1989: 614—16 argues for Lucan 
authorship of the parable, attempting to refute the various cases made for 
authenticity on linguistic grounds by Jeremias, O’Rourke, or Hofius 1977- 
78. Goulder (pp. 611—12) argues that Luke is relying consciously or 
unconsciously on the story of Joseph in Genesis, but the cause of the 
“lostness” of the son in the Joseph cycle of Gen. 39-50 and of the prodigal 
could not be more different. Nolland 1993a: 780-81 correctly rejects 
attempts to split the parable in two. 

9 Though exceptions do exist; see Jeremias 1963a: 129 and Daube 1955: 
334, though his explanation that the father gave property to the younger son 
but not to the older is not correct, given the end of this verse. On this 


custom, see Horowitz 1953: 402-21 and Pö;hlmann 1979. 


20 Jeremias 1963a: 130 calls the phrase an Aramaism and cites Tg. 2 
Sam. 3:21 (cf. Acts 5:17; 9:6, 18). Fitzmyer 1985: 1089 calls it a 
Septuagintalism and cites Gen. 22:3, 19; 24:10; 43:8; Tob. 8:10 [8:9 
NRSV]. All that this really shows is that the idiom is cross-cultural. 

28 Odrtog (this one) represents contempt in Matt. 20:12; Luke 18:11; 
Acts 17:18; Jeremias 1963a: 131; BDF 8290.6. It will reappear in Luke 23 
as the characters discuss and rebuke Jesus (23:2, 35). 

3 So, e.g., Jeremias 1963a: 45-48. Marshall 1978: 622-23 notes that 
even if, as he believes, this is a compilation, the teaching still comes from 
traditional material. Since he defends the authenticity of 16:13, this seems 
to imply the authenticity of the whole of 16:9-13. Pilgrim 1981: 127, 
however, alludes to the work of a Christian preacher or teacher. Talbert 
1982: 153 is probably incorrect to call 16:8b an initial interpretation of the 
parable, since it is really an observation that produces an application only 
by implication. The phrase but I say to you in 16:9 is the start of the 
parable’s formal application and is not a Lucan expression (Jeremias 1980: 
106). 

10 Luce 1933: 260 suggests that rent is unlikely since that would be a 
fixed rate; but if a fraction of anticipated yield was the payment, this figure 
could also vary. Jeremias 1963a: 181 notes that either situation is possible. 

11 This was the most popular position until recently, though it is making 
something of a comeback (e.g., Blomberg 1990: 244-45; Blomberg 1994; 
Ireland 1992: 73-82). Plummer 1896: 383 holds a quite plausible variation 
of this view, arguing that the steward simply lessened the excess cut he took 


from the debtors, a view close to the “righteous” cut option (no. 3 below), 


except it suggests that the steward did take something additional. The 
inflationary trend may suggest that the debtors knew that not all of the 
money was getting to the owner. Jeremias 1963a: 181 speaks of the steward 
covering up his previous embezzlements by the new accounting, a view that 
requires that the master does not have proof for his firing the steward in 
16:1-2. Such an internal inconsistency in the parable is unlikely. 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 181 notes that the average olive tree yields 120 kilos 
of olives or 25 liters of oil. Kistemaker 1980: 231 and Manson 1949: 291— 
92 put the number more precisely at 868 gallons or 3,946 liters, using the 
scale provided by Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.9 857. Marshall 1978: 618-19 
notes that ancient measuring jars found in archeological digs vary from 5 
gallons to 10 gallons. Given this variation, precise numbers are difficult to 
determine, but the number is not as important as recognizing that this is a 
large debt. 

38 Jeremias 1963a: 182 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1096-99, 1105 regard 16:9- 
13 as later additions and 16:8 as originally describing Jesus. Fitzmyer 
includes 16:8b in the applicational expansions and ties it to 16:9, which is 
problematic given the introductory “and I say to you” in 16:9. I agree that 
16:8b is an application of the parable, but it must be seen as the original end 
to Jesus’ remarks, given the break in 16:9a. 

39 Jeremias 1963a: 45 gives the details on the absolute use of KUptoc to 
refer to Jesus, which occurs seventeen other times in Luke. 

7 1 Enoch 102.9-10 shows the Jewish contempt for the selfish rich. T. 
Moses 7.3 may apply to the Sadducees or Pharisees. Lachs 1987: 311-12 


revives Manson’s thesis and rejects the idea that this is a description of the 


Pharisees. On the Pharisees’ relatively modesty means (not every lover of 
money succeeds in being rich), see Jeremias 1969: 259; Bammel, TDNT 
6:901—2. 

8 In t. Menah. 13.22 (= Neusner 1977-86: 5.162), the leadership’s love 
of money and hatred of one another is why the temple came to be 
destroyed; also SB 1:937; 2:222; 4:336-39; Jeremias 1969: 49, 114. Luce 
1933: 264 objects to this description, but fails to interact with the ancient 
sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 245 is right that a story about the afterlife would 
hardly be a meaningful rebuke to the Sadducees. 

4 The Egyptian account is dated before 331 b.c. by Jeremias 1963a: 183 
n. 47 (the earliest manuscript is from a.d. 100), but Hock 1987: 452 shows 
that the Egyptian folk tale is not the likely background, since Luke lacks 
key elements of it. Hock’s appeal, however, to Micyllus in Lucian of 
Samosata’s Gallus and Cataplus likewise errs. These parallels merely show 
that the theme is a general one in the ancient culture. Hock calls the 
parable’s criterion of judgment unique, but it is not. The standards of care 
for the needy come from the Torah and should be followed, a common 
theme for Jesus. 

17 Plummer 1896: 393 notes correctly that Abraham’s bosom is not a 
synonym for paradise, but that Abraham is there shows that Lazarus is 
among the righteous. The image indicates the story’s Jewish flavor; so also 
Jeremias, TDNT 5:769 n. 37, citing T. Abr (A) 20.13-14. 

21 For an attempt to distinguish Hades, Gehenna, and paradise, see 


Jeremias, TDNT 5:769 n. 37. 


29 Jeremias 1963a: 186 argues that purgatory is excluded, but 
technically this is not correct, since the doctrine of purgatory teaches that 
the elect go to Hades to be purified. Purgatory must be evaluated on 
grounds other than this passage. Purgatory is not in view here, but the 
permanent rejection of the unrighteous is. 

32 The present tense A&yeı (he says) is a historical present: “he 
[Abraham] said.” This is one of five historical presents in Luke’s parables 
(13:8; 16:7, 23; 19:22). Since Luke normally avoids this tense, it probably 
indicates pre-Lucan material; Jeremias 1963a: 182-83. 

1 Jeremias 1980: 266 argues that €vtoc Du@v (in your midst) in 17:21 is 
not Lucan. Whether Luke worded the introduction is an open question. 
After a detailed presentation of the options, Zmijewski 1972: 387-90 
decides for a special Lucan source. 

13 Jeremias 1980: 266 attributes this digression from Luke’s common 
expression to the presence of a traditional source. Also, Mattill 1979: 197 
notes that, since the Greek versions variously translate Exod. 34:9 with &v 
Leow (Theodotion, Symmachus) and ėvtóç (Aquila), the phrases can be 
synonymous (Field 1875: 1.144). Beasley-Murray 1986: 101-2 adds a 
similar example from Exod. 17:7 (Field 1875: 1.111). Note also 
Symmachus in Lam. 1:3 and Ps. 87:6 LXX [88:6 Engl.] (Field 1875: 747, 
239). Meier 1994: 479 notes that this translation appears in the literal 
Aquila and the more idiomatic Symmachus, making the meaning of Evtög 
clear. These ancient texts show that “in the midst” is a well-attested sense 


for the term. 


16 Jeremias discusses the syntax of the questions by noting that the 
change of mood—from subjunctive to indicative—points to two questions, 
but one should be careful not to separate them too greatly, given the nature 
of the reply in 18:8. 

11 On lifting the eyes in prayer, see Mark 6:41; 7:34; John 11:41; 17:1; 
Ps. 123:1; 1 Esdr. 4:58 (in 1 Enoch 13.5 evil angels are too ashamed to look 
up); Jeremias, TDNT 1:185-86; Michaelis, TDNT 5:377 n. 11. Lifting the 
hands is a symbol of supplication in the NT; 1 Tim. 2:8. Xtr80c (breast) 
stands for the person; BAGD 767 and BAA 1532 (“the seat of the inner 
life”); elsewhere in the NT only at Luke 23:48; John 13:25; 21:20; Rev. 
15:6. Jeremias 1963a: 141 at n. 46 says that in Judaism the heart is seen as 
the seat of sin, but cites as evidence only the late Eccles. Rab. 7.2.5 on 7:2. 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 141 overstates the parallelism with Pauline usage, as 
do Fitzmyer 1985: 1185 and Arndt 1956: 380. Linnemann 1966: 62-63, 
144-46 n. 11; Ernst 1977: 497-98; and Marshall 1978: 680-81 are clearer. 
Cf. Ps. 51:19 [51:21 MT]; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 12:7; x1Q28b [= 1QSb] 4.22. 

7 This pericope contains no allusion to infant baptism (Marshall 1978: 
682; Schweizer 1984: 285; Tiede 1988: 309-10; and Fitzmyer 1985: 1193 
correctly challenge Jeremias 1960: 54; Cullmann 1950: 76-78; and 
Grundmann 1963: 353), though by implication a child’s spiritual responses 
should be encouraged and accepted. Jeremias notes the use of K@Ab@ in 
baptismal settings (Matt. 3:14; Acts 8:36; 10:47; 11:17), but in Luke 18, the 
point is blessing, not baptism (against the Jesus Seminar [Funk and Hoover 
1993: 370], who import a baptismal sense here; see the discussion of 


sources and historicity above). 


6 Jeremias 1963a: 99 n. 40 notes eight points of Lucan style: (1) 
&KOVOVTOV SE AUT@V TADTa (cf. Luke 20:45); (2) mpooti8npt (Luke seven 
times, Acts six times, elsewhere in the NT five times); (3) einev napaßoAnv 
(Luke 6:39; 12:16; 15:3; 18:9; 19:11; 20:19; 21:29); (4) ôtà tó plus the 
infinitive (Matthew two times, Mark three times, John once, Luke and Acts 
seven times each); (5) eivaı after a preposition and article (Matthew and 
Mark never, Luke seven times, Acts three times); (6) IepovoaAnp (Luke— 
Acts sixty-four times, Matthew twice, Mark never); (7) napaypñpa (sixteen 
times in Luke—Acts, elsewhere only Matt. 21:19-20); and (8) dva@aiva 
(only here and Acts 21:3). Of these points, the middle six are significant, 
the other two are less clear since they occur too rarely to establish stylistic 
tendencies. 

15 On the difference between burying and wrapping, see Jeremias 
1963a: 61 n. 51. Fitzmyer 1985: 1236 is skeptical of what value this 
difference has for the meaning of this parable, but gives no reason for his 
doubt (perhaps the late date of the talmudic material?). Either way, the 
detail reflects a failure to respond to the king. 

21 Jeremias 1963a: 62 holds that Jesus’ audience interrupted him; so also 
Plummer 1896: 442, who argues that the crowd thinks Jesus is spoiling the 
parable; so also Nolland 1993b: 916-17. Klostermann 1929: 189; Marshall 
1978: 708; and Danker 1988: 309 hold that the interruption comes from 
attendants in the parable. If 19:26-27 maintains the parabolic perspective, 
and 19:27 looks as if it does, then those who react here come from within 


the parable and comment as a crowd to the king. Of course, since the king 


represents Jesus, there is no real difference in sense in the choice. If Jesus 
speaks, he simply gives the parable’s lesson. 

16 In Gen. 4:10 Abel’s spilled blood cries out, and esp. in Hab. 2:11 
Jerusalem’s stones cry out against Israel’s injustice and sin. Marshall 1978: 
716 notes the possibility that creation will speak out against the sin of the 
Pharisees (Jeremias, TDNT 4:270), an option that is less satisfying 
contextually than the standard OT use of the image; so correctly SB 2:253, 
which notes the use of this figure in Judaism: Tg. Hab. 2:11; Midr. Ps. 73.4 
on 73:10 (= Braude 1959: 2.4). 

5 Hengel 1968 and Derrett 1970: 286-312 discuss the ancient customs 
that provide the historical background for this parable. Such tenants would 
work for a commission (m. Kil. 4-6 describes laws governing vineyards; 
Mur 24b-e [DJD 2:124-32] gives details of a tenant arrangement; Derrett 
1970: 293-94). Derrett argues that if the vineyard could be shown to have 
been “abandoned” by the owner, it would revert to the tenants if they had 
worked the land for three years (m. B. Bat. 3.1; Jeremias 1963a: 74—75; 
Dodd 1961: 97). Such a cultural background gives context to the parable, 
though it is comprehensible without it (correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 1283). 

10 The stone as a messianic image in Judaism draws esp. on Isa. 28:16 
and Dan. 2:44—45; but see also Gen. 28:17-19; Zech. 4:8—10; 3:8-9; Tg. Ps. 
118:24 (printed in Walton 1657: 3.274; see Ellis 1974: 233). For Tg. Isa. 
28:16 and other Jewish parallels, see Jeremias, TDNT 4:272-73. Tg. Isa. 
28:16(CALTGO) reads: “Behold I set in Zion a king, a mighty king, mighty 
and terrible, whom I will uphold and strengthen; the prophet says: ‘And the 


righteous in whom is confidence shall not tremble when affliction comes.’” 


45 Mattill 1979: 97-100 surveys each NT use of ñ yeved aütn and opts 
for the usual sense of view 1. He does not, however, give any indication of 
the debate over 16:8; see also Jeremias 1971a: 135. Jesus’ speech most 
likely would have been in Aramaic, which makes the Semitic point relevant, 
but only if one assumes a term-for-term rendering. A sense-rendering of 
Jesus’ discourse would escape this objection. 

13 Jeremias 1966: 156-59 argues that the short text attempted to 
preserve a shortened reference to the initial cup without removing it 
altogether. The short text’s goal was to keep the liturgy secret, an 
explanation that Marshall 1980: 38 rejects. More likely it is a scribal 
reduction for liturgical reasons. 

15 Danker 1988: 345 and Jeremias 1966: 208-9 argue that in preparation 
for his coming suffering Jesus did not drink the wine. Schürmann 1952: 63— 
65, Plummer 1896: 495-96, and Marshall 1978: 798 argue that he did drink 
the wine. 

9 Jeremias, TDNT 2:935, likens the account to Elijah’s withdrawal in 1 
Kings 19:1, 5, 7, but this association is unlikely. Jesus is seeking God’s will, 
while Elijah was depressed. 

15 Levey 1974 lists the Jewish passages. Rowley 1950 has a full 
discussion of the historical issues. Jeremias, TDNT 5:677—700, is more 
optimistic in his appraisal of this theme in Judaism, but most note that his 
sources are later than the first century; see Rese 1963. See the discussion of 
Isa. 53 in the exegesis of Luke 22:37. 

2 Jeremias 1966: 15-84 deals with various aspects of this issue. Other 


key studies include Hoehner 1977: 74-90; Marshall 1980: 30-75 (which 


has the advantage of assessing Jeremias’s claims); Jaubert 1965; Blinzler 
1958; and R. Brown 1962b. For bibliography, see Nolland 1993b: 1035—40. 

6 Jeremias objects that, if this theory is correct, the time advance is not 
one day but only four to six hours. He appeals to Jub. 49.10, 19, and Philo, 
Special Laws 2.27 8145, to argue against an evening sacrifice. 

8 Pickl argues for this distinction by comparing Josephus, Antiquities 
3.10.5 8249 and 2.15.1 8317. Jeremias argues that the second text addresses 
Diaspora practice about all festivals and as such does not apply. 

3 The parable of the good Samaritan (10:25-37) also portrays these so- 
called half-breeds in a good light, a Lucan theme repeated in Luke 4:25-27; 
Acts 10-11; 26:16-18; 28:26-27. It is too much to see Samaritans as part of 
Israel; so Jervell 1972: 113-32. That the Samaritans are the target of the 
church’s expansion in Acts 8 also shows that they are not part of Israel. 

34 BAGD 54; BAA 107; Sir. 40:30. Luke 18:4 is a conceptual parallel. 
For the lexical and interpretive debate on the term, see Blomberg 1990: 276, 
esp. nn. 51-53. For a careful study of avaideia, see A. Johnson 1979. He 
argues, however, citing Bailey 1976: 124—33 in support, that the line is 
about the neighbor, not the host, and that the antecedent of the second 
avtod (his) in 11:8 is the neighbor because the neighbor is the constant 
subject in the verse. But this ignores abt (to him) earlier in the verse, 
which refers to the host. Johnson sees the point as God’s responding 
because his honor is at stake. But this meaning dishonors the gracious God 
that Jesus seeks to describe. Johnson is aware of this issue (p. 131 n. 39) 
and argues that Westerners do not appreciate Eastern cultural values. I hold 


that it contradicts the tone of 11:11-13. 


7 Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 
Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 

13 Fitzmyer 1981: 293; Marshall 1978: 41; Schweizer 1984: 11; Du 
Plessis 1974: 263-64; Sterling 1992: 334; L. Johnson 1991: 27. NIV and 
NKJV: “things that/which have been fulfilled.” Einheitstibersetzung speaks 
of events that occurred among us and were fulfilled, combining the first and 
third meanings. 

12 Johnson notes that the desire for possessions may cloud one’s 
willingness to suffer rejection on account of Christ, which is certainly part 
of Luke’s point in having the parable in this setting (see 12:24-34). 

2 L. Johnson 1977: 141—43 notes the link between this text and 16:14-18 
concerning the dispute over generosity and the law’s value. So also T. 
Schmidt 1987: 155-57 speaks of 16:14-31 as a unit to make the point about 
this connection. He calls this warning to the godless rich a “polemical blow 
to opponents [and an] ethical sting to” Luke’s readers. The parable is 
eventually a parable of rejection, and thus a parable of warning. 

2 Fitzmyer 1981: 497 rejects M. Johnson’s verdict, noting that this 
alternative requires that Nathan son of David equal Nathan the prophet. 
Fitzmyer argues that there is no evidence of such an identification in pre- 
Christian Judaism or in the pre-Lucan Christian community. Zech. 12:12 is 
key here. Nolland 1989: 170, 172 agrees and argues that the line of Nathan 
is opened up by the curse on Jeconiah (Jer. 22:30), alternately called 
Jehoiachin (NIV) or Coniah (NRSV), which prompted Luke to ignore 


Jewish kings. Nolland does not emphasize a prophetic connection to 
Nathan. If this view is to be held, this is the way to argue for it. 

3 R. Brown 1977: 346-55; Wiefel 1988: 57; Farris 1985: 86-98; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 359-62; Jones 1968; Bemile 1986: 36. Fitzmyer, agreeing 
with Winter and Schneider, notes that the hymn is parallel to the psalms in 1 
Maccabees, the Qumran Thanksgiving hymns, and the Qumran War Scroll. 
The hymn also resembles the OT hymns of praise (Ps. 33, 47, 48, 113, 135, 
136; one could add to the list 1 Sam. 2:1-10; Jon. 2:2—9 [2:3-10 MT]; Isa. 
38:9-20; Tob. 8:15-17; and Sir. 51:1-12). Fitzmyer (p. 359) regards 1:48 as 
a Lucan insert. In fact, he seems favorable to R. Brown’s position that the 
hymn emerged out of the Jewish-Christian community. Schneider 1977a: 56 
sees a Hellenistic Jewish-Christian rewrite of Jewish material or a 
reworking by Luke himself; so also C. F. Evans 1990: 171-73. 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28—40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77—90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; 4QsPs? 
[= 4QpPs 37]; 11QTemple* 29.8-10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

5 The talmudic text is late, but that the woman in Luke is allowed in 
makes it likely that this was the custom. B. Ber. 31b relates a parable of a 


poor man who requests food from a king, suggesting a form of limited 


access, since he was able to force his way in to see the king (SB 4:615; 
Jülicher 1899: 2.291). However, it must be admitted that the parallel is 
distant. B. Ber. 41b relates an exchange between rabbis during a meal, but it 
is not clear that anyone else is there to hear it. Also relevant is b. B. Bat. 8a, 
where during a famine a rabbi opens his home to students, but not to the 
unlearned. When chastised by another rabbi for this, the rabbi relents and 
allows all to enter. The dilemma of the rabbinic passage is whether one 
should be generous. Thus, the extrabiblical evidence for an open meal is not 
great. Still, within the text the evidence suggests such an occasion. 

31 Some see in the reference to five brothers a possible allusion to 
Herod’s brothers, but this connection is unlikely (Leaney 1958: 226 notes 
the view). It is a rich man, not a ruler, who is addressed. Others suggest that 
five plus one makes six and as such represents the nation’s unbelieving half 
(Jülicher 1899: 2.639). This suggestion also seems unlikely, since “half” the 
nation did not come to Jesus. Such a detail would suggest allegory, which is 
not the story’s genre. 

22 The terms púopa (to rescue) and ooo (to save) occasionally appear 
together to express the idea of deliverance; Foerster, TONT 7:990-91; 
Kasch, TDNT 6:1002; Ps. 7:1-2 [7:2-3 LXX]; 71:2 [70:2 LXX]. 

26 Foerster, TDNT 2:813. Kasch, TDNT 6:1002, notes that rescue in the 
NT always refers to God as the rescuer. Rescue texts have strong OT roots; 
seven of seventeen NT uses of popar have OT influence: Luke 1:74; Matt. 
27:43; Rom. 11:26; 2 Cor. 1:10a; 2 Thess. 3:2; 2 Tim. 3:11; 4:17. 

44 For more recent discussion, see Käser 1968; Schürmann 1969: 304 n. 


29; Marshall 1978: 233; Fitzmyer 1981: 610 (who ties it to the apocryphal 


gospel tradition); Wiefel 1988: 123 (who rejects a connection to Jesus); and 
Bovon 1989: 267. 

16 Keck 1970-71. B. Hag. 15a, a talmudic reference of later origin, 
makes this connection. More recently, Allison 1992 argues vigorously for a 
connection to Gen. 1:2. The Messianic Vision fragment from Qumran (see 
photograph and R. H. Eisenman’s translation in Biblical Archaeology 
Review 17.6 [Nov.—Dec. 1991]: 65) might contain an allusion to Messiah 
and Gen. 1:2. If so, the objection to the lateness of the other Jewish parallels 
is removed. The image would suggest a “new” beginning in God’s work, 
though I disagree with Allison that the remark is only symbolic, as if one 
must choose between history and symbol. 

41 Bertram, TDNT 8:619 n. 48, cites 1QH 7.6-7 (where God’s power as 
Most High and the Spirit are linked; see 1QH 6.33) and T. Levi 16.3 (where 
a man who brings renewal to the Law is said to work by “the power of the 
Most High”). Some think that T. Levi 16 has been reworked by a Christian 
editor to allude to Jesus; H. Kee in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.794 n. 16a. 
Grundmann, TDNT 2:300, 311 n. 91, notes the tie between power and the 
Spirit. Procksch, TDNT 1:101, speaks of a “supranatural origin.” 

42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
4Qplsa*]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3—4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 
Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 
the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 


8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 


18 Ellis 1974: 100. The Hebrew term is 713 (ga.ar, to shout at, exorcise), 
the Aramaic 741 (gé.ar, to exorcise); Zech. 3:2; Ps. 68:30 [68:31 MT]; 
106:9; Jub. 10.5-9; 1QapGen 20.28-29; 1QM 14.10; Kee 1967—68; 
Stauffer, TDNT 2:625-26; Jastrow 1903: 261; BDB 172. 

19 The nature and age of the so-called Hebrew version of the Testament 
of Naphtali is disputed; see H. Kee in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.775-76. 

12 Fitzmyer 1985: 1444—45 rightly stresses the comparative force of 
woei (like), elsewhere used by Luke at Luke 3:23; 9:14 (twice), 28; 22:41, 
59; 23:44; 24:11; Acts 1:15; 2:3, 41; 6:15; 10:3; 19:7, 34 (variant reading). 
On the medical possibilities, see R. Brown 1994: 185; Holzmeister 1938; 
Keen 1892; and Keen 1897. 

13 So Chafer 1951: 410; W. Kelly 1943: 103-6. Popularly known as 
Scofieldian dispensationalism, this view was made famous in the Scofield 
Reference Bible. I call this the tribulation-kingdom view because some see 
the sermon as applicable only in a future kingdom period, while others 
prefer to see its application beginning in and focusing on the tribulation 
period. 

29 If so, the less natural lexical meaning is not necessary; Marshall 1978: 
213; Kelso 1962: 544; Van Der Loos 1965: 441 n. 3. 

8 The addition of the missionary emphasis at the end is called secondary 
on the assumption that multiple forms are not in the original tradition. But 
most now see that the tradition did reach Mark already in this form. This is 
an example against the supposed rule, which raises questions about the rule! 
But for development, see Kertelge 1970: 107. Another key study of this 


event also seeing stages in the development of the account is Pesch 1972; 


an earlier English version is Pesch 1971. However, Nolland 1989: 404 
rightly sees the double purpose tied to the influence of eyewitness memory, 
an observation that applies to many fixed-form accounts. The appeal to 
major stages of development is not necessary. 

22 Wellhausen 1904: 550 notes that the Syriac version omitted the term. 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1147 notes the etymological suggestion of Kilgallen 1982 
that the term means “those to whom something is not owed.” Usage is 
against this sense, though Blomberg 1990: 262 takes it as possible. 

5 See C. Kim 1975 for an ancient invitation. Fitzmyer 1985: 1055 
correctly notes that Jeremias’s appeal to this as a custom of Jerusalem has 
only a fifth-century text as support, but Esther and Philo suggest that the 
custom is possibly older. Nolland 1993a: 755 adds Terence, Self-Tormentor 
169-70, and Apuleius, Metamorphoses (Golden Ass) 3.12, which may 
suggest that more than Jewish custom is in view here. 

1 For more detail about the Son of Man debate and an extended version 
of this excursus, see Bock 1991c. Key recent studies (with full 
bibliographies) include Colpe, TDNT 8:400—77; Casey 1979; Caragounis 
1986; S. Kim 1985; T6;dt 1979 (whose work Kim in particular critiques). 

2 Bock 1987: 133-35. See the exegesis of 21:27 and 22:69 for details. S. 
Kim 1985: 17-19 seems to overemphasize the divinity of the figure at the 
expense of the humanity in the picture. The Dan. 7 imagery suggests deity; 
it does not declare it. 

3 1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 


“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 


Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

1 See S. Kim 1985: 7-14 for bibliographic details on these scholars. See 
also excursus 5. 

2 Catchpole 1984 argues against historicity on form-critical grounds. For 
a response, see Witherington 1990: 104-7 and Nolland 1993b: 922-23. 
Holding to historicity, Kinman 1993 argues for a contrast between this 
event and Greco-Roman entries of dignitaries. Kinman also argues that 
Luke tries to show Jesus as a “king like Solomon” who is not a political 
threat and thus seeks to blunt the charge that Christians are a political threat 
to Rome. As such, Luke declares the significance to the event by how he 


tells the whole story of Jesus. 


3 On Pilate, see the exegesis of 3:1. Tacitus, Annals 15.44, mentions 
Pilate’s eventual decision; Fitzmyer 1985: 1474. Kinman 1991 considers the 
setting to be the assize of the Roman governor; Pilate’s presence fits this 
custom. R. Brown 1994: 363-72 has a detailed discussion of the issue of 
capital punishment, noting that Jews had no authority to execute, except 
perhaps those who entered prohibited sections of the temple or committed 
adultery (John 7:53-8:11; m. Sanh. 7.2). John 18:13 thus fits the legal 
situation of Jesus’ time. On Pilate’s career in current literature, see R. 
Brown 1994: 694—705. 

4 Marshall 1980: 65-66 regards this series of events as the most 
problematic reference, but he also notes that it is equally problematic for the 
day before Passover. On the historicity of the Roman setting and trial 
customs as tied to the governor’s assize, see Kinman 1991. 

26 Pesikta Rabbati 36.2 (= Braude 1968: 680-83); Kirk 1972: 95-98; 
Wiefel 1988: 102. However, the Jewish text is late and it speaks only of his 
standing on the roof of the temple. 

5 Kissinger 1979 overviews recent discussion and gives full 
bibliographies up to 1977. Blomberg 1990 and B. Scott 1989 update the 
discussion. Scott attempts a more literary reading of the parables and sees 
them as a development of the OT ?wn (maSal). His analyses of structure are 
often helpful, his handling of historical matters less so. 

12 Jub. 11.11, 24; m. Sab. 7.2; Linnemann 1966: 115-16; Kistemaker 
1980: 17; Jeremias 1966-67; and Jeremias 1963a: 11-12. P. Payne 1978-79 


discusses the debate about the Palestinian order of sowing and plowing. 


38 “When anyone hears the word and does not understand”; Kistemaker 
1980: 26. This Matthean touch pictures Satan as capitalizing on an initial 
lack of response. The blame is not only the devil’s and may be a point 
parallel to Luke’s mention of the word’s being trod under foot in 8:5. The 
detail is important, because it suggests the danger of taking the word lightly 
and indicates the exposed position that rejection of God’s word produces. 

23 This and Matt. 24:51 are the only two NT uses; in the LXX the word 
is used in Exod. 29:17. Similar imagery is found in 1 Sam. 15:33; Amos 
1:3; and Sus. 55, 59. In the ancient world, see Homer, Odyssey 18.339; 
Herodotus 2.139. Kistemaker 1980: 125 notes that the contemporary 
expression “to skin alive” is parallel. 2 Sam. 12:31 and 1 Chron. 20:3 show 
other ways that slaves were made to labor as a result of being captured in 
war. This treatment is as severe as it gets. 

28 On the general nature of the remarks, see Seesemann, TDNT 5:173. 
Others have suggested specific groups: (1) church leaders and laity, (2) 
scribes and Jewish people, (3) Jews and Gentiles, and (4) believers and 
unbelievers. See Marshall 1978: 544 for a discussion of the first three 
options and Kistemaker 1980: 127 for the final option. It is too early for a 
direct reference to the church; so view 1 is unlikely (though the church is 
the audience to whom Luke applies the parable). There are no Gentiles in 
the audience, so view 3 is unlikely. A reference to scribes and Jewish 
people leaves out the most obvious group to be alluded to, that is, the 
disciples, so view 2 is not adequate either. Against a simple division into 
believers and unbelievers is the difference in tone between 12:46 and 


12:47—48. Probably in view in 12:46 are those like Judas and those like the 


Jewish leadership who wait for the kingdom but ignore the master and beat 
his servants. The parable is relevant to Israelites because they perceive 
themselves as heirs of the kingdom. In addition, though they reject the idea, 
Jesus came as their king. His remarks show that they defaulted on their role 
by failing to serve. 

3 So Kistemaker 1980: 45 speaks of the same occasion. On Q, see 
Grundmann 1963: 281; Egelkraut 1976: 108; Marshall 1978: 559-60; 
Wiefel 1988: 257; Fitzmyer 1985: 1015. The same linkage of parables 
occurs in Matthew and, as noted above, the wording in the leaven parable is 
very similar. The Gospel of Thomas 96-97 links the leaven parable to a 
different parable, the jar full of meal, which has no canonical parallel. A 
parable of the mustard seed is found in the Gospel of Thomas 20; 
Hunzinger, TDNT 7:290 n. 32. 

2 So Blomberg 1990: 237-39; Kistemaker 1980: 193-201; Plummer 
1896: 359-60; Liefeld 1984: 979. Those accepting one parable but distinct 
sources are Luce 1933: 248; Grundmann 1963: 296 (L); Ernst 1977: 442 
(L); Marshall 1978: 584; Tiede 1988: 266 (apparently). Ellis 1974: 194 is 
uncertain. Blomberg 1990: 233-36 has a good discussion of this parable. 

23 Kistemaker 1980: 212 assumes this background and argues that the 
equivalent today would be losing a diamond from a wedding ring. If the 
woman has a dowry, it is not a significant amount. Against this 
understanding, which must remain only an implication of the text, are 
Klostermann 1929: 157 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1051. 

7 "Eyvov is a dramatic use of the aorist: “I have determined what I will 


do,” which might be idiomatically rendered, “I’ve got it!” (Kistemaker 


1980: 230-31; Burton 1900: 845; Zerwick 1963: 8258). The asyndeton in 
the verse suggests that the idea came to him suddenly; Plummer 1896: 383. 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 181 notes that the average olive tree yields 120 kilos 
of olives or 25 liters of oil. Kistemaker 1980: 231 and Manson 1949: 291— 
92 put the number more precisely at 868 gallons or 3,946 liters, using the 
scale provided by Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.9 857. Marshall 1978: 618-19 
notes that ancient measuring jars found in archeological digs vary from 5 
gallons to 10 gallons. Given this variation, precise numbers are difficult to 
determine, but the number is not as important as recognizing that this is a 
large debt. 

21 So most take it, including Fitzmyer 1981: 297; Creed 1930: 4-5; Ellis 
1974: 66; Schweizer 1984: 12; Marshall 1978: 43; and Kittel, TDNT 1:215- 
16, who cites Polybius 3.32.2; Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and Life 
65 8357. Cadbury 1922a: 501-2 challenges the first two examples directly. 
This view is present in NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, and Einheitsübersetzung. 
NKJV and KJV speak of having a “perfect understanding,” the most 
emphatic of all translations, which is really a separate view. 

8 Oepke, TDNT 4:22-24. Kittel, TDNT 1:84 n. 67, argues that the white- 
robed angels in Luke 24:4 and Acts 1:10 serve to indicate angelic glory. 
Their radiance finds its source in heaven. 

20 On 60€éa, see BAGD 204 82; BAA 410 82; Schweizer 1984: 83; and 
Hendriksen 1978: 235-36 (who cites 2 Chron. 9:9-28; Eccles. 2:1-11; Rev. 
18:12-13). Kittel, TDNT 2:237, suggests translating the term “radiance.” 


The term alludes to the splendor and value of these kingdoms. 


18 On Jesus’ word as powerful, see Matt. 8:8, 16; Luke 7:7, 14; Mark 
1:24-25; 2:10-12; 4:39; Kittel, TDNT 4:107. 

42 Jdt. 13:13; Wis. 5:2; Sir. 43:25; 2 Macc. 9:24; 4 Macc. 2:14. 
TIapáðośoç means something beyond belief or explanation; Kittel, TDNT 
2:255. 

11 On the authority of Jesus’ word, see Matt. 7:29; 8:8; Luke 5:5; Mark 
1:25-26; 4:39; Kittel, TDNT 4:107. On cures from afar, see the texts 
frequently discussed with this one: Matt. 8:8, 13; John 4:50-52; Lohse, 
TDNT 9:432. Ps. 107:20 stresses healing by a word; Nolland 1989: 317. 

7 Aö&a sometimes means “honor”; see Kittel, TDNT 2:237; 1 Cor. 11:15; 
Eph. 3:13; 1 Thess. 2:6. 

9 Kittel, TDNT 1:84 n. 67, sees the white robes as not descriptive of 
clothing but characterizing the angel’s transcendent glory. 

22 See Matthew’s synonymous phrase child of the kingdom (Matt. 
13:38). Child of peace focuses on what one has, while child of the kingdom 
describes where one resides. Danker 1960-61; Klassen 1980-81. SB 2:166 
notes parallel Semitic phrases like child of power, child of knowledge, child 
of Haggadah, and child of the future world. 

33 On Jewish views of forgiveness of sin, see Nolland 1989: 236, who 
notes key studies: Sjö;berg 1938; Thyen 1970; Gradwohl 1974; and Klauck 
1981. 

11 Seed as a metaphor for the word is common in the ancient world; 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 25; Pseudo-Plutarch, Liberal Education 4 (2B); Plato, 
Phaedrus 276B-77A; Klauck 1978: 192-96. ‘O omeipwv is generic in force 
and should be translated “a sower”; Arndt 1956: 229. Xmeipar is an 


infinitive of purpose: he went out “to sow his seed.” On the generic article, 
see BDF 8252 and BDR §252b. 

35 Marshall 1978: 324 and Fitzmyer 1981: 713 take the pronoun in the 
phrase €otv ... aütn as a predicate, yielding, “The parable means this. ...” 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 21 prefers a reference back to 8:9 and translates, “This 
parable is. ...” There is little difference in the options. Bovon also notes that 
this use of the verb recalls Jewish usage, where apocalyptic visions are 
interpreted. He cites Klauck 1978: 88 n. 273 for details. 

1 On allegorical parables, see Derrett 1974; Blomberg 1982a: 6-8; 
Carlston 1981; and Klauck 1978. On the parable’s interpretive history, see 
Snodgrass 1983: 3-11, who defends authenticity (pp. 2, 87, 103-4, 108, 
112). Giblin 1985: 65-66 does not see allegory as a distinct genre of 
parables, but speaks of the parable’s allegorical bent. See also excursus 8, 
where parable and allegory are seen as part of a literary continuum. 

2 See, e.g., the treatments of Creed 1930: lvi-lxx; Klostermann 1929: 49; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 75-81. Detailed studies are Schulz 1972; Polag 1982; 
Kloppenborg 1988; and Kloppenborg 1987. A commentary on Q is Manson 
1949. On the rationale for Q, see Stein 1987. These analyses differ in detail 
and approach, but all agree that an independent source or set of sources is 
involved. 

16 Gen. 26:5; Exod. 15:26; Num. 36:13; Deut. 4:40; 10:13; 27:10; 2 
Kings 17:13. In Judaism: 1 Macc. 2:21; T. Levi 14.4; T. Judah 13.1; 
Schrenk, TDNT 2:220; Klostermann 1929: 6; Plummer 1896: 9 (who notes 


that the terms are synonymous in this usage). 


22 On the structure of this verse and Luke’s use of €yéveto, see Creed 
1930: 9; Klostermann 1929: 6-7; Marshall 1978: 54; BDF 8472.3. 

29 Ps. 110:1; Mark 16:5; Marshall 1978: 55; Klostermann 1929: 7. 
Danker 1988: 29 is wrong to call it the side of divine authority; this is the 
meaning only when one is at the right side of God, though the altar does 
represent approaching God. 

31 See Klostermann 1929: 7 for more examples; Marshall 1978: 55 
mentions 2 Macc. 3:22-40 as a parallel, where Heliodorus, chief minister to 
the governor of Syria, suffers a vision that prevents him from entering and 
defiling the temple. Nolland 1989: 29 suggests that the closest parallel is 
Dan. 8:17; 9:20-21; 10:7, 15. 

45 Samson in Judg. 13:5, 7; 16:17; the Servant in Isa. 49:1; Jeremiah in 
Jer. 1:5 and Sir. 49:7; Klostermann 1929: 9. 

72 Marshall 1978: 62, citing Sahlin 1945a: 96-97. Klostermann 1929: 11 
cites B. Weiss, while he seemingly rejects the view. 

13 Klostermann 1929: 13. A reference to “her name” or “whose name” 
following the mention of the Davidic house would have made a Davidic 
reference to Mary clear; Strathmann, TDNT 4:238. 

16 Marshall 1978: 65, who cites H. Gressmann through Klostermann 
1929: 13, who in turn prefers °T. Greetings of peace are found in Luke 
10:5; 24:36; John 20:19, 21, 26. 

18 Sibylline Oracles 8.459-72. Klostermann 1929: 13 and Creed 1930: 
17 note this ancient interpretation. 

29 BDF 8177, 8233.2; BDR 8177.1-2; Marshall 1978: 68; Klostermann 
1929: 14. Luke 1:33 is the only use of the verb in the Gospels with 


reference to Jesus; K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:590. References to his “kingdom” 
are found in 22:30 and 23:42. Despite the absence of this term, regal reign 
imagery is found in several other terms and concepts, especially in Luke’s 
use of Ps. 110:1 in Luke-Acts, as well as in the picture of Jesus’ victory 
over Satan. In the OT, 2 Sam. 2:4 comes closest to this wording; Nolland 
1989: 52. 

35 The early critical history of the view is mentioned by Klostermann 
1929: 14. 

48 Creed 1930: 21; R. Brown 1977: 292; Klostermann 1929: 15; BDF 
8302.1; BDR 8302.1.2. The force is that “nothing at all is impossible” for 
God. 

4 K ai €yéveto (or €yéveto 5€) with a verb is a common Lucan 
expression: 1:5, 8, 23, 41, 59; 2:1, 6; 6:1; 8:22; Fitzmyer 1981: 363; 
Klostermann 1929: 16-17. On the grammar with &kovw, where the genitive 
indicates the speaker and the accusative the thing heard, see BDF 8173 and 
BDR 8173.1—2. Luke 11:31 and 15:25 are grammatically parallel to 1:41. 

8 But so argues Creed 1930: 22—23, who draws on the position of 
Harnack. Also in favor of this view are Danker 1988: 41; Klostermann 
1929: 17-18; Bultmann 1963: 296-97; and Luce 1933: 91-92. 

13 Charts detailing the various OT parallels in the hymn can be found in 
Plummer 1896: 30-31; Klostermann 1929: 18-19; and R. Brown 1977: 
358-60. The fullest chart including Qumran parallels is Bemile 1986: 116- 
33. For the connection to 1 Sam. 2, see Goulder 1989: 225-29, who also 
notes parallels to Ps. 88 and 102. 


18 See the discussion of sources in this unit. Klostermann 1929: 19; 
Luce 1933: 92; Danker 1988: 43; and Creed 1930: 23. The term can be 
translated “humiliation” (James 1:10; Acts 8:33), as well as “humble state.” 

23 Danker 1988: 43-44; Ellis 1974: 76; Klostermann 1929: 20; Godet 
1875: 1.104-5; Plummer 1896: 33; Marshall 1978: 84. It must be 
remembered that Luke presented the passage as Mary’s words, so he must 
expect them to be read prophetically. Here is another failure of the view 
(1b) that argues for a reference to Jesus’ work in the past. 

24 Aiavoia is singular according to Greek idiom, an idiom that English 
renders in the plural, “thoughts”; Ps. 75:6 LXX is a grammatical parallel; 
Klostermann 1929: 20; N. Turner 1963: 23. 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 380; Klostermann 1929: 23; SB 2:107. Efforts to prove 
that the grandfather was the most frequent choice, as argue Creed 1930: 24 
and Nolland 1989: 79, are not substantiated. Examples of naming after a 
relative are numerous: after the father: Tob. 1:1, 9; Josephus, Life 1 85; 
Jewish War 5.13.2 8534; Antiquities 14.1.3 810; after a grandfather: 1 
Macc. 2:1-2; Jub. 11.15. C. F. Evans 1990: 179, positing Hellenistic 
assimilation, is entirely too skeptical about the details here. 

12 For prjnata as events see Gen. 24:66; Luke 2:19, 51; Klostermann 
1929: 24. It can also refer to words (1 Sam. 3:1, 7). 

2 Major discussions can be found in Fitzmyer 1981: 392-93; R. Brown 
1977: 411; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Creed 1930: 30-32; Schürmann 
1969: 103-4, 108-9, 118-19; Marshall 1978: 96-97; Plummer 1896: 46; 
Nolland 1989: 98-103; and Ernst 1977: 99. 


3 Among the candidates for comparison are Cyrus, Romulus and Remus, 
Mithras, Osiris, Aion, Virgil, Semiramis, and Moses. For discussions see 
Creed 1930: 30-32; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Bultmann 1963: 298; 
Gressmann 1914; and Machen 1930: 348-58 (who has a detailed critique). 
Virtually no one argues for any direct connection, though most speak of the 
account’s legendary features, because of its supernatural elements. 

6 Klostermann 1929: 37. ‘AyyeAoc is introduced without the definite 
article. Bovon 1989: 124 thinks that the angel may be Gabriel, but the text 
does not say. 

3 There are many suggestions about Lucan redaction at various spots. 
Klostermann 1929: 40 sees Luke’s hand in 2:22b-23, 29-32, 34-35. R. 
Brown 1977: 445-47, 452-55 argues for an original tradition that contained 
what is now 2:27—34; Luke, however, added the hymn. For Brown, the 
hymn is from the Jewish-Christian Anawim, as were the earlier hymns of 
Luke 1-2. 

1 The view is old. Those who hold it include Bultmann 1963: 300; Creed 
1930: 44; Klostermann 1929: 45; Schürmann 1969: 139; Schneider 1977a: 
76; Wiefel 1988: 82; and Fitzmyer 1981: 435-36. About the only one who 
raises doubts is Marshall 1978: 126. Despite the remarks about sources, 
Coleridge 1993: 187-213 is certainly correct that from a narrative 
viewpoint this pericope could not be dropped without substantial loss to the 
infancy narrative. Jesus’ remarks about himself are a fitting climax to the 
prologue. In Coleridge’s words (p. 189), this unit is “the most important” of 


the infancy narrative. 


6 Creed 1930: 44 and Nolland 1989: 129 have typical lists of examples: 
Cyrus (at ten) in Herodotus 1.114-15; Alexander the Great in Plutarch, Life 
of Alexander 5 (666-67); Apollonius in Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 1.7; 
Moses in Josephus, Antiquities 2.9.6 8230, and in Philo, Life of Moses 821; 
Samuel (at twelve) in Josephus, Antiquities 5.10.4 8348; Solomon (at 
twelve) in 1 Kings 2:12 LXX; and Josephus (of himself!) in Life 2 888-9. 
To this can be added the account of Augustus in Suetonius, Augustus 94, as 
Klostermann 1929: 45 notes. Luke’s account of Jesus is restrained in 
comparison to most of these accounts. 

17 For an example of the form of rabbinic teaching, see m. „Abot 6.5-6; 
Klostermann 1929: 47. 

2 For characteristic approaches to this issue, often appealing to Q, see 
Klostermann 1929: 50; Creed 1930: 46-48; Schneider 1977a: 82. Bovon 
1989: 165-66 speaks of Q, Mark, and other material. Distinctive is Goulder 
1989: 271-72, who argues for Luke’s use of Matthew. 

2 See, e.g., the treatments of Creed 1930: lvi-lxx; Klostermann 1929: 49; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 75-81. Detailed studies are Schulz 1972; Polag 1982; 
Kloppenborg 1988; and Kloppenborg 1987. A commentary on Q is Manson 
1949. On the rationale for Q, see Stein 1987. These analyses differ in detail 
and approach, but all agree that an independent source or set of sources is 
involved. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 31-32 (where he calls the account an apophthegm or 
pronouncement story, which he believes grew into this full-blown account); 
Creed 1930: 65; Schneider 1977a: 106-7; Klostermann 1929: 62; Fitzmyer 
1981: 527; Tannehill 1972; C. F. Evans 1990: 266-67 (who notes a series of 


Lucan expressions in the account); Goulder 1989: 299. For a summary of 
the recent discussion and a full bibliography on this passage, see Schreck 
1989, while Corrington 1993 evaluates a redactional reading of this text 
with other types of readings. 

42 For ei yın (in this context: adversative “but”), see Klostermann 1929: 
65; Marshall 1978: 189; BDF 8448.8. 

26 Koch 1969: 7; Hauck, TDNT 4:368 (who suggests this distinction); 
Fitzmyer 1981: 632-33; Klostermann 1929: 78-79. Guelich 1982: 63-65, 
109-11 discusses the options in detail and rejects the absolute distinction. 

15 For the latter, see Klostermann 1929: 103 (who rejects it) and Luce 
1933: 176 (who opts for a reference in Luke to switching homes). Such a 
remark in either of the alternative senses adds nothing to the instruction but 
the obvious. The idea of not switching homes is already implied in the 
command to stay in the house one enters. 

3 Both Klostermann 1929: 32-33 and Hoehner 1977: 14 use Schürer as a 
starting point. 

55 Klostermann 1929: 118 notes six differences between Matt. 13:16-17 
and Luke 10:23-24, but this one is the most crucial. 

2 Creed misses the point when he says that Jesus’ goal is to say that 
anyone is your neighbor. The answer includes this and more. Klostermann 
1929: 118-19 makes the same error in seeing the point as only that the 
compassionate Samaritan is closer to the kingdom than is the representative 
of Judaism. 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 


independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136—40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25—28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 973; Marshall 1978: 524; Klostermann 1929: 136; 
Wiefel 1988: 237. Parallels for this concept are common; see 1 Cor. 15:32; 
Eccles. 8:15; Isa. 22:13; Tob. 7:10. Two other Jewish texts are especially 
relevant: Sir. 11:18-19 (NRSV) reads: “One becomes rich through diligence 


and self-denial, / and the reward allotted to him is this: / when he says, ‘I 


have found rest, / and now I shall feast on my goods!’ he does not know 
how long it will be/ until he leaves them to others and dies.” 1 Enoch 97.8— 
10 reads: “Woe unto you who gain silver and gold by unjust means; / you 
will then say, “We have grown rich and accumulated goods, / we have 
acquired everything that we have desired. / So now let us do whatever we 
like; / for we have gathered silver, / we have filled our treasuries [with 
money] like water. / And many are the laborers in our houses.’ / Your lies 
flow like water. / For your wealth shall not endure / but it shall take off from 
you quickly / for you have acquired it all unjustly, / and you shall be given 
over to a great curse” (translation by E. Isaac in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 
1.78). For Hellenistic parallels, see Euripides, Alcestis 788-89; Menander, 
Fragment 301. 

14 Marshall 1978: 539-40 lists the options. He holds to Matthean 
omission, as does Manson 1949: 117-18. Klostermann 1929: 139 and Ellis 
1974: 181 regard it as Lucan. On the assumption that one tradition is 
present, the influence of additional source material for Luke cannot be ruled 
out since there is additional material elsewhere in the unit. For defense of its 
authenticity, see the discussion of sources and historicity above. 

22 Fitzmyer 1985: 1002 rejects the spiritual interpretation of 12:57-59, 
calling it allegorizing. Such a description says more about his seeing the 
material as derived from Q and reading it accordingly than it does about his 
literary sensitivity. There is no reason to regard this as a displaced saying 
about brotherly reconciliation (so Bultmann 1963: 172), since the 
contextual force is clear. Klostermann 1929: 141 errs in calling the accuser 


Satan (correctly refuted by Marshall 1978: 551). 


2 Marcion, who normally likes Luke’s material, omits this section for 
reasons that are unknown; Klostermann 1929: 141. Luke may lack a parallel 
at this later point because of the parable here. 

9 On the building of aqueducts to improve the city’s water supply, see 
Josephus, Antiquities 18.3.2 860; Jewish War 2.9.4 8175; SB 2:197; 
Klostermann 1929: 143. 

6 BAGD 608 and BAA 1230-31 list the options. Klostermann 1929: 
144-45 cites Heb. 7:25 as a grammatical parallel. Plummer 1896: 342 notes 
that mavteAncs always appears next to the term it modifies in Josephus: 
Antiquities 1.18.5 8267; 3.11.3 8264; 3.12.1 8274; 6.2.3 830; 7.13.3 8325. 

10 Avop86qw is limited to OT quotations in its other NT uses: Acts 15:16; 
Heb. 12:12; Creed 1930: 183; Klostermann 1929: 145. It was used 
commonly in medical situations; LSJ 147. 

6 See the introduction to this unit. Klostermann 1929: 151 sees Luke 
reducing the servants to one, while Marshall 1978: 588 prefers to see 
Matthew expanding the image. 

23 Kistemaker 1980: 212 assumes this background and argues that the 
equivalent today would be losing a diamond from a wedding ring. If the 
woman has a dowry, it is not a significant amount. Against this 
understanding, which must remain only an implication of the text, are 
Klostermann 1929: 157 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1051. 

17 Ernst 1977: 464; Klostermann 1929: 163; and Creed 1930: 204 argue 
that the variation is only for literary value; but ancient parables were based 
on daily life, so the point may not be an either/or proposition. Derrett 1970: 


66, 69 also defends a much higher charge for oil. 


9 Klostermann 1929: 166 argues that the Pharisees claimed that their 
wealth showed God’s blessing, but this approach fits the wealthy Sadducees 
more than the Pharisees. 

13 A kvov is a wild, undomesticated dog; BAGD 461; BAA 936; Phil. 
3:2; Rev. 22:15; Klostermann 1929: 168. 

19 See the unit introduction for a discussion about afterlife symbolism. 
Klostermann 1929: 168-69 notes the tension and cites 23:43 as another 
example of instant awareness of blessing after death. Arndt 1956: 365 notes 
that Acts 7:59; 2 Cor. 5:8; and Phil. 1:23 express a similar hope of instant 
awareness by the righteous. It may be that instant consciousness occurs in 
what has been called the “intermediate state,” with confirming judgment 
and glorified resurrection coming later. 

5 On the use of @@vn (voice), see Luke 11:27; Acts 4:24; Gen. 39:15, 
18; Judg. 21:2; 1 Sam. 11:4; Van Der Loos 1965: 496 n. 4; Klostermann 
1929: 173. The call for mercy is also used in the Psalter (e.g., 109:21; 
Glö;ckner 1983: 139-40), but not much can be made of this general 
expression, as Nolland 1993a: 846 indicates. 

14 So the comparative nap’ (than); Klostermann 1929: 181; Schrenk, 
TDNT 2:215 n. 16. Cf. mapa in Ps. 44:8 [45:7 Engl.]; Luke 13:2; BDF 
8185.3; BDR §185.3 n. 5 and §246.5. 

6 Fitzmyer 1985: 1224 sees this as the wrong question to ask, since the 
text does not address the issue. Klostermann 1929: 185 simply says that 
supernatural knowledge is not expressed by Luke. Luce 1933: 292 takes a 


rationalistic approach: Jesus inquired about his name, but Luke portrays his 


knowledge as supernatural. Nolland 1993b: 905 speaks of Jesus’ “uncanny 
knowledge.” 

21 Jeremias 1963a: 62 holds that Jesus’ audience interrupted him; so also 
Plummer 1896: 442, who argues that the crowd thinks Jesus is spoiling the 
parable; so also Nolland 1993b: 916-17. Klostermann 1929: 189; Marshall 
1978: 708; and Danker 1988: 309 hold that the interruption comes from 
attendants in the parable. If 19:26-27 maintains the parabolic perspective, 
and 19:27 looks as if it does, then those who react here come from within 
the parable and comment as a crowd to the king. Of course, since the king 
represents Jesus, there is no real difference in sense in the choice. If Jesus 
speaks, he simply gives the parable’s lesson. 

52 For another view, see Cadbury 1917. H. J. Holtzmann sees the 
pericope as contained in Luke’s sources (noted by Klostermann 1929: 205). 

17 The terms for chief priests and scribes are in apposition to elders; 
BDF 8444.4; Klostermann 1929: 220. Matt. 27:1 refers to the chief priests 
and elders of the people, while Mark 15:1 speaks of chief priests with elders 
and scribes. 

23 “Agavtoc is used in 2 Macc. 3:34 of angels and in Greco-Roman 
literature of disappearing gods: Euripides, Orestes 1496; Euripides, Helen 
605-6; Virgil, Aeneid 9.656-58; Creed 1930: 297; Marshall 1978: 898; 
Danker 1988: 394; Klostermann 1929: 238; Grundmann 1963: 447. On 
departures of transcendent or transported figures, see Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; 
Acts 10:7; 12:10; and esp. 8:39; Nolland 1993b: 1206. 

18 The meaning of obtwc is not clear (Marshall 1978: 905). Fitzmyer 
1985: 1583 argues that it means “so” the Scripture speaks, referring to the 


manner of the message and thus focusing on its content. It could also be 
causative (Klostermann 1929: 242, pointing to 24:26), thus meaning 
“because” the Scripture must be fulfilled. Either possibility makes good 
sense; the second emphasizes design a little more. 

26 Koch 1969: 7; Hauck, TDNT 4:368 (who suggests this distinction); 
Fitzmyer 1981: 632-33; Klostermann 1929: 78-79. Guelich 1982: 63-65, 
109-11 discusses the options in detail and rejects the absolute distinction. 

7 On Fitzmyer’s view, see the opening paragraph of the sources and 
historicity section. Bovon 1989: 202 also argues that the account depicts the 
victory of faith in the face of opposition. In his view only two texts parallel 
this account’s point about refusing miracles as signs: Dan. 3 and Sipra 227 
on Lev. 22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231). But only the latter is really 
parallel in showing that one does not reveal signs to someone who is 
unworthy. On Jesus’ resisting temptation or persevering in trial, see Luke 
22:28; John 6:15, 26-34; 7:1-4; on his refusal to do signs, see Luke 22:39- 
46; Heb. 2:17-18; 4:15; 5:2. For the history of this text’s exegesis, see 
Kö;ppen 1961. 

10 It is difficult to know if Luke’s onpepov (today) refers to morning or 
late evening. On the time of the cock crowings, see Kosmala 1963-68. If an 
evening crowing is meant, it is about 3:00 a.m.; if morning, then it is 
sunrise. 

1 Fitzmyer is right to reject other attempts to understand the unit as only 
a polemic against the Pharisees, though allusions to them are present. 
Neither is the passage an exposition of Jer. 31:10-20 (so Kossen 1956), a 
view also rejected by Ellis 1974: 196. 


38 Prov. 12:10; Sir. 30:7; T. Naph. 4.5; T. Levi 4.4; 1QS 1.22; 2.1; 
Plummer 1896: 43; Marshall 1978: 94; Fitzmyer 1981: 386; K6;ster, TDNT 
7:556. The English equivalent term is heart. 

10 Kö;ster, TDNT 7:884-85, argues that Luke formulated this remark 
because this usage of ovvéyo is unattested; but see Neh. 6:10. Only 
K6;ster’s improper insistence that a Greek base be present limits the 
options. It is also unlike Luke to note Jesus’ emotions, since he lacks such 
remarks, unlike the Marcan parallels. 

1 Marshall 1978: 614-17 has an excellent overview of the difficult issues 
in this parable. For a historical survey of the parable’s interpretation, see 
Kramer 1972; Ireland 1992: 5—47; and Ireland 1989. 

12 The wording “daughter of Aaron” is not found in the OT, Josephus, 
Philo, or the rabbis; see K. Kuhn, TDNT 1:4. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 902 mentions the Qumran community prayers, such 
as the Hödäyöt or Thanksgiving Psalms. On comparison with the Shemoneh 
Esreh, see Beasley-Murray 1986: 148-57; K. Kuhn 1950: 30-33, 40-46. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 
Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 

7 Guthrie 1970 deals with these issues from a conservative, evangelical 
viewpoint, while the introduction of Kümmel 1975 serves as a good survey 
of common critical approaches to these issues. See the introduction on 
“Sources” for these issues as they relate to Luke. Orchard and Riley 1987 


detail the ancient testimony of the church on this question. 


23 For the debate, see Ladd 1974a; Ladd 1974b: 57-69; Kümmel 1957 
(a full presentation of the NT kingdom passages, dividing them into present 
and/or future aspects); Lundströ;m 1963; Chilton 1984; and Beasley- 
Murray 1986. For the term in Judaism, see Lattke 1984. 

26 On the meaning of @8avw, see above and Kümmel 1957: 107 n. 8; 
Ladd 1974b: 65-68; Dodd 1936-37; Marshall 1978: 476. On the verb in NT 
as “arrival,” see Rom. 9:31; Phil. 3:16; and esp. 1 Thess. 2:16, which has a 
similar present-future tension with its reference to the wrath of God having 
arrived and residing until the end. 

8 Conzelmann 1960: 105 n. 3, 123 suggests that this speech is the 
“insider” explanation for Jesus’ remarks. So also Zmijewski 1972: 417-19, 
although he acknowledges the possibility of a special Lucan source. Against 
a Lucan redaction are Kümmel 1957: 29; Colpe, TDNT 8:450-51; and 
Marshall 1978: 659, who notes that Luke does not create Son-of-Man 
sayings and that the text has a good claim to authenticity. In addition, the 
criterion of multiple attestation favors authenticity. 

7 The farewell discourse in John 14—17 is another distinct account 
involving this setting. For biblical and Greco-Roman parallels, see Kurz 
1985 and Neyrey 1985: 5—48. Biblical and Jewish precedent for the 
discourse is found in Gen. 49 (Jacob’s final address); Deut. 33 (Moses); 
Josh. 23 (Joshua); 1 Macc. 2:49-70 (Mattathias); Tob. 4:3-21 (Tobit); the 
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs; and Josephus, Antiquities 4.8.1—48 
88176-322 (Moses). 

7 On the mustard seed as proverbial for a small quantity in Judaism, see 


m. Nid. 5.2; b. Ber. 31a; Manson 1949: 123; Michel, TDNT 3:810-12, esp. 


810 n. 1; SB 1:669. Citing Lev. Rab. 31 on 24:2, Lachs 1987: 225 notes that 
the mustard seed is proverbial in Judaism for the smallest size, a stark 
contrast to the strong image of the cedar. Lachs’s citation of Lev. Rab. 31, 
which deals with the production of olive oil, is not clear. Is the mustard seed 
implied in the oil excluded as worthy in Lev. Rab. 31.10? 

7 1 Enoch 102.9-10 shows the Jewish contempt for the selfish rich. T. 
Moses 7.3 may apply to the Sadducees or Pharisees. Lachs 1987: 311-12 
revives Manson’s thesis and rejects the idea that this is a description of the 
Pharisees. On the Pharisees’ relatively modesty means (not every lover of 
money succeeds in being rich), see Jeremias 1969: 259; Bammel, TDNT 
6:901-2. 

8 Lachs 1987: 328 argues that the alternation of Bp€@oc and naidiov may 
have behind it a Semitic term that includes both age groups. 

5 1 Chron. 16:34; 2 Chron. 5:13; Ps. 34:8 [34:9 MT]; 106:1; 118:1, 29; 
136:1; Nah. 1:7; m. -Abot 6.3 (God and his teaching). Plummer 1896: 422 
argues that a rabbi is never called good in Judaism, but this is wrong; see b. 
Ber. 5a; b. Ta:an. 24b; Lachs 1987: 331 nn. 2-3. 

13 Later Judaism used a similar saying about an elephant passing 
through the eye of a needle to refer to an impossible dream or an illogical 
argument; Lachs 1987: 331-32; b. Ber. 55b; b. B. Mes\;. 38b; SB 1:828; 
Marshall 1978: 687. 

23 For the debate, see Ladd 1974a; Ladd 1974b: 57-69; Kümmel 1957 
(a full presentation of the NT kingdom passages, dividing them into present 
and/or future aspects); Lundströ;m 1963; Chilton 1984; and Beasley- 
Murray 1986. For the term in Judaism, see Lattke 1984. 


26 On the meaning of gBävo, see above and Kümmel 1957: 107 n. 8; 
Ladd 1974b: 65-68; Dodd 1936-37; Marshall 1978: 476. On the verb in NT 
as “arrival,” see Rom. 9:31; Phil. 3:16; and esp. 1 Thess. 2:16, which has a 
similar present-future tension with its reference to the wrath of God having 
arrived and residing until the end. 

28 Ladd 1962 notes four kinds of kingdom sayings: (1) kingdom strictly 
as rule (Luke 19:12, 15; 23:42; and John 18:36, to which one could add 1 
Cor. 15:25); (2) the future apocalyptic order that the righteous will enter at 
the end of the age (Mark 10:23-30); (3) the kingdom as something present 
among humans (Matt. 12:28 = Luke 11:20; 17:20); and (4) kingdom as a 
present realm in which people enter (Col. 1:13, to which could be added 1 
Cor. 4:20 and Rom. 14:17). 

1 On the Jewish expectations of either a political kingdom or a kingdom 
coming directly and apocalyptically from God, see Goppelt 1981-82: 1.45— 
51 and Ladd 1974b: 60-63. Matt. 13:11 calls this gradual growth part of the 
“mystery” of the kingdom. Matt. 13:52 shows that the kingdom promise 
contains both new and old things side by side, indicating that NT kingdom 
revelation supplements and complements OT revelation. Beasley-Murray 
1986: 194—201 lists the parables of growth in the Synoptics: mustard seed 
and leaven (Luke 13:18—21 = Matt. 13:31-33 = Mark 4:30-32), seed 
growing secretly (Mark 4:26-29), sower (Luke 8:4-8 = Matt. 13:1-9 = 
Mark 4:1-9), wheat and tares (Matt. 13:24—30), and the dragnet (Matt. 
13:47-50). 

12 Ladd 1974b: 105-19 shows that the church is not identical to the 


kingdom, though his view is too abstract in minimizing the reference to a 


realm. On this latter issue, see Bock 1992c. 

30 Lake 1910: 606. Hippolytus was a disciple of Irenaeus, who studied 
under Polycarp, who in turn studied under the apostle John. As such, 
Hippolytus might be a significant witness, if one could be sure exactly what 
he meant. 

10 Cranfield 1959: 100-101; Lane 1974: 96-98. Of course, what is true 
of Mark is also true of the parallels in Matthew and Luke. 

6 Bultmann 1963: 246; Creed 1930: 53-54; Lang, TDNT 6:943; Manson 
1949: 41. This view usually denies that the historical John saw himself as a 
precursor to Jesus the Messiah. John was only a prophet warning that the 
end was near. 

6 The judging or separating function of the Holy Spirit is in view in 3:16. 
On mdp, see BAGD 730 82; BAA 1461 82, and the exegesis of 3:16. In the 
OT, fire is acommon way to refer to judgment of both Israel and its 
enemies: Jer. 43:12; Ezek. 15:7; Hos. 8:14; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12, 14; 2:2, 5; 
Nah. 3:13; Zech. 13:9; Mal. 3:2-3. It is also a major judgment image in 
Jewish apocalyptic literature: 1 Enoch 18.15; 102.1; 2 Bar. 37.1; 48.39; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13:10-11; Ps. Sol. 15.4-5; Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1QH 8.20; 
Wiefel 1988: 247; Lang, TDNT 6:936-37; Nolland 1993a: 708. 

23 For the debate, see Ladd 1974a; Ladd 1974b: 57-69; Kümmel 1957 
(a full presentation of the NT kingdom passages, dividing them into present 
and/or future aspects); Lundströ;m 1963; Chilton 1984; and Beasley- 
Murray 1986. For the term in Judaism, see Lattke 1984. 

2 Egelkraut 1976: 142, esp. n. 3, mentions the options. Schweizer 1984: 


174 argues that Luke likes to split accounts from Q and Mark into distinct 


events (e.g., the Olivet Discourse in 17:22-37 ~ 21:6-36 and Jesus’ 
condemnation of the religious leadership in 11:37-54 * 20:45-47). 
Fitzmyer 1985: 843, citing 22:35, argues that Luke created the mission in 
the split. For detailed discussion of texts where Mark and Q overlap, see 
Laufen 1980. 

68 The view is mentioned and refuted by R. Brown 1977: 282; it is held 
by Laurentin 1967: 56-64. 

17 Laurentin 1967: 75-82, who also cites S. Lyonnet as holding this 
view. Note also the remark of Zimmerli, TDNT 9:367 n. 66. 

22 For this allusion, see Marshall 1978: 66; Leaney 1958: 83; Schneider 
1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 46, esp. n. 40; uncertain of it is R. Brown 
1977: 299-300; Laurentin 1967: 115. 

24 Laurentin 1967: 36; Ps. 48:1 [47:2 LXX]; 76:1 [75:2 LXX]; 86:10 
[85:10 LXX]; 96:4 [95:4 LXX]; 135:5 [134:5 LXX]; 145:3 [144:3 LXX]; 
147:5 [146:5 LXX]; Fitzmyer 1981: 325, 347. Laurentin may mean by 
“absolute” that n£yag has no prepositional modifiers, in which case his 
statement is correct. Méyaç has no modifying role as a dependent adjective. 

37 Creed 1930: 19; Schneider 1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 49—50; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 348-50; Wiefel 1988: 51-52; Ernst 1977: 72; R. Brown 
1977: 309. Gewiess, in an appendix to Laurentin’s German 1967 edition, 
interestingly takes a view opposite of Laurentin in the French original and 
omits Laurentin’s own discussion of the question. 

53 Laurentin 1957a: 176-88 (this discussion is only in the French 
edition). The view is first attested in Gregory of Nyssa in A.D.. 386; PG 
46:1140D-41A; R. Brown 1977: 304; and Delling, TDNT 5:834—35, esp. n. 


55, who prefers to speak of a “virgin conception” as the most accurate way 
to describe Luke’s portrayal. Wiefel 1988: 53 refers to Ambrose, Expositio 
Evangelii Secundam Lucam 2 (Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum 
Latinorum 32:99), and Augustine, De Sancta Virginitate 4 (Corpus 
Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 41:327). For the full history of 
exegesis, see Graystone 1968: 3-36. 

15 SB 1:500-18; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1101-3; Bovon 1989: 260. Jeremias 
notes that nowhere in Judaism is Messiah the bridegroom. Stauffer, TDNT 
1:654 n. 39, cites 2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 2:15, 38; Deut. Rab. 3.12 on 10:1; Pirge 
de Rabbi Eliezer 41 (= Friedlander 1916: 322); Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Bahodesh 3 on Exod. 19:17 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.219), where 
God comes forth as a groom to meet Israel his bride. In Mekilta de Rabbi 
Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 15:2 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.26-27), 
Akiva cites several texts from the Song of Songs as applying to Israel as the 
bride of God, making it clear that this book was read as a marriage between 
Israel and God. 

27 In Exod. Rab. 2.2 on 3:1, David and Moses are faithful in tending 
sheep, so God lets them rule the people. Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, tractate 
Bahodesh 5.1-11 on Exod. 20:2 [= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.229-30] makes a 
comparison between overt and secret acts. See also m. »Abot 3.7; Manson 
1949: 293. 

11 Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, tractate Bahodesh 9 on Exod. 20:21 [= 
20:18 in njpsv] (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.274): “All who are lofty of heart 
are called an abomination, as it is said, ‘Everyone who is lofty of heart is an 


abomination to the Lord.’” Manson 1949: 295-96 notes that the OT 


describes idolatry in similar terms (e.g., 1 Kings 11:5). Because it is the 
ultimate worship of the creature over the Creator, pride may be the most 
common form of idolatry. 

7 While Frg. Tg. Exod. 12:42 provides an example of the rabbis’ 
eschatological reading of this event, appeal is made to Aquila’s translation 
of this verse, which uses mapatnpnoic (see also Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Pisha 14 on Exod. 12:42 [= Lauterbach 1933-35: 1.115-16]). The 
variety in the ancient tradition shows the age of this association. 

16 Leaney 1958: 77 mentions the responses to Jesus and the apostles 
throughout this book as examples of this theme; Luke 4:22; 6:17; Acts 
2:36-37; 4:13-14. 

8 1 Chron. 15:24; 2 Chron. 35:8; Neh. 11:12; Fitzmyer 1981: 322; 
Leaney 1958: 79; Creed 1930: 8. ABD 6:1057--61 records thirty-one 
individuals with the name Zechariah in the OT and Judaism, four of whom 
are also mentioned by Josephus (who knows of two more); Schalit 1968: 
49. 

20 Leaney 1958: 80; SB 2:71. Gen. Rab. 38.14 on 11:29--30 attributes 
the remark to Rabbi Levi, an ascription that dates the remark to ca. A.D. 
300. 

39 There are three allusions to eschatological joy in this verse: 
yaprıoovran, yapa, and ayaAAlaocıg; Leaney 1958: 80; Marshall 1978: 57. Or 
as Bovon 1989: 55 says, the joy is for the birth of a prophet. His office is 
the source of joy. The joy may well start with Elizabeth (1:39-45). 

22 For this allusion, see Marshall 1978: 66; Leaney 1958: 83; Schneider 
1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 46, esp. n. 40; uncertain of itis R. Brown 


1977: 299-300; Laurentin 1967: 115. 

31 Danker 1988: 49; Leaney 1958: 24 (who suggests that this hymn 
originally was tied to Anna [2:38], but then the question is why move it and 
bring in John the Baptist). Levi is referred to as a priest-king, fulfilling the 
Maccabean model. Evil king-priests of the Most High appear in T. Moses 
6.1. 

15 Marshall 1978: 111; Leaney 1958: 96. The appearance of the angel is 
an angelophany, while the experience of heaven is more like a vision; 
Michaelis, TDNT 5:351. 

9 Leaney 1958: 50-54. Schürmann 1969: 227-28, 241-42 says the 
source is Q; so also Busse 1978: 113-14 (though he sees Q’s influence as 
more conceptual than verbal, which makes Luke very responsible for the 
account); Nolland 1989: 192. 

28 Leaney 1958: 145; Godet 1875: 1.354-55; Creed 1930: 108; 
Schürmann 1969: 423-24; Fitzmyer 1981: 680. Geldenhuys 1951: 231 n. 15 
notes that the couplet has rhyme in Aramaic. 

40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 
the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 
specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 


equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 


12 Bultmann 1963: 114 sees wisdom here. Leaney 1958: 210 cites Matt. 
23:34; Luke 2:40, 52; 7:35; 11:31, 49 as parallels. See also 1 Enoch 42. 
Luke 11:49-51 uses the wisdom motif openly. For more reasons not to see 
wisdom here, see Bock 1987: 120. Marshall 1978: 573-74 and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1034 opt for wisdom terminology, but without Jesus alluding to 
himself as wisdom, since Jesus sees himself as wisdom’s messenger. Sir. 
24:7-12 provides a plausible background. If wisdom is in the background, 
this is the best way to argue for it. Nolland 1993a: 739 questions the 
presence of wisdom here, as do I. 

22 Leaney 1958: 223 prefers to see the verse as ironic and addressed to 
the Pharisees, but nothing in the context indicates irony or suggests that 
Pharisees are the most direct audience (though they are the negative, 
contrastive example). Leaney’s view accepts the ironic interpretation of the 
parable discussed in the additional note on 16:1—13 (view 5). 

31 Some see in the reference to five brothers a possible allusion to 
Herod’s brothers, but this connection is unlikely (Leaney 1958: 226 notes 
the view). It is a rich man, not a ruler, who is addressed. Others suggest that 
five plus one makes six and as such represents the nation’s unbelieving half 
(Jülicher 1899: 2.639). This suggestion also seems unlikely, since “half” the 
nation did not come to Jesus. Such a detail would suggest allegory, which is 
not the story’s genre. 

12 So Leaney 1958: 230; Fitzmyer 1985: 1161-62; Mattill 1979: 201; 
Roberts 1948; Rüstow 1960; Cadbury 1950; Tertullian, Against Marcion 
4.35.12. Beasley-Murray 1986: 102-3 takes this view, though he fails to 


evaluate this option when it is taken with a present force. Riesenfeld 1949 


does not mention the evidence from Aquila noted in n. 13 below—a grave 
omission—in arguing that “in your midst” is not possible. Schlosser 1980: 
1.202—4 argues that “in one’s power” is a possible first-century meaning, 
but he opts for “in the midst of.” His discussion is the latest careful 
examination of the evidence. 

29 On aetoc, see Lev. 11:13; Deut. 14:12; Job 39:27; Matt. 24:28; 
BAGD 19; BAA 36; Marshall 1978: 669. Aetoc can refer to an eagle, but 
not here, since eagles do not seek out dead meat; Rev. 12:14; 4:7; 8:13; 
Arndt 1956: 376. Attempts to interpret &etög as eagle, recalling the Roman 
emblem that accompanied the invasion of Jerusalem, assume a post—a.d. 70 
date for Luke, as well as suggest an image contextually distant from the 
metaphor here; but so Danker 1988: 294; Leaney 1958: 232; and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1173 (with less certainty). 

9 This Jewish connection reflects the presence of the tradition (so 
Leaney 1958: 241-42, against Marshall 1978: 698, who sees a Lucan or 


edited comment). 


11 Note the disciples’ reply in Acts 4:19-20 in a religious context; cf. 
Isa. 10:5-7; Jer. 27:6; Acts 5:29; Leaney 1958: 252. John 19:11 shows that 
the state’s sovereignty is subject to God’s authority. 

7 For example, Luce 1933: 317 favors the Maccabean date. Leaney 
1958: 254-55 discusses it, but his position is less clear, though he does cite 
1 Macc. 14:41 as conceptually parallel (i.e., its reference to the “governor 
and high priest forever”). See also Hardy 1945. 

11 Leaney 1958: 259 notes that the Mount of Olives is the locale in 
21:37-38, but this later generalized summary tells nothing about the 
discourse’s setting. 

21 Fitzmyer 1985: 1337 is against a source. Creed 1930: 255 and Leaney 
1958: 260 say Luke inserted the phrase because he was detailing what was 
sketched in previous verses. Marshall 1978: 764-65 speaks of the great 
puzzlement that this addition has caused and mentions the possible 
influence of another source (also Schramm 1971: 174-75). Perhaps this one 
source had the two eschatological discourses that Luke reflects. But what 
caused the difference? Did Luke or his source supply a clarifying stylistic 
break? Either option is possible. 

16 On the reference to the vine, see Deut. 22:9; Isa. 32:12; m. Ber. 6.1; b. 
Ber. 35a. The wording parallels the cup blessing in the Passover meal; 
Biichsel, TDNT 1:685. On abstinence, cf. Lev. 10:9; Num. 6:3; Ezek. 44:21; 
Leaney 1958: 268. 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 


Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to a real game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 
Legasse 1969: 299-301. 

2 For a good summary of the critical discussion, see Nolland 1989: 351- 
53, who relies on the approaches of Legault 1954, Lö;ning 1971, and 
Dupont 1980. Nolland also rightly rejects Brodie’s midrashic reading 
(1983) of this text as an internalization of 2 Kings 4:1-37. The points of 
connection between 2 Kings 4 and Luke 7 are too general to be compelling. 
In addition, the function of oil in the two accounts is too different (2 Kings 
4:3-7 versus Luke 7:37-38), and the bowing of the Shunammite in 2 Kings 
4:37 is a natural expression of respect, not unlike Luke 5:8. Luke 7:37-38 is 
filled with emotion, a background that 2 Kings 4 lacks. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 696; SB 2:164; Wiefel 1988: 157-58. Grundmann 
1963: 174 notes that women could not go into the synagogue or say the 
Shema.. The late Tosepta text just cited gives the remark of a Jewish leader 
who rejoices that he is not a pagan, a woman, or unlearned. See also 
Leipoldt 1955: 69-114 and Witherington 1979. 

7 Semahot 8-11 (= Zlotnick 1966: 57-80; see Lerner 1987: 389-91), an 
extratalmudic tractate, deals with the deceased. M. Ber. 3.1-2 and b. Ketub. 
17a say that if a procession is small, one is to interrupt the study of Torah to 
participate, but if the group is large enough, one should continue studying; 
SB 1:1047—48. Though the Ketubot tractate is late, it reveals the importance 
to Jews of community involvement in mourning. 

15 Levey 1974 lists the Jewish passages. Rowley 1950 has a full 


discussion of the historical issues. Jeremias, TDNT 5:677—700, is more 


optimistic in his appraisal of this theme in Judaism, but most note that his 
sources are later than the first century; see Rese 1963. See the discussion of 
Isa. 53 in the exegesis of Luke 22:37. 

15 Liefeld 1984: 864; Schulz 1972: 187 n. 98; Foerster, TDNT 5:486; 
Manson 1949: 44. The picture of the “high mountain” is almost regal 
imagery and recalls how rulers often lived high on a mountain over their 
subjects. Such “heavenly journeys” are not unusual: 2 Cor. 12:2-3. C. F. 
Evans 1990: 258 cites as parallel Deut. 34:1—4, where Moses sees the 
promised land from a mountain. 

3 Godet 1875: 1.255 (who is not shy about seeing distinct events 
elsewhere); Liefeld 1984: 876. As already noted, Fitzmyer and Schweizer 
tie the account to John 21. 

13 Liefeld 1984: 883-84. E. Sanders 1985: 174-211 connects the idea of 
sinners to those who charge interest against the command of Lev. 25:36-38 
and argues that, whoever they are, not all of them are “common people.” He 
sees Jesus’ offense as offering sinners hope of God without requiring the 
legal restitution that Judaism asked for from sinners. If later Jewish 
materials are a help in understanding the Jewish attitude, the view was that 
such sinners would have used their money or their bodies for immoral 
purposes: Tg. Onq. Gen. 13:13; t. Dem. 3.4-9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.88- 
89); SB 1:498-99. On a difference of opinion within Judaism about 
association with “common people,” see m. Dem. 2.2-3. This last text shows 
that clean food was also a key concern. Not every religious Jew would have 
been disturbed by Jesus’ effort, but some clearly would have been. Table 


fellowship, along with clean and unclean food, would be a key concern to 


some of Jewish background. Appeal may have come from a broad reading 
of Lev. 10:10. As the rest of the passage makes clear, Jesus does not ignore 
the need to turn to God (Luke 5:32), but he emphasizes God’s grace and its 
availability to help as the first step, rather than as a later result. 

29 Liefeld 1984: 887. Similar examples existed in Judaism, such as the 
priority of giving birth or burying the dead versus staying ceremonially 
clean. Witherington 1990: 68 speaks of the Sabbath’s being a day of 
renewal and restoration, so that eating a meal is quite appropriate. 

A Schürmann 1969: 395-96; Carson 1984: 200; Liefeld 1984: 897--98. 
Also noting four options is Busse 1979: 142 n. 3: (1) Luke added the detail, 
(2) Luke is truer to Q than is Matthew, (3) Luke had another source, and (4) 
Luke received a pre-Lucan expansion of Q. Busse cannot decide between 
views 1 and 4. Wiefel 1988: 142 opts for view 4. 

29 So Stahlin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to areal game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 
Légasse 1969: 299-301. 

22 Liefeld 1984: 904 ties ob xäpıv to A&yo (I say) so that the conjunctive 
phrase syntactically explains the reason of Jesus’ reply, not the reason for 
forgiveness; Moule 1959: 147. 

43 Liefeld 1984: 907 cites John 8:31, 44 as examples. If S. Brown 1969: 
12-16, 30-31 is correct, then Luke changed the terminology to clarify the 


text’s meaning by leaving out terms capable of being misunderstood. 


32 So Cranfield 1959: 176. Plummer 1896: 227 speaks of Kersa, a locale 
near the lake, but he rejects Origen’s association of it with Gergesa. Arndt 
1956: 239-40 and Bovon 1989: 434 accept Gergesa as original in Luke. 
Liefeld 1984: 914-15 is rightly cautious about a solution, as is Nolland 
1989: 407. No clearly superior option exists between reading a regional 
reference or concluding that Gergesa is intended. 

5 For the history of interpretation of this passage, see Boobyer 1942: 1— 
47; Liefeld 1974: 162-65; Baltensweiler 1959. Since no sayings of Jesus 
appear in this passage, the Jesus Seminar does not discuss it. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 


see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25-28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

5 Liefeld 1984: 952 and Plummer 1896: 304 argue that spiritual renewal 
is the issue, not exorcism. For Liefeld, exorcism would lead to Spirit 
indwelling. But demons formerly at home now looking for a home suggests 
exorcism, and there is no guarantee that exorcism automatically produces 
Spirit indwelling. 

19 M. Seb. 9.1 is important, since it says that rue is not tithed; the 


presence of this statement in the Mishnah may suggest dispute. The Lucan 


reference may be to wild rue, not all varieties of rue; Liefeld 1984: 957. The 
terms are ńŝúocpov (mint) (BAGD 344; BAA 698; elsewhere only at Matt. 
23:23), the hapax legomenon nńyavov (rue) (BAGD 655; BAA 1320), and 
Aöyxavov (herb) (BAGD 467; BAA 950; elsewhere only at Matt. 13:32 = 
Mark 4:32; Rom. 14:2). 

13 Liefeld 1984: 968 notes that even in Isa. 11:1—9, where peace is 
associated with the coming of Messiah, the theme of judgment is present. 

2 So Blomberg 1990: 237-39; Kistemaker 1980: 193-201; Plummer 
1896: 359-60; Liefeld 1984: 979. Those accepting one parable but distinct 
sources are Luce 1933: 248; Grundmann 1963: 296 (L); Ernst 1977: 442 
(L); Marshall 1978: 584; Tiede 1988: 266 (apparently). Ellis 1974: 194 is 
uncertain. Blomberg 1990: 233-36 has a good discussion of this parable. 

4 The amount of material in these groups can be variously measured, 
depending on the division of the pericopes and one’s judgment about the 
presence of parallels. Egelkraut 1976: 27 bases the percentages in Luke’s 
central section (for him 9:51—19:48) on the pericope delineation in two 


common synopses: 


Lucan Parallels Unique Lucan Lucan Parallels 


to Matthew (i.e., Material to Mark 
Q) 
Aland 1985 26 of 75 27 of 75 22 of 75 


pericopes (35%) pericopes (36%) pericopes (29%) 


Huck and 25 of 60 24 of 60 11 of 60 


Lietzmann 1936 pericopes (42%) pericopes (40%) pericopes (18%) 


Resseguie 1975: 4 calculates the same section this way: of 60 Lucan 
pericopes, 31 (52%) parallel Matthew/Q and 29 (48%) are uniquely Lucan. 
Resseguie argues that only one-tenth of the material in 9:51-18:14 has even 
a possible Marcan connection. Teaching material that is capable of being 
repeated might slightly alter the exact count. Nonetheless, the numbers of 
Huck-Lietzmann and Resseguie are closer to the real percentages, since 
Luke 9:51-18:14 lacks any significant Marcan parallels. In addition, most 
of the Q pericopes and unique Lucan material are long units. Conceptual 
overlap with Matthew and unique Lucan material abound (see the 
introduction in vol. 1, pp. 10-12). Goulder (1989: 455) notes that in 9:51— 
13:21 one of every three words comes from Q or L, while in 13:22-18:14 
(where Goulder ends the unit) one in six words comes from this material. 

5 The identity of the child is not given or known. Plummer 1896: 258 
mentions a tradition that the church father Ignatius was the child, but this 
tradition dates from the ninth century: Anastasius Bibliothecarius (PL 
129:42); Nicephorus Callistus (PL 143:848); Lightfoot 1889-90: 2.1.27, 
2.2.22. Chrysostom and Eusebius lack this tradition. 

5 Jeremias 1971a: 187 argues that the verb dvayıvaokw renders Semitic 
XP (qr,) and means “to recite,” so that Jesus is calling for a specific text. 
Derrett 1970: 224 n. 1 notes that this view goes back to J. B. Lightfoot. 

12 Jub. 11.11, 24; m. Sab. 7.2; Linnemann 1966: 115-16; Kistemaker 
1980: 17; Jeremias 1966-67; and Jeremias 1963a: 11-12. P. Payne 1978-79 


discusses the debate about the Palestinian order of sowing and plowing. 

14 Marshall 1978: 600-601 has details and notes the views. Bultmann 
1963: 171 and Linnemann 1966: 67-70 opt for Matthean originality, while 
Jeremias 1963a: 40 and Ellis 1974: 197 are convinced that Luke has the 
original form. Marshall is undecided, as is Nolland 1993a: 769. All of this 
assumes that only one tradition of the story originally existed, which may 
not be true, as Marshall notes. Bultmann 1963: 202 also notes a similar 
parable in the later Gen. Rab. 86.4 on 39:2, where one of twelve cows is 
lost; also SB 1:785. 

4 For a detailed argument against authenticity, see Linnemann 1966: 187 
n. 14, who argues that the application in 18:8 is too stylistically distinct and 
that the term ErAexKtög (elect) 18:7 is not appropriate in the ministry of 
Jesus. Linnemann has since renounced this view. 

14 Axovoote is an aorist imperative: “listen now” to what the judge 
says. Linnemann 1966: 121 n. a says that it is equivalent to “he who has 
ears, let him hear” in 8:8 and 14:35. 

22 Cranfield 1963: 299 n. 1 and Linnemann 1966: 188-89 n. 16 object 
that the term cannot have this force and challenge the passages where it is 
said to have this meaning. 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 141 overstates the parallelism with Pauline usage, as 
do Fitzmyer 1985: 1185 and Arndt 1956: 380. Linnemann 1966: 62-63, 
144-46 n. 11; Ernst 1977: 497-98; and Marshall 1978: 680-81 are clearer. 
Cf. Ps. 51:19 [51:21 MT]; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 12:7; x1Q28b [= 1QSb] 4.22. 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 


1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to a real game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 
Legasse 1969: 299-301. 

18 To speak of sinning before heaven is to acknowledge that one has 
sinned against God; SB 2:217. OT conceptual or idiomatic parallels are 
found in Exod. 10:16; 1 Sam. 7:6; 20:1; Tob. 3:3; Jdt. 5:17; Sus. 23; 
Plummer 1896: 374; Manson 1949: 288; Lohfink 1975. Jer. 31:18-20 
shows the proper attitude of repentance. In Hos. 2:7 [2:9 MT], Israel returns 
to her first husband. 

14 Exod. 13:3; 15:6; Isa. 5:12; 26:11; 31:3; Ps. 28:5; 1 Chron. 28:19; 
Creed 1930: 25; Marshall 1978: 90. In the NT, Acts 7:50; Lohse, TDNT 
9:431 §C3. Schiirmann 1969: 83 n. 20 notes that only Luke uses the phrase 
“the hand of the Lord” in the NT (Acts 11:21; 13:11; in the LXX, Isa. 
41:20; 66:14). 

18 Michel, TDNT 5:129; Jeremias, TDNT 5:681 n. 184, 700; SB 4:213. 
Lohse, TDNT 8:481, cites the Jewish benediction; cf. also pp. 482, 485. 

17 Fitzmyer 1981: 410 cites the formulas of praise or confession in Bar. 
2:17-18; 1 Esdr. 9:8; 4 Macc. 1:12; Rom. 11:36; and Heb. 13:21. See also 
Schürmann 1969: 113. Nolland 1989: 108 mentions Ps. Sol. 18.10. The 
formula corresponds to the Semitic “Hosanna”; Lohse, TDNT 9:683, esp. n. 
14. 

31 Maurer, TDNT 8:161; Schrage, TDNT 8:288 n. 129; Lohse, TDNT 
9:431-32 §C4. In the Marcan examples, this is often requested of Jesus; 
Nolland 1989: 213. 


6 On this passage and various views on the authenticity issue, see also 
Roloff 1970: 55-62; Lohse, TDNT 7:21-24; Lohse 1960: 84-85; Daube 
1972-73: 7-8; and France 1971: 46-47. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

11 On the authority of Jesus’ word, see Matt. 7:29; 8:8; Luke 5:5; Mark 
1:25-26; 4:39; Kittel, TDNT 4:107. On cures from afar, see the texts 
frequently discussed with this one: Matt. 8:8, 13; John 4:50-52; Lohse, 
TDNT 9:432. Ps. 107:20 stresses healing by a word; Nolland 1989: 317. 

3 Schürmann 1969: 200; Fitzmyer 1981: 496; Ernst 1977: 155; Lohse, 
TDNT 8:486 n. 49. Bovon 1989: 189 calls attempts at harmonization 
excessive rationalization like that in current fundamentalism. C. F. Evans 
1990: 252 calls the task “impossible,” which is excessively skeptical. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1039 remarks that, even though Matt. 12:11 has a 
similar saying, the rest of the detail is too different to be attributed to Q. In 
fact, it is too difficult for any other shared tradition. Fitzmyer also correctly 
denies that Luke 6:9 is a doublet to this verse. Marshall 1978: 578 sees aQ 
connection as possible. Bultmann 1963: 12 and Lohse, TDNT 7:26, argue 


that the text was a variant tradition created from Mark 3:1-6, but Ernst 


1977: 435 correctly notes that the distinct terminology and motives suggest 
too much distance for this connection; so also Meier 1994: 710. 

2 Marshall 1978: 808 notes the use of “hand” to portray kind intent 
(Gen. 21:18; Ps. 80:17 [80:18 MT]; 89:21 [89:22 MTJ) or hostile intent (1 
Sam. 18:21; 22:17; 24:12-13 [24:13-14 MT]; 2 Sam. 14:19). Lohse, TDNT 
9:430, argues that “hand” refers to the sharing of the meal; it seems, 
however, that the allusion is negative, since “hand” is a metonymy for an 
action performed by someone. 

18 The earliest extant literary reference to the Sanhedrin is 198 b.c., the 
date of a letter that Antiochus III the Great wrote after the Battle of Panion; 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.3.3 8138; Lohse, TDNT 7:862-66; Schürer 1973- 
87: 2.199-217. Josephus also uses the term Bovàń (council) to describe the 
Sanhedrin (Jewish War 2.15.6 8331; 2.16.2 8336). R. Brown 1994: 340-57 
stresses that there is only one such group at this time, the number of 
members usually being put at seventy-one (m. Sanh. 1.6, drawing on Num. 
11:16). 

8 In the Gospel of Peter (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.223, 224), 
ETULP@OKW (to break, shine forth) indicates the approach of Sabbath (2.5) or 
the dawn of day (9.34-35); BAGD 304; BAA 617; elsewhere in the NT 
only at Matt. 28:1; Marshall 1978: 881. Lohse, TDNT 7:20 n. 159, sees an 
allusion to the dawning of the evening star, a view that Plummer 1896: 543 
rejects. 

49 Chiasmus is a pattern that pairs the first and last ideas in a unit and 
the second and third ideas (e.g., a-b-b’-a’). When a chiasmus has more than 


four lines, the pairings continue until the ideas merge at the middle. The 


thought reverses at the middle back up the chain in the opposite direction. 
Creed 1930: 11 cites A. Loisy as holding this view. 

3 Longenecker 1970: 71-74 cites the example of Simeon ben Kosebah, 
who, though seen as messianic, had a reticence to claim the title for himself; 
also Flusser 1959: 107. 

2 For a good summary of the critical discussion, see Nolland 1989: 351- 
53, who relies on the approaches of Legault 1954, Lö;ning 1971, and 
Dupont 1980. Nolland also rightly rejects Brodie’s midrashic reading 
(1983) of this text as an internalization of 2 Kings 4:1-37. The points of 
connection between 2 Kings 4 and Luke 7 are too general to be compelling. 
In addition, the function of oil in the two accounts is too different (2 Kings 
4:3-7 versus Luke 7:37—38), and the bowing of the Shunammite in 2 Kings 
4:37 is a natural expression of respect, not unlike Luke 5:8. Luke 7:37-38 is 
filled with emotion, a background that 2 Kings 4 lacks. 

33 On the phrase “Moses and the prophets,” see Luke 16:16, 31; 24:27, 
44; 1QS 1.3; 8.15-16; CD 5.21-6.1. The combination is not found in formal 
Judaism; SB 4:415-17; Marshall 1978: 639. On the theme that God has so 
revealed himself in the OT that neglect makes one culpable, see Lorenzen 
1975-76. 

20 So Cadbury 1956-57: 131, who argues that the meaning “to 
investigate” is unattested in Greek; so also Ropes 1923-24: 70-71; Luce 
1933: 82; Maddox 1982: 4-5; and RSV. Cadbury’s argument has roots in an 
earlier article (1922b), where he notes the six possibilities for the verb. 

28 Luce 1933: 82-83. Even though &v@@ev in Acts 26:5 means “a long 


time,” it looks back to an’ a&pyfjc in 26:4, which refers to the earliest point 


of Paul’s ministry. 

70 So Winter 1955; also mentioned by older commentators such as Luce 
1933: 86 and Alford 1874: 446. 

6 For a brief presentation of the argument that rejects historicity, see 
Luce 1933: 90. 

8 But so argues Creed 1930: 22-23, who draws on the position of 
Harnack. Also in favor of this view are Danker 1988: 41; Klostermann 
1929: 17-18; Bultmann 1963: 296-97; and Luce 1933: 91-92. 

18 See the discussion of sources in this unit. Klostermann 1929: 19; 
Luce 1933: 92; Danker 1988: 43; and Creed 1930: 23. The term can be 
translated “humiliation” (James 1:10; Acts 8:33), as well as “humble state.” 

13 References to Quirinius are found in Tacitus, Annals 2.30; 3.22—23, 
48; and Strabo 12.6.5 (C 569); Luce 1933: 95-96; Fitzmyer 1981: 402; R. 
Brown 1977: 395. 

15 Bultmann, TDNT 2:753; Plato, Statesman 311B; Luce 1933: 101; 
Plummer 1896: 66, who notes that Philo used the term to describe Abraham 
in Who Is the Heir? 6 822. 

9 Ps. 58:4 [58:5 MT]; 140:3 [140:4 MT]; Matt. 3:7 [the parallel to this 
pericope]; Luce 1933: 110; Danker 1988: 86; SB 1:114-15; Foerster, TDNT 
2:815-16. Acts 28:3 refers to a poisonous snake. 

3 Luce 1933: 115. On the other hand, Matt. 4:11 and Mark 1:13 both 
note the ministry of angels to Jesus at the end of the temptation, a note that 
Luke lacks. 

5 Creed 1930: 73 mentions J. Wellhausen as holding this view. Luce 
1933: 127 also discusses this option. 


14 Strathmann, TDNT 4:235; Luce 1933: 134; Fitzmyer 1981: 591; 
Schürmann 1969: 289-90; Vö;lkel 1978; Jeremias 1931; E. Sanders 1985: 
174-211. 

19 Danker 1988: 128-29 and Luce 1933: 136 overdraw the difference. 
Marshall 1978: 227 is more balanced. 

33 Luce 1933: 160 and Schulz 1972: 380, with most, argue that Luke 
made the shift to the second person, but it is hard to know which direction 
the difference went. If the account has polemical roots, a second-person 
reference may have been the starting point. Schürmann 1969: 426 calls the 
remark an indictment of the audience. 

25 Among those who argue for breaking up the account are Creed 1930: 
111-12; Luce 1933: 162-63 (who argues that Luke confused two points 
here); and Ernst 1977: 258—59. 

48 In Luke the hearers are choked, while in Matthew and Mark the word 
is choked; Luce 1933: 168. The image is similar, for death of the person 
(the hearer) results in the death of what is in the person (the word). 

2 Creed 1930: 120 and Luce 1933: 170—71 both call it a “strange story” 
and a “popular tale”; see also Bultmann 1963: 210-11. Plummer 1896: 228 
lists nine explanations offered for the material. 

11 On this title, see Luke 1:32, 35, 76. According to Josephus, 
Antiquities 16.6.2 8163, this was the Gentile way to refer to the God of the 
Jews; Luce 1933: 172. So also Plummer 1896: 229-30, citing Dan. 3:26; 
4:24 [4:21 MT]; 5:18; 7:18; Bovon 1989: 429 n. 4. 

15 Luce 1933: 174 is close to this and in addition regards such details as 


“legendary.” He suggests a cure by “auto-suggestion,” a rationalistic 


description that rejects the account’s portrait. On the Jewish tradition of 
healings by touch, see SB 1:520; Schürmann 1969: 491 n. 139. On such an 
attitude reflecting popular belief, see Nolland 1989: 417. Nolland 1986 
shows that the idea of “grace” as reflecting divine power is not a late 
Hellenistic concept; he cites Homer, Odyssey 6.235-36; Martyrdom of 
Polycarp 12.1; Protevangelium of James 7.3, as well as the OT: Gen. 39:21; 
Exod. 3:21; 11:3; 12:30; and Ps. 84:11 [84:12 MT]. He notes with particular 
care Ps. 45:2 [45:3 MT]; Sir. 12:16; Bar. 2.14; and T. Judah 2.1. 

33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445-46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

15 For the latter, see Klostermann 1929: 103 (who rejects it) and Luce 
1933: 176 (who opts for a reference in Luke to switching homes). Such a 
remark in either of the alternative senses adds nothing to the instruction but 
the obvious. The idea of not switching homes is already implied in the 
command to stay in the house one enters. 

3 Luce 1933: 186 is wrong to say that the remark is more literal in Mark 
than in Luke, for the contexts are identical. Fitzmyer 1981: 788 notes the 
OT parallels to saving one’s Woyn: Gen. 19:17; 1 Sam. 19:11; and Jer. 31:6 
LXX [48:6 MT]; Schiirmann 1969: 543 n. 111. Jewish parallels are found in 
b. Tamid 32a (“What shall a man do to live? They replied: Let him mortify 
himself. What should a man do to kill himself? They replied: Let him keep 


himself alive [i.e., indulge in luxuries]”) and b. Ber. 63b (“whoever abases 


himself for the words of the Torah will in the end be exalted”); SB 1:587- 
88. Bovon 1989: 482 speaks of the OT picture of the two ways (Deut. 
30:15-18) and compares Luke’s emphasis to the structure of Luke 6:47—49. 
Note how the Jewish emphasis on the law is replaced with an emphasis on 
Christ in the NT. 

1 On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 
563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 
136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 
especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 
change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 
the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 
Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 
(i.e., the facial appearance). 

1 So correctly Luce 1933: 193-94, who is not averse to claiming that 
sayings are nonhistorical, yet defends historicity here. Marshall 1978: 398 
notes the OT conceptual parallel in Num. 11:24-30. To be rejected is 
Goulder’s view (1989: 450) that Luke 9:49--50 is really a subtle defense of 
Paul before the apostles, a view that looks like F. C. Baur reborn. Goulder is 
right to reject the view that Jesus endorses non-Christian exorcists here. 


They cannot act in Jesus’ name. Luke has in mind those who have 


responded to Jesus and have sought to minister for him. He encourages such 
involvement. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 


Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 


who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25-28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

20 Manson 1949: 262 notes this objection and rejects it, as does Luce 
1933: 206-7. Luce notes that those who take the position see the original 
third man as an Israelite layman, a view mentioned earlier. 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238-42 and 
Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47-48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 
180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110—11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 
1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 
coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41—42a and 12:47—48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 


warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 


where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 
is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 
source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 
Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47-48, which others deny have 
such roots. 

1 Schweizer 1984: 225-26, though noting links to Matthew, suggests 
that the tradition may have come together before Luke, because of non- 
Lucan language in 13:25-27. Luce 1933: 240 sees too little correspondence 
to attribute the material to Q, as does Grundmann 1963: 284, who speaks of 
a special Lucan source. Michaelis, TDNT 5:71, argues for distinct traditions 
of the image of the open door. 

2 So Blomberg 1990: 237-39; Kistemaker 1980: 193-201; Plummer 
1896: 359-60; Liefeld 1984: 979. Those accepting one parable but distinct 
sources are Luce 1933: 248; Grundmann 1963: 296 (L); Ernst 1977: 442 
(L); Marshall 1978: 584; Tiede 1988: 266 (apparently). Ellis 1974: 194 is 
uncertain. Blomberg 1990: 233-36 has a good discussion of this parable. 

2 Manson 1949: 132 sees the Matthean and Lucan sayings as related. 
Luce 1933: 251, along with most, calls this a Q passage. 


10 Luce 1933: 260 suggests that rent is unlikely since that would be a 
fixed rate; but if a fraction of anticipated yield was the payment, this figure 
could also vary. Jeremias 1963a: 181 notes that either situation is possible. 

35 Bultmann 1963: 175-76, 199-200; so also Grundmann 1963: 318-20, 
esp. 320, who also argues that Luke changes an original parabolic reference 
to the master to refer to Jesus. Luce 1933: 260 regards ötı (for) in 16:8b as 
difficult for any other view. 

8 In t. Menah. 13.22 (= Neusner 1977-86: 5.162), the leadership’s love 
of money and hatred of one another is why the temple came to be 
destroyed; also SB 1:937; 2:222; 4:336-39; Jeremias 1969: 49, 114. Luce 
1933: 264 objects to this description, but fails to interact with the ancient 
sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 245 is right that a story about the afterlife would 
hardly be a meaningful rebuke to the Sadducees. 

26 So E. Scott 1924: 91 (cf. Luce 1933: 272): “[Luke] was plainly a man 
of tender and generous sentiment, who in his warm sympathy for the poor 
had come to idealize poverty. It need not be doubted that the sayings which 
he attributes to Jesus are genuine; but he is at pains to put this side of the 
teaching into the forefront.... The original meaning of the parable may have 
been little more than that earthly positions will be reversed in the coming 
age. But the rich man’s fate is so presented that he seems to be punished 
simply because he is rich, while Lazarus is rewarded for his poverty. This 
false and puerile lesson cannot be that which Jesus intended.” Scott reads 
the parable too much in isolation from Jesus’ other teachings and fails to 


see that material possessions are not the point; the use of them is. 


28 So, e.g., Luce 1933: 270 objects to the teaching of an eternal 
punishment where one cannot be forgiven in the afterlife. This objection, 
however, is philosophical, not biblical. 

14 Grundmann 1963: 333 and Luce 1933: 273, 292 are clear on the 
sycomore/sycamore distinction. Plummer 1896: 400-401 is uncertain about 
the difference and argues that the hyperbole is more natural for asycomore 
tree. Manson 1949: 141 sees an original sycamore tree, appealing to an 
Aramaic mistranslation and to the use of the term in the LXX as a rendering 
of Hebrew mR (Sigmä) for the sycamore, not to mention rabbinic 
discussions like m. B. Bat. 2.11. Schneider 1977a: 347 agrees with Manson 
and cites SB 2:234 for rabbinic images. Nonetheless, many use sycamore 
when they mean sycomore (Fitzmyer 1985: 1143-44 is uncertain). 

6 Fitzmyer 1985: 1224 sees this as the wrong question to ask, since the 
text does not address the issue. Klostermann 1929: 185 simply says that 
supernatural knowledge is not expressed by Luke. Luce 1933: 292 takes a 
rationalistic approach: Jesus inquired about his name, but Luke portrays his 
knowledge as supernatural. Nolland 1993b: 905 speaks of Jesus’ “uncanny 
knowledge.” 

4 Luce 1933: 308 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1279 present the case for 
nonauthenticity without endorsing it. Snodgrass 1983: 106-10 has a 
detailed defense of the authenticity of this parable. He concludes: “If one 
rejects the dominical origin of this parable, he or she does so because of 
presuppositions about the nature of the Gospels . . . and not because of any 


element in the parable itself.” 


7 For example, Luce 1933: 317 favors the Maccabean date. Leaney 
1958: 254-55 discusses it, but his position is less clear, though he does cite 
1 Macc. 14:41 as conceptually parallel (i.e., its reference to the “governor 
and high priest forever”). See also Hardy 1945. 

25 Plummer 1896: 505 and Luce 1933: 335 make this connection, while 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1426 says that there is no need to do so. Nolland 1993b: 
1073 suggests 2:30 a.m. for the initial crowing and notes that the reference 
in m. B. Qam. 7.7 forbidding chickens in Jerusalem is probably a later 
idealization and thus not a historical challenge to this detail. 

6 Luce 1933: 349 sees an allusion to Isa. 54:1, but since the images are 
so different (i.e., in Isaiah the barren will bear a child), this is probably not 
correct; correctly Marshall 1978: 864 (cf. Luke 1:7, 25; Gal. 4:27) and R. 
Brown 1994: 923, who cites parallels from Lam. 4:4; Wis. 3:13; Eccles. 
4:2-3; 2 Bar. 10.6-10 and argues that Luke received the saying from a 
Sayings source. 

1 Luce 1933: 354 speaks of Mark plus L. Marshall 1978: 878 and V. 
Taylor 1972: 99-103 say that special Lucan material may appear in 23:55— 
56. Ernst 1977: 640—41 holds that it is 23:50c, 51a, 53b, 54b. Nolland 
1993b: 1162-63 holds to 23:53c and perhaps 23:52-54. Grundmann 1963: 
436 holds to 23:50, 51a, 53b, 54-56. Fitzmyer 1985: 1523 holds to 23:53c, 
56a. Though it could be debated whether certain verses derive from another 
source, Luke seems to have had access to additional material, against R. 
Brown 1994: 1226. 

8 Dillon 1978: 21-22, who sees Lucan editorial work throughout the 


resurrection narrative, accepts an outside source here. Luce 1933: 358 says, 


“Very little in these verses (3-5) ... suggests that Luke is using Mark.” 
Marshall 1978: 885 argues that the Johannine parallel shows the traditional 
point of contact. 

13 Luce 1933: 361 thinks the difference shows that 24:12 was not 
originally in Luke, but the text-critical external evidence is too strong to 
ignore (see the additional note on 24:12). This does seem to indicate that 
this account originally circulated independently of 24:1-12. 

24 On ow@povodvta (of sound mind), see Luck, TDNT 7:1102, who 
speaks of the man’s being liberated from mania; cf. Acts 26:25. 

15 T. Naph. 3.4-5; 3 Macc. 2:4-5; Wis. 10:4-6; Philo, Life of Moses 
2.10-12 8852-65; Gen. Rab. 27 on 6:5-6; m. Sanh. 10.3; SB 1:574; 
Marshall 1978: 662; Lührmann 1969: 75-83. In the NT see 1 Pet. 3:20; 2 
Pet. 2:5-7; at Qumran see 1QapGen 6.6. 

23 For the debate, see Ladd 1974a; Ladd 1974b: 57-69; Kümmel 1957 
(a full presentation of the NT kingdom passages, dividing them into present 
and/or future aspects); Lundströ;m 1963; Chilton 1984; and Beasley- 
Murray 1986. For the term in Judaism, see Lattke 1984. 

17 Laurentin 1967: 75-82, who also cites S. Lyonnet as holding this 
view. Note also the remark of Zimmerli, TDNT 9:367 n. 66. 

9 See McArthur 1960: 105-27; Carson 1984: 126-27; Jeremias 1963b: 
1-12, 19-23; Hunter 1965: 107-11; Toussaint 1980: 86-94; Bauman 1985; 
and J. Martin 1986. 

14 This list modifies the one in McArthur 1960: 105-27 by combining 


several related views. 


12 The issue for some Jews was to avoid “fly-impurity,” contact with a 
dead swarming thing from water, which if present, made the hands unclean. 
Just to be sure, the cup’s outside and inside was washed; E. Sanders 1990: 
29-42; t. Ber. 5.26 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.31). On Jewish cup tradition, see 
Maccoby 1982. 

22 B. Scott 1989: 232-35 (interacting with McGaughy 1975) appears to 
see a contrast between Jews and Pharisees, who “freeze” under fear of God 
by too narrowly preserving the law. There are several problems with this 
interpretation: (1) it reads the parable too existentially, (2) law is nowhere 
found in the context, and (3) the leadership is in view in 19:27. 

4 This comparative-religions approach was very popular in the early part 
of the century. Numerous parallels have been noted, though none of them 
are exact. For a list of such parallels see Ernst 1977: 76 and Marshall 1978: 
72-75, both of whom note the parallels and argue that such outside accounts 
are not the basis of this account (so also esp. Nolland 1989: 47). This is the 
current consensus, whatever else is said about the material. Machen 1930, 
though now dated, is the strongest critique against the comparative-religions 
approach. 

38 Machen 1930, though somewhat dated, is still helpful both in 
rejecting explanations that are grounded in a history-of-religions approach 
and in evaluating the arguments surrounding the rejection of this teaching; 
see esp. pp. 126-34, 380-81. 

5 Machen 1930: 95-97; Marshall 1978: 79; Schürmann 1969: 79 (who 
argues that Mary is related to 1:46-49 and that the additional elements came 


from the community). 


9 In other words, one need not think that there was a stenographer 
present to take down the words on this occasion. But a faithful recollection 
of remarks at some later point is possible. Machen’s remarks about Mary’s 
hymn may well apply to Zechariah’s praise; see the discussion of sources in 
1:46-56. 

3 Among the candidates for comparison are Cyrus, Romulus and Remus, 
Mithras, Osiris, Aion, Virgil, Semiramis, and Moses. For discussions see 
Creed 1930: 30-32; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Bultmann 1963: 298; 
Gressmann 1914; and Machen 1930: 348-58 (who has a detailed critique). 
Virtually no one argues for any direct connection, though most speak of the 
account’s legendary features, because of its supernatural elements. 

6 Unless one approaches the question like Machen 1930: 207-9, who 
argues that Jacob and Heli were brothers, so Joseph was Jacob’s nephew. 
When Jacob died childless, the nephew became heir. 

7 Machen prefers the latter, a choice that Carson fails to mention in 
critiquing the view. Thus, Machen sees two childless fathers at the end of 
Matthew’s list: Eleazar and Jacob. 

4 For evaluation of this issue, see the introduction to the Gospel of Luke 
under “Sources” and excursus 4. See also McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 

38 McKnight 1991b outlines the current discussion of the Synoptic 
problem. See also the introduction to the Gospel of Luke under “Sources” 
and excursus 4. There is debate whether Q is a single teaching source 
similar to the collection of sayings in the Gospel of Thomas, or whether this 
teaching tradition existed in various forms. Those who see Matthew as the 


first Gospel generally deny the existence of Q. 


1 For solid overviews of this area, see McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 
McKnight is slightly more confident than I am of Marcan priority, though I 
still regard it likely that Mark was the first Gospel written. Still, his and 
Stein’s overviews show why many think Mark’s Gospel is first. For a 
comparative study of the two major options in the debate, see Bellinzoni, 
Tyson, and Walker 1985 and Dungan 1990. A study making significant 
points about Q and the complex interrelationship of the Gospel writers is 
Reicke 1986. For the case for Matthean priority, see Farmer 1964. 

2 This issue is particularly acute if Matthew was the first Gospel, for 
Matthew’s eschatological discourse not only has the Olivet remarks but also 
a series of graphic and theologically significant eschatological parables 
unique to his treatment. If Matthew is first and Luke knew him, why would 
Luke leave them out, since he loves parables, including eschatological 
parables (12:35-48; 18:1-8; 19:11-27)? Matthean prioritists have difficulty 
explaining this situation, which is a strong argument that Mark was written 
before Matthew. For how the various Synoptic theories approach this 
material, see the essays by C. M. Tuckett, F. Neirynck, and A. J. McNicol in 
Dungan 1990: 63-80, 108-24, 157-200. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 
Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 

6 For a defense of the unity of Luke-Acts and the prologue as serving 
both volumes, see Maddox 1982: 4-6. Sterling 1992: 341-45 is balanced, 


arguing that whatever criticism is present is “subdued.” 


20 So Cadbury 1956-57: 131, who argues that the meaning “to 
investigate” is unattested in Greek; so also Ropes 1923-24: 70-71; Luce 
1933: 82; Maddox 1982: 4-5; and RSV. Cadbury’s argument has roots in an 
earlier article (1922b), where he notes the six possibilities for the verb. 

20 Maddox 1982: 103 notes that the modern pearly-gate picture is not 
intended to be a conflation of Rev. 21:10-15 and Matt. 16:19 (which is 
designed to picture reality in detail). The absence of Jesus or God in such 
eschatology shows it to be only graphic. 

46 Ellis appeals to Qumran usage for support (1QpHab 2.7; 7.2) and 
equates it to the “last hour” in 1 John 2:18. Maddox 1982: 114 rightly asks 
if Qumran can deliver this extended force. 

47 Maddox 1982: 114 suggests that the passage is meaningless without 
“any identifiable chronological significance.” 

5 Mahoney argues that Luke’s form is drawn from an independent 
Semitic tradition. If so, in many spots this source is much like Mark. 

6 On shame in ancient culture, see Malina and Neyrey 1991; on seating 
priority, see Neyrey 1991: 366. 

2 See, e.g., the treatments of Creed 1930: lvi-lxx; Klostermann 1929: 49; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 75-81. Detailed studies are Schulz 1972; Polag 1982; 
Kloppenborg 1988; and Kloppenborg 1987. A commentary on Q is Manson 
1949. On the rationale for Q, see Stein 1987. These analyses differ in detail 
and approach, but all agree that an independent source or set of sources is 
involved. 

13 Marshall 1978: 140; Luke 7:39, 49; 16:3; 18:4; Black 1967: 302. 


Manson 1949: 40 notes that the Semitism is reflected in Luke’s wording, 


while Matthew has a more stylized Greek. The verb &pyq@ occurs in the 
middle voice, üpyonon, meaning “to begin,” thirty-one times in Luke and 
thirteen times in Matthew. 

6 Bultmann 1963: 246; Creed 1930: 53-54; Lang, TDNT 6:943; Manson 
1949: 41. This view usually denies that the historical John saw himself as a 
precursor to Jesus the Messiah. John was only a prophet warning that the 
end was near. 

1 Plummer 1896: 106; Manson 1949: 46 (who strongly defends this 
view); Dupont 1968: 97-115 (who argues for a middle course between 
literalism and parable); Carson 1984: 111; Nolland 1989: 177 (who defends 
the plausibility of Jesus’ reporting this event to his disciples). On the other 
end of the spectrum apparently is Crossan (1991), who does not even 
discuss this event in his portrayal of Jesus. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 133-34 [Matt.], 278-80 [Luke]) places all the sayings of this 
unit in black type, thereby indicating rejection of a tie to Jesus. The 
consensus of the seminar is that the text is legendary, like Greco-Roman 
biography, and that the sayings were authored by Q following the LXX. The 
seminar calls it an “ordeal story,” but this generic form category does not 
explain the explicit uniqueness of this confrontation account, a point that 
negates this argument. Manson 1949: 45-46 rightly challenges the 
description of the account as legendary (see the discussion of form below). 
LXX citations reflect only Luke’s sensitivity to his Greek audience and are 
not evidence of the text’s origin, since MT renderings would work (Nolland 


1989: 177). 


4 Schürmann 1969: 218; so also Schneider 1977a: 99; C. F. Evans 1990: 
256 (who incorrectly calls this the majority view); and Manson 1949: 42-43 
(but with no details other than the claim that Matthew’s order makes “a fine 
dramatic climax” so it is hard to imagine Luke’s altering it if it were the 
original). 

15 Liefeld 1984: 864; Schulz 1972: 187 n. 98; Foerster, TDNT 5:486; 
Manson 1949: 44. The picture of the “high mountain” is almost regal 
imagery and recalls how rulers often lived high on a mountain over their 
subjects. Such “heavenly journeys” are not unusual: 2 Cor. 12:2-3. C. F. 
Evans 1990: 258 cites as parallel Deut. 34:1—4, where Moses sees the 
promised land from a mountain. 

5 It should be noted that others argue for a change to the third person by 
Matthew, e.g., Manson 1949: 47. Schiirmann 1969: 329 argues that Luke’s 
source had a second person, while Jesus used the third person originally. 

47 Of course, there are limits to this remark. The preferences one speaks 
about here are not in moral areas where God’s desire is clear, as if people 
are free to do as they wish without awareness of the moral implications. For 
how this worked out practically in Jesus’ confrontation with the Jewish 
leadership, see the insightful remarks of Manson 1949: 52-53, who replies 
to Montefiore’s charge (1930: 103-4) that Jesus did not carry out his ethic 
in practice. Manson emphasizes Jesus’ sense of disappointment and sorrow 
toward his enemies’ rejection of him; in addition, Jesus’ prophetic 
challenge shows his regard and concern for his enemies. Manson compares 
Jesus’ relationship with his opponents to that of modern politicians who 


disagree vigorously in debate but respect one another as people. 


13 See 1 Kings 14:15. B. Ta.an. 20a stresses tenderness, not 
resoluteness: “Man should strive to be tender like a reed, not hard like the 
cedar,” a text that commends a characteristic the exact opposite of John’s; 
Manson 1949: 68. 

4 Fitzmyer 1981: 753 is too cautious here. Marshall 1978: 350 is correct 
in calling it “one of the best-attested facts in the life of Jesus,” following 
Manson 1949: 73; also V. Taylor 1966: 302. This tradition contains one of 
the few sayings of Jesus alluded to by Paul (1 Cor. 9:14). 

34 BAGD 883, BAA 1762, and esp. Fitzmyer 1985: 853 discusses the 
uncertainty about Chorazin’s exact location: either two to three miles north 
of Capernaum at Khirbet Karazeh (R. W. Smith in ABD 1:912) or a site on 
Lake Gennesaret. Wiefel 1988: 198-99 prefers the location near 
Capernaum, as does Manson 1949: 77. Manson also notes that Bethsaida is 
on the east side of the Jordan near its entry into the Sea of Galilee, about 
five miles from Capernaum. 

41 Manson 1949: 258 notes that Jesus’ passive role argues for 
authenticity, since God is still the major actor. 

47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619-20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 


48 See Manson 1949: 79 for a defense of the authenticity of this saying. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 


two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25-28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

14 Manson 1949: 262 notes both Josephus, Jewish War 4.8.3 8474, who 
describes the region’s barren character, and Jerome, who observes that Arab 
robbers were frequent on this route in his day some four centuries after 
Jesus. Nolland 1993a: 593 adds to the list Strabo 16.2.40-41 (c763), who 
mentions Pompey’s problem with robbers and then describes the city. 

20 Manson 1949: 262 notes this objection and rejects it, as does Luce 
1933: 206-7. Luce notes that those who take the position see the original 
third man as an Israelite layman, a view mentioned earlier. 

1 Ellis 1974: 163-64 attributes the original context to Luke, a view that 
is possible only if the Sermon on the Mount is a Matthean topical sermon 
(which, though possible, is not likely). In favor of one occasion or point of 
origin are Manson 1949: 265; Godet 1875: 2.47; Zahn 1920: 448—49 
(favoring a view like Ellis’s); Schneider 1977a: 256; and Wiefel 1988: 215. 
A good summary of recent discussion may be found in Meier 1994: 291- 


93, 353-57. Meier sees Luke as reflecting the original size and structure of 


the prayer, with Matthew expanding the petitions and Luke altering some 
wording. But unlike many, he sees two versions in circulation. The Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 325-27) sees Q as the source, with 
Matthew making additions and Luke introducing some changes in 
vocabulary. The seminar’s view of these details parallels many critics. 

31 Manson 1949: 267 accurately uses the descriptive and emotive term 
nuisance to describe how the neighbor saw the request. 

41 Manson 1949: 265-66 is uncertain about its originality in Luke. 
Streeter 1924: 277 thinks it original. Ernst 1977: 362 and Fitzmyer 1985: 
904 believe it was added later as a baptism formula to be prayed over the 
individual being baptized. On the use of the prayer in the history of the 
church, see Manson 1955-56. Besides Marcion and Gregory of Nyssa, the 
text is found only in manuscripts 162 and 700 and in a shorter form in 
Maximus the Confessor. 

5 Creed 1930: 159 speaks of Q here, as does Manson 1949: 83. The 
amount of Matthean-Lucan agreement makes this source connection likely, 
though whether it is Q or another shared tradition is debatable (Matthean 
prioritists see Matthew as the likely source). Grundmann 1963: 236-37 
correctly notes that Matthew is closer to Luke than to Mark (see also Easton 
1913, as discussed in n. 1 above). Fitzmyer 1985: 918 argues for Lucan 
additions in 11:16, but is uncertain about it in 11:14, 21-22. Additional 
source material cannot be ruled out. Tiede 1988: 216 notes that Matt. 12:23 
and Mark 3:11 stress Christology, while Luke emphasizes controversy with 


the leadership; but Luke also has strong Christology in light of the parable 


in 11:21-23. Of the three accounts, Mark has less confrontation than the 
other two. 

13 Manson 1949: 83-84. Friedrich, TDNT 6:847, argues that the office 
of eschatological prophet was the issue. Matthew’s discussion of David 
seems to envision something more; for a discussion of the test, Rengstorf, 
TDNT 7:234. 

21 The difference may suggest a distinct form of the tradition for Luke, 
since the Spirit’s work is a Lucan emphasis. Schulz 1972: 205 and Manson 
1949: 86 argue that Matthew probably changed the reference to the Spirit, 
possibly in light of Matt. 12:18. But the reason for such a change is not 
entirely compelling, since Matthew also loves OT allusions. However, if 
there is a change here, Matthew is more likely to have made it, since it is 
hard to see Luke’s removing a reference to the Spirit for explanatory 
reasons (but so argue Wall 1987 and Goulder 1989: 504, noting that Luke 
does not use the phrase Spirit of God). For a Lucan change are Hamerton- 
Kelly 1964-65; Yates 1964; and Nolland 1993a: 639-40. Nolland notes that 
Luke alone uses anthropomorphisms like “hand of God” (1:66) and “arm of 
God” (1:51). 

7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 


§149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 


1 Marshall 1978: 491-93 sees different recensions of Q. Manson 1949: 
96 sees most of Matt. 23 coming from a special Matthean source. Ellis 
1974: 170 and Schlatter 1960: 303-5 see a combination of Q and special 
Lucan material. But Wiefel 1988: 227 objects to this because of the 
material’s similarity to Matt. 23. 

5 In this list, “remark” means a conceptual parallel not laid out as a woe. 
Fitzmyer notes the order in terms of Lucan verses as follows: 43, 46, 52, 42, 
[39], 44, 47. Manson has a similar listing (with a dash representing 
unparalleled material): 46, 52, 42, -, 44, 47—48, -. Interestingly, these two 
lists do not agree, suggesting that it is hard to know where the matches lie! 
Apparently Fitzmyer sees a parallel in 11:43 that Manson rejects. 

13 Given its position Du@v (your) modifies EowBev (inside) and refers to 
the inside of the person, moving from figure to application: “your inside.” It 
does not refer to the later reference to extortion and wickedness as some 
suggest. In addition, there is no need to regard this wording as secondary 
and insist that Jesus kept to the figure throughout; against Manson 1949: 
269. Such a view emerges when one ties the account in Luke 11 too closely 
to Matt. 23 and then tries to decide which wording is original. 

17 Manson 1949: 269 favors the suggestion. Grundmann 1963: 248 n. 8 
argues the possibility for the original saying, but notes that it cannot be 
Luke’s meaning. Fitzmyer 1985: 947 rejects the option. 

30 Note that €x@ntn8noetai (shall be required) repeats the verb of 11:50. 
A key article discussing the options is Chapman 1911-12, with a summary 


in Manson 1949: 103-5. 


32 Matt. 16:19 speaks of the kingdom’s keys; Matt. 23:13 speaks of 
shutting up the kingdom of heaven. Manson 1949: 103 notes that the spirit 
of Jesus’ charge against their lists of requirements might be found in the 
question, “Where is God the King, the Father, the one who rules with love 
and mercy in these rules?” 

4 On leaven as an evil disposition in Judaism, see SB 1:728-29; 
Windisch, TDNT 2:905-6; Manson 1949: 270. 

14 Manson 1949: 109-10 solves the problem by arguing that “Son of 
Man” refers to someone other than Jesus, which is linguistically possible 
but very difficult in Luke, since the title clearly refers to Jesus in 12:8-9. 
Arguments about what an “original form” of the saying said are purely 
speculative and do not show why the current sense is really problematic. 

2 Manson 1949: 270 (who argues that the connection to 12:1-12 is 
literary and that 12:13-21 is a self-contained unit inserted between two Q 
passages) and Schweizer 1984: 207. There is little evidence that Matthew 
knew of the parable and omitted it, despite what Marshall 1978: 522 
suggests, citing Matt. 6:19-20, 25. Fitzmyer 1985: 968 correctly notes that 
Luke alone gives evidence of this account. 

7 Tiede 1988: 233; Ernst 1977: 398; Fitzmyer 1985: 970; Lev. 19:18. 
Manson 1949: 271 notes the similar OT perspective: Job 31:24—25; Ps. 49; 
Eccles. 2:1-11. Note also T. Judah 18-19; Sir. 11:18-19; 1 Enoch 97.8-10; 
Mark 7:22; Rom. 1:29; 2 Cor. 9:5; 1 Tim. 6:10; 2 Pet. 2:3, 14; B. Scott 
1989: 131-32. 

5 Thus, it is useless to speak of the “original form” of this saying, which 


many regard as Matthew; Manson 1949: 113. 


6 Manson 1949: 113 notes that many pagan religions had rituals to 
coerce the gods to provide material provision. 

10 Manson 1949: 114 regards the material as coming from distinct 
sources, as does Grundmann 1963: 262, though they differ as to which 
sources and give no reasons. Marshall 1978: 531 argues for the same 
source, but the distinct wording is a difficulty for that view. Fitzmyer 1985: 
981 argues that 12:33a is Lucan and cites 11:41 for support, but that verse is 
figurative for one’s life and is not similar enough to argue that Luke created 
this saying. In addition, Fitzmyer argues that Luke abridged Matthew’s 
saying, but this cannot explain entirely the distinct terminology. Wiefel 
1988: 241 sees Q and special L material here that Luke combined to answer 
the point made in 12:21. 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238-42 and 
Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47-48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 
180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110-11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 
1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 
coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41—42a and 12:47-48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 
warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 
where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 


is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 


source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 
Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47-48, which others deny have 
such roots. 

14 Marshall 1978: 539-40 lists the options. He holds to Matthean 
omission, as does Manson 1949: 117-18. Klostermann 1929: 139 and Ellis 
1974: 181 regard it as Lucan. On the assumption that one tradition is 
present, the influence of additional source material for Luke cannot be ruled 
out since there is additional material elsewhere in the unit. For defense of its 
authenticity, see the discussion of sources and historicity above. 

24 Manson’s suggestion (1949: 118) of an Aramaic mistranslation is 
unlikely, even though it is acommon position (see Jeremias 1963a: 57 nn. 
30-31). One can argue for a purposely emotive figure without having to 
resort to mistranslation. Marshall 1978: 543 lays out a full set of options: 
figurative, mistranslation, literal, and overliteral translation of the Aramaic. 
The last is Marshall’s choice, following O. Betz 1964-66, who notes a 
parallel idiom at Qumran. In 1QS 2.16, the term means “to cut off from the 
midst of” and refers to those who were accursed eternally (so 1QS 1.10-11; 
6.24-25; 7.1-2, 16; 8.21-23). The idiom refers to those who suffer 


eschatological judgment, not excommunication. See also Weiser 1971: 199- 


200 and Ellingworth 1980. Those rejected like this often have treated others 
poorly or have taken advantage of them (Ps. 37:12, 14, 16, 32). The 
idiomatic background denotes complete separation. 

26 For the various degrees of breaking Sabbath, see m. Sab. 7.1; b. B. 
Bat. 60b; Manson 1949: 119; Schweizer 1984: 214; Talbert 1982: 144; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 992; SB 2:192. 

26 On sin as debt, see Matt. 18:23-25; Luke 7:41-43; 11:2-3; Manson 
1949: 122. The image is rhetorical, so there is no need to argue that God 
cannot be meant, since final judgment is referred to and since no one can 
“pay” their way out of such a judgment. The rhetoric that “someone will 
pay” means that “the person will be judged and held accountable for all the 
sin.” 

7 For example, Job’s friends wrongly but naturally assumed that his 
initial travail was the consequence of some past sin: Job 4:7; 8:4, 20; 22:5; 
also Exod. 20:5; Prov. 10:24-25; John 9:1-3; Plummer 1896: 338; Danker 
1988: 259; Manson 1949: 273. 

12 In the OT, see 1 Kings 4:25 [5:5 MT]; Ps. 80:8-19 [80:9-20 MT]; Isa. 
5:1-7; 34:4; Jer. 5:17; 8:13; 24:1-8; Hos. 2:12 [2:14 MT]; 9:10; Joel 1:7; 
Mic. 4:4; 7:1; Hab. 3:17; Matt. 20:1-8; 21:28, 33-41 = Mark 12:1-9 = Luke 
20:9-16. In Judaism, see Syriac Ahigar 8.35 (Charles 1913: 2.775). The 
picture of caring for the vine makes the figure refer to God’s blessings. 
Manson 1949: 274 notes that in rabbinic literature the fig-tree image often 
alluded to the law, but that is not its referent in this parable. 

14 A cut tree is a common image for judgment: Matt. 7:19; Luke 3:9. 


Manson 1949: 274-75 portrays the fruitless tree as nothing more than a 


“glorified weed.” 

18 The omission of the apodosis is common in Semitic style; BDF 
8454.4; Acts 23:9; Rom. 9:22-24; Plummer 1896: 340. The apodosis in this 
case reads “well and good”; Manson 1949: 275. 

7 On the mustard seed as proverbial for asmall quantity in Judaism, see 
m. Nid. 5.2; b. Ber. 31a; Manson 1949: 123; Michel, TDNT 3:810-12, esp. 
810 n. 1; SB 1:669. Citing Lev. Rab. 31 on 24:2, Lachs 1987: 225 notes that 
the mustard seed is proverbial in Judaism for the smallest size, a stark 
contrast to the strong image of the cedar. Lachs’s citation of Lev. Rab. 31, 
which deals with the production of olive oil, is not clear. Is the mustard seed 
implied in the oil excluded as worthy in Lev. Rab. 31.10? 

22 Manson 1949: 125-26 notes that this saying rules out the idea of 
automatic blessing as a result of Abrahamic ancestry. The opposite idea is 
expressed in Ps. Sol. 9.9-10. Paul’s attitude, as expressed in Rom. 9:4-6, is 
similar to Jesus’ remark. Marshall 1978: 568 adds Mark 9:35; Luke 14:9- 
10; and 1 Cor. 4:9 as being similar in concept, as well as the remarks in 
Luke 1:51-53 and 3:8. One could also add Eph. 2:14-18, though here the 
idea of Jews being excluded is not prevalent. Rather Gentiles and Jews form 
a new community, where those who were far off and those who were near 
are equal. Paul, however, appears to believe that at some point in the future, 
Israelites will believe again en masse (Rom. 11:11-27, esp. 11:12, 15, 25- 
27), which may explain why only “some” are mentioned here as moving 
from first to last. 

14 For this reason Manson 1949: 127 rejects this view, which Ellis 1974: 
191 accepts, citing Luke 11:51; 19:46; Acts 7:47. Marshall 1978: 576 notes 


that when a pronoun is attached to “house” in the sense of “temple,” the 
pronoun refers to God, which is not the case here, since the desolate house 
is Israel. 

3 Manson 1949: 278 notes a passage in Theophrastus, Characters 21.2, 
where the sign of a proud man is that he seeks the seat beside the host. Lev. 
Rab. 1.5 on 1:1 (commenting on Prov. 25:7) has a similar exhortation for 
people to stay two or three seats down; see also Josephus, Antiquities 15.2.4 
821. 

15 Manson 1949: 130 suggests that Isa. 49:6 is alluded to in the parable. 
Blomberg 1990: 235-36 says that the second invitation merely reflects 
Middle Eastern custom, but with all the representation present in the 
parable, surely the arrival of “outsiders” suggests a correspondence in real 
terms. See R. Martin 1976. 

2 Manson 1949: 132 sees the Matthean and Lucan sayings as related. 
Luce 1933: 251, along with most, calls this a Q passage. 

6 Ernst 1977: 448 is hesitant about this connection. Manson 1949: 131 
shows the idiom by citing a late Jewish text, b. Ta.an. 7b, where it is said of 
certain rabbis, “If they hated their beauty, they would be more learned.” The 
opposite attitude where other things are loved more is found in Luke 14:20 
and 18:20-24. 

12 Some see a problem in the shepherd’s leaving behind the ninety-nine, 
but this is probably a detail omitted in the abbreviated telling of the story. 
"Epnynog is an open field, a heath, where the animals grazed; Manson 1949: 
283; 1 Sam. 17:28. On the use of the numbers ninety-nine and one, see SB 


1:784-85; m. Pe.a 4.1-2; Fitzmyer 1985: 1076. 


1 Manson 1949: 284 calls it “The Two Sons,” but the father is too crucial 
to the picture to be left out. Jeremias 1963a: 128 calls it “The Parable of the 
Father’s Love,” a title that Fitzmyer 1985: 1084 likes. Jesus likes to use the 
two-son imagery (Matt. 21:28-31). 

11 So Manson 1949: 287, who argues that there is no need to see 
inconsistency in the parable because the older son is still subject to the 
father; 15:22—23, 29-30 show that the father is still in control. 

18 To speak of sinning before heaven is to acknowledge that one has 
sinned against God; SB 2:217. OT conceptual or idiomatic parallels are 
found in Exod. 10:16; 1 Sam. 7:6; 20:1; Tob. 3:3; Jdt. 5:17; Sus. 23; 
Plummer 1896: 374; Manson 1949: 288; Lohfink 1975. Jer. 31:18-20 
shows the proper attitude of repentance. In Hos. 2:7 [2:9 MT], Israel returns 
to her first husband. 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 181 notes that the average olive tree yields 120 kilos 
of olives or 25 liters of oil. Kistemaker 1980: 231 and Manson 1949: 291— 
92 put the number more precisely at 868 gallons or 3,946 liters, using the 
scale provided by Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.9 857. Marshall 1978: 618-19 
notes that ancient measuring jars found in archeological digs vary from 5 
gallons to 10 gallons. Given this variation, precise numbers are difficult to 
determine, but the number is not as important as recognizing that this is a 
large debt. 

27 In Exod. Rab. 2.2 on 3:1, David and Moses are faithful in tending 
sheep, so God lets them rule the people. Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, tractate 
Bahodesh 5.1-11 on Exod. 20:2 [= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.229-30] makes a 


comparison between overt and secret acts. See also m. ‚Abot 3.7; Manson 
1949: 293. 

40 Fitzmyer 1985: 1096 places Manson 1949: 292 here, though Manson 
really regards 16:9 as a separate application and so belongs to the 16:8b 
view. Luke 18:6 is regarded as a parallel example for the use of KUptoc. 

3 For Luke having Q’s original order and not Matthew, see Manson 
1949: 134; Fitzmyer 1985: 1114; Schneider 1977a: 337 (perhaps); Meier 
1994: 157; and Marshall 1978: 627. Ernst 1977: 469 speaks of Q material, 
special Lucan material, and Lucan redaction. Wiefel 1988: 294 speaks of Q 
in 16:16-17 and of Mark in 16:18. Godet 1875: 2.173 prefers Luke’s 
positioning of material to Matthew’s. However, the warnings are so general 
that parallel traditions may exist, reflecting a variety of settings. 

71 Enoch 102.9-10 shows the Jewish contempt for the selfish rich. T. 
Moses 7.3 may apply to the Sadducees or Pharisees. Lachs 1987: 311-12 
revives Manson’s thesis and rejects the idea that this is a description of the 
Pharisees. On the Pharisees’ relatively modesty means (not every lover of 
money succeeds in being rich), see Jeremias 1969: 259; Bammel, TDNT 
6:901-2. 

11 Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, tractate Bahodesh 9 on Exod. 20:21 [= 
20:18 in njpsv] (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.274): “All who are lofty of heart 
are called an abomination, as it is said, ‘Everyone who is lofty of heart is an 
abomination to the Lord.’” Manson 1949: 295—96 notes that the OT 
describes idolatry in similar terms (e.g., 1 Kings 11:5). Because it is the 
ultimate worship of the creature over the Creator, pride may be the most 


common form of idolatry. 


26 In ancient Judaism, a woman could not divorce her husband, although 
(as Manson 1949: 136-37 notes) if a man were immoral she could compel 
him to divorce her. Manson also notes the exceptional practice of the Jewish 
community at Elephantine in the fifth century b.c., where women could 
initiate divorce. 

14 Grundmann 1963: 333 and Luce 1933: 273, 292 are clear on the 
sycomore/sycamore distinction. Plummer 1896: 400-401 is uncertain about 
the difference and argues that the hyperbole is more natural for a sycomore 
tree. Manson 1949: 141 sees an original sycamore tree, appealing to an 
Aramaic mistranslation and to the use of the term in the LXX as a rendering 
of Hebrew mR (sigmä) for the sycamore, not to mention rabbinic 
discussions like m. B. Bat. 2.11. Schneider 1977a: 347 agrees with Manson 
and cites SB 2:234 for rabbinic images. Nonetheless, many use sycamore 
when they mean sycomore (Fitzmyer 1985: 1143-44 is uncertain). 

6 Manson 1949: 144 never really explains how the Lot material in Luke 
17 entered Q or why Matthew left it out. To his credit, Wenham notes his 
three major problems (1984: 149, 157-65), but seems hard-pressed to 
defend the form of 17:25, 29-30, 31-32. His discussion posits many 
reasons for the presence of some items. The argument is plausible, even 
possible, but is it the most likely? 

9 Fitzmyer 1985: 1168-69 defends the ordinal iav as meaning “one,” 
not “first” (against Plummer 1896: 407) or “very much” (against Torrey 
1933: 312; Manson 1949: 142) or “just one” (against Rigaux 1970: 410). 

2 Fitzmyer wrongly says that Manson 1949: 313 agrees with this 


position. Manson does hold that Luke’s traditional source is responsible for 


the addition. 

9 Manson also notes a wordplay with Aramaic ?1X (‚äzal), which can 
mean both “going away” and “departing life.” 

19 Dodd 1947: 49 argues that all the language is from the OT, as does 
Gaston 1970: 359, citing a catena of verses: Jer. 8:18; 9:1; 6:14, 6, 15, 8. 
Manson 1949: 319-20 cites Jer. 8:18-22, although the whole of Jer. 8:13- 
22, along with Jer. 6:6-21 and Isa. 29:1—4, might also be relevant. See also 
Plummer 1896: 451-52. Tiede 1980: 68-86 challenges Gaston’s view that 
Luke has four stages here: salvation to part of Israel, fulfillment of threat, 
salvation to Gentiles, and the end. He sees a theodicy in Luke—Acts, where 
Luke explains how Jerusalem crumbled and yet Luke argues that God still 
will be faithful by restoring Israel. This is quite possible, though Tiede 
argues for a post—a.d. 70 date for the book, which is less likely. 

23 Manson 1949: 320-21 defends the repetitive sense, appealing to 
poetic parallelism to refute the charge of tautology. However, the pattern of 
19:43—44, where each element is distinct, is too clear to accept the objection 
or Manson’s rendering. 

22 Josephus records that when the temple burned, a bright star 
resembling a sword stood over the city and that comets were visible for a 
year; Jewish War 6.5.1-3 88274-89, esp. 88288-89; Manson 1949: 326; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1337; Plummer 1896: 479. Note also Tacitus, History 5.13; 
2 Macc. 5:2—3; Nolland 1993b: 992. 

36 Marshall 1978: 775 notes that, in Greek astrological texts, ovvoyn 


signifies the dismay caused by unfavorable omens, while Manson 1949: 


332 says that it denotes “bewildered despair.” Conzelmann, TDNT 7:440, 
says that the apocalyptic coloring is stronger in Luke. 

13 Fitzmyer 1981: 293; Marshall 1978: 41; Schweizer 1984: 11; Du 
Plessis 1974: 263-64; Sterling 1992: 334; L. Johnson 1991: 27. NIV and 
NKJV: “things that/which have been fulfilled.” Einheitstibersetzung speaks 
of events that occurred among us and were fulfilled, combining the first and 
third meanings. 

21 So most take it, including Fitzmyer 1981: 297; Creed 1930: 4—5; Ellis 
1974: 66; Schweizer 1984: 12; Marshall 1978: 43; and Kittel, TDNT 1:215- 
16, who cites Polybius 3.32.2; Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and Life 
65 8357. Cadbury 1922a: 501-2 challenges the first two examples directly. 
This view is present in NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, and Einheitstibersetzung. 
NKJV and KJV speak of having a “perfect understanding,” the most 
emphatic of all translations, which is really a separate view. 

27 So Cadbury 1922a: 502-3; Marshall 1978: 42; and RSV. For options, 
see BAGD 77 82; BAA 153 82a. 

35 Fitzmyer 1981: 300; Creed 1930: 5; Marshall 1978: 44. K. Schmidt, 
TDNT 1:506, cites the Lucan usage noted above. In the LXX, dopaAeıca 
normally refers to something that is safe or secure (2 Macc. 3:22), as it does 
in Acts 5:23. Its use in Luke with a verb of knowing points to a 
psychological goal. It refers to knowing the truth, but doing so securely. 

6 Marshall 1978: 56 points out that the material cannot reflect a church 
hymn, since it is clearly directed to the situation. Bovon 1989: 51 agrees 


with Marshall that a nonpoetic approach is best. 


13 Lev. 21:7, 14 discusses the laws regarding priestly marriages and 
restricts the priests to virgins (Marshall 1978: 52). SB 2:68-71 notes that 
this type of priestly union was encouraged; Plummer 1896: 9. For ancient 
Jewish rules of marriage, including reference to some Jewish texts after the 
first century, see G. Moore 1927-30: 2.119-22 and Safrai 1976a: 752-60. 

14 Marshall 1978: 52; Schrenk, TDNT 2:189 8C2c (who notes Lucan 
parallels to the expression in Luke 2:25 and Acts 10:22). In addition, 
Schrenk notes NT parallels: Abel in Matt. 23:35; Lot in 2 Pet. 2:7-8; 
prophets in Matt. 13:17; 23:29; and martyrs in Matt. 23:35. The phrase has 
parallels in the OT (Deut. 6:25; 24:13; Ps. 106:31) and Judaism (Sus. 3; Sir. 
44:17); Nolland 1989: 26. 

15 Isa. 33:15; Prov. 28:18; Jub. 7.26; Hauck and Schulz, TDNT 6:571. 
Marshall 1978: 52 notes that this description for spiritual integrity carried 
over into Judaism; T. Reub. 1.6; 4.1. 

22 On the structure of this verse and Luke’s use of Ey&veto, see Creed 
1930: 9; Klostermann 1929: 6-7; Marshall 1978: 54; BDF 8472.3. 

23 Exod. 30:1-9; Marshall 1978: 54; Michaelis, TDNT 4:264. For this 
narrow use of vaöc as “Holy Place,” see 1 Macc. 1:21-22; Fitzmyer 1981: 
323; Schrenk, TDNT 3:232. 

29 Ps. 110:1; Mark 16:5; Marshall 1978: 55; Klostermann 1929: 7. 
Danker 1988: 29 is wrong to call it the side of divine authority; this is the 
meaning only when one is at the right side of God, though the altar does 
represent approaching God. 

31 See Klostermann 1929: 7 for more examples; Marshall 1978: 55 


mentions 2 Macc. 3:22-40 as a parallel, where Heliodorus, chief minister to 


the governor of Syria, suffers a vision that prevents him from entering and 
defiling the temple. Nolland 1989: 29 suggests that the closest parallel is 
Dan. 8:17; 9:20-21; 10:7, 15. 

34 Plummer 1896: 12; Marshall 1978: 55. The reaction to Orson 
Welles’s broadcast of the “War of the Worlds” is a good illustration of this 
phenomenon. 

37 Gen. 16:11; 17:19; 1 Kings 13:2; Isa. 7:14; 49:1; also Luke 1:31; 
Matt. 1:21; Marshall 1978: 56. On the grammar, see BDF 8157.2; Matt. 
1:21, 23, 25; Luke 1:31; 2:21. 

39 There are three allusions to eschatological joy in this verse: 
yaprıoovran, yapa, and ayaAAlaocıg; Leaney 1958: 80; Marshall 1978: 57. Or 
as Bovon 1989: 55 says, the joy is for the birth of a prophet. His office is 
the source of joy. The joy may well start with Elizabeth (1:39-45). 

41 1 Sam. 3:20; Acts 3:24. On the OT background, see R. Brown 1977: 
273; Fitzmyer 1981: 326; Marshall 1978: 57. 

53 For other OT or Jewish uses of the motif of silence or being struck 
silent, see Ezek. 3:26; 24:27; 2 Macc. 3:29; Marshall 1978: 61. 

60 For this meaning, see Luke 5:22; 7:37; 23:7; 24:16, 31, as well as six 
times in Acts (with a different force); Plummer 1896: 18; Marshall 1978: 
61. 

62 On k@@oc signifying deafness and muteness, see 1:62 and Philo, 
Special Laws 4.38 88197-98; Marshall 1978: 61; Fitzmyer 1981: 329. 

72 Marshall 1978: 62, citing Sahlin 1945a: 96-97. Klostermann 1929: 11 


cites B. Weiss, while he seemingly rejects the view. 


4 This comparative-religions approach was very popular in the early part 
of the century. Numerous parallels have been noted, though none of them 
are exact. For a list of such parallels see Ernst 1977: 76 and Marshall 1978: 
72-75, both of whom note the parallels and argue that such outside accounts 
are not the basis of this account (so also esp. Nolland 1989: 47). This is the 
current consensus, whatever else is said about the material. Machen 1930, 
though now dated, is the strongest critique against the comparative-religions 
approach. 

5 The arguments here are complex, based on a variety of suppositions, 
and thus come in a variety of forms. Schürmann 1969: 56-57; Bovon 1989: 
64-70; and Schneider 1977a: 48-49 have brief discussions of the details, as 
does Marshall 1978: 63. Most discussions center on 1:34, so more detail 
awaits treatment of that verse. Other details related to the discussion are 
treated as they arise in the verses. 

8 Marshall 1978: 76. Marshall’s discussion (pp. 72-77) of the question is 
the best brief treatment currently available, though it is not clear that a 
“birth secret” is present. Nolland 1989: 46-48 also defends a “traditional” 
view of historicity. 

16 Marshall 1978: 65, who cites H. Gressmann through Klostermann 
1929: 13, who in turn prefers °T. Greetings of peace are found in Luke 
10:5; 24:36; John 20:19, 21, 26. 

22 For this allusion, see Marshall 1978: 66; Leaney 1958: 83; Schneider 
1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 46, esp. n. 40; uncertain of itis R. Brown 
1977: 299-300; Laurentin 1967: 115. 


28 Present elements are found in Luke 11:20; 17:21; future in Luke 
13:28; Acts 14:22; future and delayed in Luke 19:11; Acts 1:6, 11. In Acts 
1, esp. v. 11, the answer to the apostles’ question about total restoration is 
found in the angelic promise of a return; see also Acts 3:18-21; Marshall 
1970: 134; Bock 1992c; and Bock 1994c. 

29 BDF 8177, §233.2; BDR 8177.1-2; Marshall 1978: 68; Klostermann 
1929: 14. Luke 1:33 is the only use of the verb in the Gospels with 
reference to Jesus; K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:590. References to his “kingdom” 
are found in 22:30 and 23:42. Despite the absence of this term, regal reign 
imagery is found in several other terms and concepts, especially in Luke’s 
use of Ps. 110:1 in Luke-Acts, as well as in the picture of Jesus’ victory 
over Satan. In the OT, 2 Sam. 2:4 comes closest to this wording; Nolland 
1989: 52. 

42 Marshall 1978: 70-71; Schweizer 1984: 29; Wiefel 1988: 53; Schulz, 
TDNT 7:400; Schweizer, TDNT 6:405; Justin Martyr, Apology 1.33.6. 

44 Marshall 1978: 71 uses the German term Gottgehö;rig to describe his 
view. In the NT, the title appears in John 1:34; 20:31; Acts 9:20; 2 Cor. 
1:19; Gal. 4:4; Heb. 4:14; 1 John 4:15; Rev. 2:18 (C. F. Evans 1990: 165). 

49 Jer. 32:17 MT is close in force to the genitive expression here. So the 
genitive may reflect a Semitic original behind Luke and suggest that he is 
not responsible for the material in the section; Marshall 1978: 72; Danker 
1988: 40; see additional note. 

14 Rom. 8:15; John 1:15; Mark 9:24; Marshall 1978: 81. The dative here 
is a dative of means; BDR §198.4—5. 


15 Plummer 1896: 29; Marshall 1978: 81. BDF 8189.3 speaks of an 
ellipsis in the verse. 

5 Machen 1930: 95-97; Marshall 1978: 79; Schürmann 1969: 79 (who 
argues that Mary is related to 1:46-49 and that the additional elements came 
from the community). 

23 Danker 1988: 43-44; Ellis 1974: 76; Klostermann 1929: 20; Godet 
1875: 1.104-5; Plummer 1896: 33; Marshall 1978: 84. It must be 
remembered that Luke presented the passage as Mary’s words, so he must 
expect them to be read prophetically. Here is another failure of the view 
(1b) that argues for a reference to Jesus’ work in the past. 

27 Fitzmyer 1981: 368 sees a purpose infinitive here; BDF §391.4 
argues for result; Marshall 1978: 85 and Michel, TDNT 4:676, opt for a 
causal reference. 

1 Schiirmann 1969: 96 notes the possibility of a Baptist origin, but thinks 
the source is more likely to be Jewish Christian. R. Brown 1977: 376 opts 
for a Jewish-Christian source as well. Marshall 1978: 86 is uncertain where 
the origin lies. 

14 Exod. 13:3; 15:6; Isa. 5:12; 26:11; 31:3; Ps. 28:5; 1 Chron. 28:19; 
Creed 1930: 25; Marshall 1978: 90. In the NT, Acts 7:50; Lohse, TDNT 
9:431 §C3. Schiirmann 1969: 83 n. 20 notes that only Luke uses the phrase 
“the hand of the Lord” in the NT (Acts 11:21; 13:11; in the LXX, Isa. 
41:20; 66:14). 

2 Marshall 1978: 86 speaks of the Jewish berakd. Berger 1984: 243 calls 
the Benedictus a psalm of thanksgiving, as does Bovon 1989: 96-97. 


3 Marshall 1978: 86; Berger 1984: 243. Bovon 1989: 99 notes that the 
expressions here have similarities to the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs: compassion (Luke 1:78; T. Zeb. 7.2-3; 8.2) and to visit (Luke 
1:68, 78; T. Levi 4.4; T. Judah 23.5; T. Asher 7.3). 

4 The most detailed recent survey of the issues is Farris 1985: 26-30. 
Other treatments include R. Brown 1977: 377—78; Fitzmyer 1981: 376-78; 
Marshall 1978: 86-87; Ernst 1977: 92-94; Wiefel 1988: 62-64; Nolland 
1989: 82-85; and Schürmann 1969: 84-85, 88-89, 93-94. 

8 The shifts occur at Ps. 90:14; 128:5. Marshall 1978: 87 notes that 
Daube 1956: 201 speaks of mixed forms. 

28 Marshall 1978: 92 cites Luke 8:10; Acts 2:4; 4:29 as grammatical 
parallels. 

38 Prov. 12:10; Sir. 30:7; T. Naph. 4.5; T. Levi 4.4; 1QS 1.22; 2.1; 
Plummer 1896: 43; Marshall 1978: 94; Fitzmyer 1981: 386; K6;ster, TDNT 
7:556. The English equivalent term is heart. 

41 Marshall 1978: 94-95. On God or his word as light, see 2 Sam. 22:17, 
29; Ps. 119:105; Goulder 1989: 242. 

2 Major discussions can be found in Fitzmyer 1981: 392-93; R. Brown 
1977: 411; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Creed 1930: 30-32; Schürmann 
1969: 103-4, 108-9, 118-19; Marshall 1978: 96-97; Plummer 1896: 46; 
Nolland 1989: 98-103; and Ernst 1977: 99. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 420-24. Marshall 1978: 107-8 rejects this approach. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 395-96 sees OT influence but rejects a midrashic view. So 


correctly Jeremias, TDNT 6:490--99, also rejects such connections. 


7 All but three NT uses are Lucan: Luke 21:34; 24:4; Acts 12:7; 23:11; 1 
Thess. 5:3; 2 Tim. 4:2, 6; Marshall 1978: 109; Danker 1988: 56-57. 

15 Marshall 1978: 111; Leaney 1958: 96. The appearance of the angel is 
an angelophany, while the experience of heaven is more like a vision; 
Michaelis, TDNT 5:351. 

19 1QH 4.32-33; 11.9; Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 17 
(= Schürer 1973-87: 2.458); Marshall 1978: 112; Fitzmyer 1981: 411-12; 
Jeremias 1929a; Jeremias, TDNT 1:364; Schrenk, TDNT 2:745-50; 
Fitzmyer 1958; Nolland 1989: 109. 

29 Some add an association between swaddling clothes and Messiah in 
Lam. Rab. 1.51 on 1:16, an approach discussed and rejected by Marshall 
1978: 107. 

31 Marshall 1978: 108. Supporting the addition are A, D, ©, Y, family 
13, Byz, and some Latin and Syriac versions. The harder-reading rule is 
against it, though it has wide attestation. 

7 Marshall 1978: 114, very clear on this point, argues for a Palestinian 
setting. That is as far as he goes. 

9 So X, A, B, L, Byz; so read most translations. Schürmann 1969: 121 n. 
180 and Marshall 1978: 116 discuss this textual problem. 

23 Marshall 1978: 120. Bovon 1989: 144 notes conceptual parallels in 
Ps. 31:19 [31:20 MT; 30:19 LXX] and Isa. 64:4-5 [64:3-4 MT]. Nolland 
1989: 120 cites Bar. 4:24 and sees Isa. 52:10 as the key point of connection. 
Goulder 1989: 257 sees Isa. 40:1—5 as the key text. 

29 Schweizer 1984: 57; Marshall 1978: 122. Jeremias in his earlier 
TDNT article, 4:271-72, 276-77, stresses that the dividing point is the 


presence or absence of faith. 

33 John 19:25-27; Godet 1875: 1.141; Hendriksen 1978: 170-71; 
Marshall 1978: 123. Nolland 1989: 122 cites Ps. 22:20 [22:21 MT]; 37:15; 
Zech. 12:10; 13:7; and Ps. 37:15 as conceptual background. 

1 The view is old. Those who hold it include Bultmann 1963: 300; Creed 
1930: 44; Klostermann 1929: 45; Schürmann 1969: 139; Schneider 1977a: 
76; Wiefel 1988: 82; and Fitzmyer 1981: 435-36. About the only one who 
raises doubts is Marshall 1978: 126. Despite the remarks about sources, 
Coleridge 1993: 187-213 is certainly correct that from a narrative 
viewpoint this pericope could not be dropped without substantial loss to the 
infancy narrative. Jesus’ remarks about himself are a fitting climax to the 
prologue. In Coleridge’s words (p. 189), this unit is “the most important” of 
the infancy narrative. 

5 Marshall 1978: 125-26. One can only note the restraint in this account 
compared to the apocryphal gospels. In contrast, the Jesus Seminar puts 
Jesus’ saying in 2:49 in black type (meaning that it does not go back to 
Jesus); Funk and Hoover 1993: 275-76. They see the unit as Luke’s 
production, drawing on the child-prodigy genre, the Lucan emphasis on 
design, and its lack of attestation elsewhere. But these criteria ignore the 
potential of a unique source surfacing in Luke’s research and the evidence 
for the unit’s origins in Palestinian settings (see the discussion above and n. 
3). Its enigmatic expression also reflects Jesus’ style (see also Nolland 
1989: 127-28, who speaks less directly on the issue of historicity in 2:49). 
That this is the only use of dei relating Jesus to the Father speaks against a 


Lucan origin. On the historicity of the entire scene, see the exegesis of 2:50. 


12 Marshall 1978: 127; R. Brown 1977: 474; Jeremias 1969: 58-60; 
Josephus, Life 52 8269; m. Ma.as. S. 5.2. 

1 Marshall 1978: 131 defends a break in Luke’s Gospel before 4:14 by 
noting that Jesus’ ministry really begins at this verse. Schiirmann 1969: 
146—48 sees the break at 4:44. 

1 So Marshall 1978: 132; Marshall 1970: 145-46; Bovon 1989: 165 
(who sees John as a “bridge” figure); Wink 1968: 42-86. Other Lucan texts 
on the Baptist are Luke 7:18-35; Acts 1:5, 22; 10:37; 11:16; 13:24-25; 
19:34. 

12 Against this view is Schürmann 1969: 155; in favor of a wide-ranging 
minstry is Marshall 1978: 135. The reference to the entire region suggests 
that Marshall is correct. 

5 It is possible that Luke described the dialogue in 3:12-14 with his own 
words, but the call for concrete repentance fits the work of a prophet. Ernst 
1977: 143 argues that the question-and-answer style and the theme of care 
for fellow humans are like Luke. However, more likely is that the material 
has a traditional base, since the style is not as Lucan as Ernst suggests. So 
correctly argues Schürmann 1969: 169 n. 53, who with Marshall 1978: 142 
notes numerous peculiarities that Luke does not have elsewhere. The 
Semitisms in 3:7—9 suggest the age of the material; see the exegesis of 3:8— 
9 for details. 

8 Luke uses the singular form of 6yAoc twenty-five times and the plural 
sixteen times in his Gospel; in Acts, the singular occurs fifteen times and 


the plural seven times; Marshall 1978: 138; Fitzmyer 1981: 467. Schulz 


1972: 366 n. 285 is confident the change is Luke’s because of his usage of 
this term. 

13 Marshall 1978: 140; Luke 7:39, 49; 16:3; 18:4; Black 1967: 302. 
Manson 1949: 40 notes that the Semitism is reflected in Luke’s wording, 
while Matthew has a more stylized Greek. The verb &py@ occurs in the 
middle voice, pyoua, meaning “to begin,” thirty-one times in Luke and 
thirteen times in Matthew. 

16 Marshall 1978: 141; Black 1967: 144—45 (who notes other traces of 
Semitisms in Matthew). 

2 Marshall 1978: 146 compares its position to that of €v nveúpatı ayia 
kai mupi later in the verse. There is a balance here. The reference to water 
comes early, while the reference to the Spirit trails in its clause. Both are 
emphatic and the distinction marks a clear contrast not only in content but 
in presentation. 

7 Marshall 1978: 147; Scobie 1964: 73 n. 1. As Nolland 1989: 152 says, 
the argument “proves too much.” Acts 19 shows people whose tie to Spirit 
hope is remote, not intimate. 

10 Though this is its only use in Luke, the construction occurs twenty- 
seven times in Acts; BDF 8451.1; BDR 8451.1.3; Marshall 1978: 149. 

2 See BAGD 691 82c; BAA 1386 82c; Gen. 6:5; Matt. 9:4; Mark 7:23. 
Grammatically the plural ðv is attracted to novnpöv, while it refers back to 
TAVTOV; BDF §294.5; Marshall 1978: 149. 

19 Hendriksen 1978: 218 (who alludes to eternal generation); 
Geldenhuys 1951: 147; Marshall 1978: 155-56 (who more cautiously 


speaks only of amore than Messiah perspective, while refusing to 
emphasize ontology as such). 

20 Marshall 1978: 155—56 links the two positions together unnecessarily. 
One can distinguish between how Jesus saw himself and how a Gospel 
writer chose to reveal that understanding. For example, 2:41-52 shows hints 
of the deeper view of Jesus, but it is not explained until late in the Gospel 
and in Acts. 

6 For defense of a Marian genealogy, see Hendriksen 1978: 222-25. 
Marshall 1978: 162 gives the grammatical refutation of the notion that the 
reference to Joseph is parenthetical, which would make the genealogy 
Mary’s. 

8 Marshall 1978: 162--65 also has a detailed presentation of this material. 
In the following discussion, I do not transliterate the Greek names because 
in almost every case the English name is the same as the transliteration. The 
only differences involve case endings or transliterations that are drawn from 
the Hebrew. 

36 Marshall 1978: 173 notes the options. Schulz 1972: 180 argues that 
Matthew is secondary. 

11 Schramm 1971: 37; Marshall 1978: 179. Ernst 1977: 168-69 sees 
Luke’s hand in many but not all changes. Bovon 1989: 207-8 sees an 
additional source beyond Mark, either Q or special Lucan material, and 
despairs of being able to sort out what came from where, beyond the basic 
elements in 4:18—22 and 4:25-27 originating in the additional source. 


Crossan 1991 fails to discuss this text, a significant omission in a life-of- 


Jesus study. This omission may well suggest that Crossan regards none of it 
as going back to Jesus. 

16 Schürmann 1969: 228; Ellis 1974: 96; Marshall 1978: 181. For the 
wording of the Shemoneh Esreh, see Schürer 1973-87: 2.456-61. 

33 Jeremias 1958: 44-46; Marshall 1978: 185-86, who notes (though 
leaning to this view) that the next is also possible. 

38 Euripides, Fragments 1086, 1071; Oepke, TDNT 3:205; Creed 1930: 
68; Marshall 1978: 187; Cicero, Letters to His Friends 4.5.5; Gen. Rab. 
23.4 on 4:23; SB 2:156; P. Oxy. vol. 1 #1 logion 6; Gospel of Thomas 31; 
Nolland 1979. On iatpöc, see BAGD 369 81; BAA 750. 

39 O’Neill 1959; Luke 4:24; 12:37; 18:17, 29; 21:32; 23:43. On the 
authenticity of these statements, see Marshall 1978: 187-88. Auny, 
transliterated from X (.dmén), means “let it be so.” 

42 For ei yın (in this context: adversative “but”), see Klostermann 1929: 
65; Marshall 1978: 189; BDF 8448.8. 

13 Foerster, TDNT 2:8-9. Marshall 1978: 193 notes this contrasts to 
Jesus, the Holy One, in 4:34. 

26 Danker 1988: 112 (who calls it a demonic effect); Marshall 1978: 
195; Creed 1930: 71; Nolland 1989: 211-12 (who speaks of the presence of 
“demonic force” as opposed to possession). On the idea of rebuke, see Luke 
9:21, 42, 55 (other Lucan uses of emitiuäo are 4:41; 17:3; 18:15, 39; 19:39; 
23:40). 

33 Marshall 1978: 197; Ernst 1977: 182; Hendriksen 1978: 269-70. See 


the exegesis of 4:35a for fuller discussion. Other demonic confessions are 


Mark 1:24; 3:11; 5:7; Luke 4:34; 8:28; Acts 16:17; 19:15; Matt. 8:29; 
Friedrich, TDNT 3:708; Grundmann, TDNT 3:900 §B1. 

6 So hold most scholars. For discussion, see Schneider 1977a: 122-23; 
Marshall 1978: 199; Fitzmyer 1981: 561 (who speaks of L, where the 
postresurrection tradition was already moved back; Luke simply used L and 
joined it to Marcan material); Ernst 1977: 184-85 (who goes on to say that 
Luke is not merely embellishing Mark); Van Der Loos 1965: 670; Schramm 
1971: 37-40 (who sees mostly Marcan material); Dietrich 1972: 25-38 
(who explains why Mark alone cannot be the source). 

20 For Luke’s normal way of naming Peter (“Simon ... called/named 
Peter”), see Luke 6:14; Acts 10:5, 18, 32; 11:13. On the text-critical 
problem that this unique wording produces, see Marshall 1978: 204. A few 
manuscripts (e.g., D, W, family 13) omit Ilétpoc. The uniqueness of the 
phrase speaks to its originality. 

29 If so, the less natural lexical meaning is not necessary; Marshall 1978: 
213; Kelso 1962: 544; Van Der Loos 1965: 441 n. 3. 

9 For a defense of the authenticity of Mark 2:18—20, and thus of its 
parallels, see V. Taylor 1966: 208-12 (who argues that the Marcan tradition 
has roots in an eyewitness and was told to reveal Jesus’ mind about fasting); 
Cranfield 1959: 107-11; Marshall 1978: 223 (though he regards it as 
possible that Luke 5:36-39 may be a separate tradition). Bovon 1989: 256 
also sees a distinct tradition, since Luke’s saying has a parallel in the Gospel 
of Thomas 47, though in a different order (Luke: garment [5:36], then wine 
[5:37-39]; Thomas: the reverse). Teaching through word linkage was 


popular in Judaism. When done with the Scriptures, it was called gezerah 
shewah. 

16 For this view are Schürmann 1969: 296; Hendriksen 1978: 309; 
Wiefel 1988: 121 (perhaps). Against it is Marshall 1978: 226. Bovon 1989: 
261 thinks that any specific allusion to the cross or ascension is unlikely 
and prefers to refer only to the period of the church. The key terms are 
artapdfi in Luke and two forms of aïpo in Isa. 53. 

18 Such metaphors are often called “similitudes”; Hauck, TDNT 5:753; 
Marshall 1978: 226. 

19 Danker 1988: 128-29 and Luce 1933: 136 overdraw the difference. 
Marshall 1978: 227 is more balanced. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

43 Among those who support this approach are Schürmann 1969: 302; 
Vogt 1959; Buchanan and Wolfe 1978; and apparently Danker 1988: 130. 
Marshall 1978: 230 is uncertain of the origin. 

44 For more recent discussion, see Käser 1968; Schürmann 1969: 304 n. 
29; Marshall 1978: 233; Fitzmyer 1981: 610 (who ties it to the apocryphal 
gospel tradition); Wiefel 1988: 123 (who rejects a connection to Jesus); and 


Bovon 1989: 267. 


3 Marshall 1978: 237 notes that Luke may have had an alternate list of 
the Twelve, but he regards the evidence as weak. Schürmann 1969: 318-19, 
323 is confident that Luke had a form of what he calls the “Catalogue of the 
Apostles” (a name that notes the passage’s form), which differed from Mark 
and derived from Q. Bovon 1989: 278 also sees additional source material 
here beyond Mark, since the apostolic list had various forms, as Acts 1:13 
shows. Nolland 1989: 265 speaks only of the influences of another 
tradition. Though he is less certain of another full list used by Luke, he 
thinks one existed because of the inclusion of Judas son of James and the 
absence of Thaddaeus. The differences in the lists will be noted in the 
exegesis. 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2-5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

3 Even Marshall 1978: 247, who is more hesitant than most to recognize 
additions in the tradition, seems to allow that the woes may be an early 
church commentary added to the tradition; he calls the arguments for an 


addition stronger, but without arguing that it is the case. 


11 The closest possibility is the comparison with the priesthood in 
Hebrews, but here only Jesus is noted. Ellis 1974: 112 accepts the Mosaic 
imagery but not the Aaronic; Marshall 1978: 241 regards the Mosaic picture 
as possible; Nolland 1989: 275 argues persuasively against it. Nolland notes 
that the OT texts are a call to keep people away from the mountain (e.g., 
Exod. 19:12) and that the OT mountain setting is not related to teaching. 

14 Hendriksen 1978: 334 argues for this locale; Marshall 1978: 241—42 
calls it possible. Davies and Allison 1988: 422 mention Karn Hattin (Horns 
of Hattin) as another suggestion, but they prefer not to adopt a specific 
location, since for them the Matthean sermon is a collected representative 
sermon, as opposed to a sermon in a single place (see excursus 7 for 
details). Edersheim 1889: 1.524 argues against Karn Hattin. 

18 Fitzmyer 1981: 624, Schiirmann 1969: 322, and Bovon 1989: 286 are 
certain about the Gentile allusion (Luke 2:31-32; 3:6; 4:25-29). Ernst 1977: 
212, Marshall 1978: 242, and Tiede 1988: 136 are more cautious. 

29 Marshall 1978: 252; Schürmann 1969: 335-36. Jeremias 1971a: 239— 
AO notes that these warnings of persecution occur in every strand of Gospel 
tradition, showing their widespread presence and association to Jesus. 
Schürmann notes conceptual Lucan parallels in 11:49-52 and 12:11-12. 
They sound like Matt. 5:11. For a pre-Easter setting, he notes Matt. 10:28- 
31, 34-39; Mark 6:14-29; 11:1-11, 15-18 as giving evidence of pre-Easter 
tension. 

35 Marshall 1978: 258, however, sees a shift of audience from outsiders 
to insiders in this verse; so also Ernst 1977: 224. But see T. Schmidt 1987: 
141. 


40 Danker 1988: 145 still sees this background in Luke. Marshall 1978: 
261 holds out the possibility of separate sayings. 

48 Marshall 1978: 262; Van Unnik 1966: 289-95; 1 Macc. 11:33; Sir. 
12:1-6; t. Meg. 3.16 (= Neusner 1977-86: 2.292); Epictetus 2.14.18; 
Hesiod, Works and Days 352; Aristotle, Rhetoric to Alexander 1446. 

50 BAGD 83-84; BAA 167; Godet 1875: 1.326; Creed 1930: 95; 
Marshall 1978: 264; Fitzmyer 1981: 640; Schürmann 1969: 355 n. 90; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:533-34. 

63 On these plants and the various fruits, see Marshall 1978: 273; Barn. 
7.11; Matt. 7:16; Mark 11:13; 12:26; Luke 20:37; Acts 7:30, 35; James 
3:12; Rev. 14:18. 

68 Guelich 1982: 412, 404; Marshall 1978: 275; Rengstorf, TDNT 6:603. 
For Bpoyn (only in Matt. 7:25, 27 in the NT), see BAGD 147 and BAA 294. 
72 The high number of hapax legomena in Luke 6:47—49 suggests the 

presence of a source. See also Marshall 1978: 274. 

10 Marshall 1978: 281 notes four expressions that are frequent in Luke: 
616, EHAULTOD, AELO@, and Epyxonan TIpüc. 

9 Marshall 1978: 285 notes that Luke 19:34; 22:61; and 24:3 are not 
exceptions to this observation, though he also notes that the final decision is 
still open; Creed 1930: 104. Hahn 1969: 81-82 argues that Luke, though 
introducing the title himself, reflects traditional usage. 

6 For Q as the basic source, see Schürmann 1969: 413, 418; Marshall 
1978: 287; Fitzmyer 1981: 662-63; Tiede 1988: 153; Wiefel 1988: 148; 
Bovon 1989: 369. Those who prefer Matthean priority argue that Luke used 
Matthew. Luke 7:20-21, 29-30 does not have a parallel in Matthew. 


8 Schürmann 1969: 408 n. 8, 409 argues that John’s question speaks of 
kingdom hope in general. John’s question was, “Do you bring the kingdom 
and the promise of God?” This may be a correct way to view the question’s 
force, but behind it must lie a messianic implication, when the other options 
are rejected. This may be why Marshall 1978: 290 speaks of a vague 
messianic expectation. Wiefel 1988: 149 notes two options for “Coming 
One”: an allusion to Dan. 7:13 [Theodotion] with its apocalyptic judge or to 
Hab. 2:3, which at Qumran was used with apocalyptic, eschatological force. 
On Hab. 2:3, see Strobel 1961b: 265-77. 

12 For a figurative force are Fitzmyer 1981: 671, 673-74; Hendriksen 
1978: 395-96; Arndt 1956: 212; Marshall 1978: 294; Ernst 1977: 250; 
Schürmann 1969: 416 n. 53 (who mentions that such a reed, Phragmites 
communis, could grow to a height of sixteen feet). 

16 Matt. 11:10 agrees exactly with Luke except that ¿yœ precedes the 
initial verb in the verse; Mark 1:2 agrees exactly with Luke except that the 
final phrase (€umpoo8ev oov) is missing. Marshall 1978: 295 suggests that 
Mal. 3:1 was linked early on in Judaism (via gezerah shewah) to Isa. 40:3 
by their common use of 119 (pänä, to prepare). 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to areal game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 


Légasse 1969: 299-301. 


8 Jeremias 1963a: 126, 132 opts for either a prostitute or a woman in a 
dishonorable vocation, by which he means either an immoral or a dishonest 
vocation; Jeremias 1969: 303-12; Fitzmyer 1981: 689; Black 1967: 181-83. 
Marshall 1978: 308 notes correctly that the sins seem to be hers, so that her 
reputation is not because of association with someone else; so also Wiefel 
1988: 154, who thinks she is a prostitute, as does Schürmann 1969: 431 n. 
8. 

16 Fitzmyer 1981: 690 and Marshall 1978: 311 mention that no specific 
verb for “to thank” exists in Aramaic or Hebrew. Thus, the sense of ayaTtam 
is something like that in Ps. 116:1 [114:1 LXX] or Josephus, Jewish War 
1.10.2 8198. See Wood 1954-55 and Jeremias 1963a: 126-27. Fitzmyer 
adds that in 1QH the Hebrew verb for praise (17117, hödä) is constantly used 
to express thanks. What is present is gratitude that also expresses 
appreciation and love. 

11 On seven as denoting severe possession, see Marshall 1978: 316; 
Rengstorf, TDNT 2:630-31; cf. Mark 5:9. 

13 BAGD 303; BAA 615; LSJ 669; Josephus, Jewish War 1.24.6 8487; 
Antiquities 18.6.6 8194; SB 2:164; Marshall 1978: 317; Fitzmyer 1981: 
698; Hoehner 1972: 120, 303-5, 317 n. 4. 

9 On the relationship of Luke to Mark, see Marshall 1978: 318. The 
differences in wording show interpretive paraphrasing by the evangelists in 
this material, but it is in line with Jesus’ original teaching and authentically 
reflects his teaching. For major arguments defending the authenticity, see P. 


Payne 1980. 


21 Matthew stresses why Jesus taught the crowd with parables, while 
Mark just notes that the question was about parables and adds specifically 
that the conversation was given in private. The difference with Luke is easy 
to explain, since Matt. 13 = Mark 4 has multiple parables; Marshall 1978: 
321. 

31 Also for authenticity is Marshall 1978: 321. Fitzmyer 1981: 706-7 
accepts the assertion as coming from Jesus but not its placement in this 
setting. For more on the relationship between the Isaiah Targum and the NT, 
especially Mark, see the additional note. For more on authenticity, see the 
discussion of sources and historicity in this unit. 

34 Marshall 1969 notes that the many Lucan touches in the parable do 
not alter its basic meaning. See the additional note for more defense of the 
parable’s authenticity and a critique of Jeremias’s position. 

35 Marshall 1978: 324 and Fitzmyer 1981: 713 take the pronoun in the 
phrase Eotıv ... abt as a predicate, yielding, “The parable means this. ...” 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 21 prefers a reference back to 8:9 and translates, “This 
parable is. ...” There is little difference in the options. Bovon also notes that 
this use of the verb recalls Jewish usage, where apocalyptic visions are 
interpreted. He cites Klauck 1978: 88 n. 273 for details. 

37 Creed 1930: 116 notes that Luke uses both oataväc and é1aBoAoc. In 
fact, Luke uses each term seven times in Luke-Acts; Bovon 1989: 408 n. 
32. It is hard to explain this difference as a conscious change because of 
stylistic preference; so correctly Marshall 1978: 325. 

39 So Ernst 1977: 269. Some see a Paulinist touch here. Plummer 1896: 


220 suggests that the Lucan conclusion in 8:12 may go back to Paul; Arndt 


1956: 230. Others suggest that Luke is using church terminology to make 
clear what Jesus means, a point that seems likely; Marshall 1978: 325; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 713. 

3 Tlapayivopo is probably Lucan: twenty-eight times in Luke—Acts, 
nine times in rest of NT, with three of these being in Matthew and one in 
Mark. The singular form of the verb reflects occasional Greek style in 
agreeing with the first subject; BDF 8135.1a; BDR 8135.1a; Marshall 1978: 
331; Luke 8:22; Acts 11:14. 

4 So also Danker 1988: 179 (with a little hesitancy); Ellis 1974: 127. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 725 rightly rejects this view, as do Schürmann 1969: 470 n. 
197; Marshall 1978: 332; and Wiefel 1988: 162. 

1 This miracle cluster is paralleled in Mark 4:35-5:43; Marshall 1978: 
332-33; Fitzmyer 1981: 726-27; Tiede 1988: 170; Wiefel 1988: 163 n. 1. 

6 Theissen 1983: 100 notes Greek parallels in ancient novels. In Greek 
circles, the rescue involves the appearing of a god; Homer, Hymns 33.12; 
Aristides, Hymn to Serapis 33. Such rescues are the affairs of divinity. 
Marshall 1978: 333 notes a parallel to Virgil, Aeneid 4.554-60. 

5 Arndt 1956: 238 puts all of these events on the same day, while 
Marshall 1978: 335 suggests an allusion to Ps. 65:7 [65:8 MT] and the 
“tumult of the people,” though the verbal connection is vague. C. F. Evans 
1990: 383 notes Ps. 65:5-8 [65:6-9 MT]; 46:2-6 [46:3-7 MT]; Isa. 17:12— 
13, which are less than evident. Matt. 8-9 is topically arranged. 

6 That Matthew may have accompanied Jesus lends credence to the 
added detail of the second demoniac. The extent of the agreement between 


Mark and Luke leads most to see Mark as the source for Luke; so 


Schürmann 1969: 487; Schramm 1971: 90; Marshall 1978: 335; Fitzmyer 
1981: 733; Wiefel 1988: 165-66. Bovon 1989: 432 is so impressed with 
these agreements that he argues that this account stands against the two- 
Gospel (or Griesbach) hypothesis. What could have caused Luke to go his 
own way against Matthew? 

31 Josephus, Life 9 842, describes Gadara as located “on the frontiers of 
Tiberias.” Some of its coins include a ship; Marshall 1978: 337. 

23 Marshall 1978: 346 notes the Lucan terminology in 8:47: the use of 
the preposition 61a with aitia (as in Acts 10:21; 22:24; 28:18, 20) and the 
use of Evortov with mac (as in Luke 14:10; Acts 6:5; 19:19; 27:35). 

24 Marshall 1978: 342 suggests that the scornful Jews of 8:54-56 were 
not worthy recipients of the report on the resuscitation. 

33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445—46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

4 Fitzmyer 1981: 753 is too cautious here. Marshall 1978: 350 is correct 
in calling it “one of the best-attested facts in the life of Jesus,” following 
Manson 1949: 73; also V. Taylor 1966: 302. This tradition contains one of 
the few sayings of Jesus alluded to by Paul (1 Cor. 9:14). 

16 On Kovıoptög (dust), see BAGD 443; BAA 900; Luke 10:11; Acts 
13:51; 18:6. On €xtivaoow (to shake off), the verb used in the parallel Mark 
6:11 = Matt. 10:14, see BAGD 246; BAA 496; Strathmann, TDNT 4:503. 


Even though the tense of the Marcan verb is aorist and the Lucan verb is 
present (Marshall 1978: 354), there is no difference in sense. 

10 The latter option is expressed as the protasis of a conditional 
sentence, as is seen by the use of the subjunctive dyopdowuev with ei pnt: 
“unless we should go buy”; Marshall 1978: 360; BDF 8376. 

3 Dinkler 1971 defends only Peter’s confession and the Satan saying 
(Mark 8:33 = Matt. 16:23) as authentic. Marshall 1978: 365 correctly 
accepts the whole unit. 

1 On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 
563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 
136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 
especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 
change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 
the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 
Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 
(i.e., the facial appearance). 

17 Exod. 23:16; 34:22; Lev. 23:34; Deut. 16:13; Zech. 14:16-21; 
Marshall 1978: 386; Michaelis, TDNT 7:370; m. Sukka (esp. 3.9 and 4.5, 
which call the people to pray to God to deliver them, and 4.8, where Hallel 
Psalms are sung); Josephus, Antiquities 8.4.1 §100. 


1 Marshall distinguishes these oral sources from the presence of another 
written source, which is Schramm’s view; 1971: 130-31. 

3 Bayer 1986: 193-94. Appealing to possible oral tradition, Marshall 
1978: 394 more cautiously notes that péAAei reflects an Aramaic participle 
and thus perhaps the saying’s ancient form. Colpe, TDNT 8:444, speaks of a 
possible “unabbreviated special tradition,” though he also sees the church 
developing this tradition. Fitzmyer 1981: 812 sees Luke’s dependence only 
on Mark, though he has trouble explaining Luke’s abbreviated prediction. 
Bayer 1986: 197 makes a good case against the Lucan short form as the 
original form, arguing that Luke has abbreviated the tradition. Against a 
second source is Nolland 1993a: 512. 

4 Note the passive progressive construction: fv napakekañvppévov (was 
being hidden). Marshall 1978: 394 notes that this construction with amo 
(from) is a Hebraism; Ezek. 22:26; BDF 8155.3. Citing Exod. 7:13-14 
(“Pharaoh’s heart was hardened”), Tiede 1988: 193 argues that the passive 
is ambiguous about the concealer’s identity. Such remarks are usually tied 
to God’s sovereignty (1 Cor. 1:30; 2:6-9). Regardless, the implication is 
that such concealment can be overturned only by attention to God’s 
message. Nolland 1993a: 514 holds out the possibility of Satanic binding, 
noting that by 24:25 the disciples are seen as responsible for failing to 
understand. Nolland may be right. 

1 So correctly Luce 1933: 193-94, who is not averse to claiming that 
sayings are nonhistorical, yet defends historicity here. Marshall 1978: 398 
notes the OT conceptual parallel in Num. 11:24—30. To be rejected is 
Goulder’s view (1989: 450) that Luke 9:49--50 is really a subtle defense of 


Paul before the apostles, a view that looks like F. C. Baur reborn. Goulder is 
right to reject the view that Jesus endorses non-Christian exorcists here. 
They cannot act in Jesus’ name. Luke has in mind those who have 
responded to Jesus and have sought to minister for him. He encourages such 
involvement. 

7 The concept of reception pictures the open welcome to be given to 
others. On d5€€ntai (he receives), see Marshall 1978: 396; Grundmann, 
TDNT 2:51-52. The term refers to friendly reception or hospitality, which 
was seen as sacred in the ancient world and in Judaism. B. Sab. 127a says, 
“Hospitality to travelers is greater than the greeting of the Shekinah.” 
Though hyperbolic, the saying shows the importance of hospitality. 
Josephus, Jewish War 7.4.1 863, refers to how Vespasian’s reception 
brought joy and satisfaction. 

4 Marshall 1978: 405 notes that the Hebrew idiom may suggest a source 
behind Luke’s remarks. Appealing to Ezek. 6:2; 13:17; 15:7; 20:46 [21:2 
MT], C. A. Evans 1987a argues that the force is “to dispatch,” a view 
possible for the term but awkward for this context. In a reworking of this 
article in Evans and Sanders 1993: 93-105, Evans makes less of the lexical 
argument and argues for an allusion to Ezek. 21:2-6 [21:7-11 MT], with the 
implication that with the journey comes not only destined suffering for 
Jesus but also judgment for Israel (he also adds Ezek. 25:2; 28:21; 29:2; and 
38:2, while emphasizing the parallel in 20:46 [21:2 MT]; p. 100). If so, then 
Jesus’ act is like that of the prophet and has a place in the divine drama of 
Israel’s history. This view is possible, but not certain. For a denial of 


judgment here, see Giblin 1985: 31-32. 


9 Plummer 1896: 264 notes that Luke makes nothing of this nickname. 
Marshall 1978: 406 rejects the suggestion of the nickname’s connection 
with this incident, noting that the name is absent and that it is not likely that 
Jesus would give them a derogatory nickname. In addition, Mark 3:17 does 
not say that the name came from Jesus. Nolland 1993a: 536 notes that the 
concern of James and John in Mark 10:35-45 also revolves around power. 
But disciples are to serve. The nickname may allude to their character, 
which is undergoing reformation. 

1 Dibelius 1934: 160-61, esp. 160 n. 1, says that the general nature of 
the remark shows that it comes from the evangelist, but how “general 
principles” can come from the evangelist is not clear. It is the unique 
attestation of this saying in Luke that appears to be the only reason for this 
conclusion, along with its possible use of OT imagery from Gen. 19:26. The 
Jesus Seminar sees these verses as going back to Luke, claiming that the 
saying assumes too much self-identity for disciples (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
316 prints it in black type). But the distinctive behavior and identity are 
already indicated in the first two sayings, which the seminar accepts. On the 
rejection of other attempts to argue that the early church is responsible for 
the sayings, see Marshall 1978: 409, in particular his evaluation of Schulz 
1972: 435 n. 239, who relies on Dibelius. Glombitza 1971 also makes a 
case for Lucan creation. 

7 Fitzmyer 1985: 859 sees the material as a Lucan creation, but coming 
from an authentic saying reflected in a variant form in 10:18. Such a 
distinction is not necessary. Marshall 1978: 427-28 notes the options: a 


Lucan creation, the Q source, or a special Lucan source. He opts for Q and 


notes that the subunit’s historicity is tied to how one views the mission’s 
historicity as a whole. 

8 Fitzmyer 1985: 865 sees Luke joining this material together in anew 
context, as does Marshall 1978: 431-32, who notes the various options and 
argues that both sayings go back to Jesus. 

30 Schweizer 1984: 176 notes that the force is spatial. Marshall 1978: 
422 notes that in 11:20, which uses a different term, 8&vo, Luke clearly 
means “arrived.” On the relationship between €yyiC@ and @8dva, see Fitzer, 
TDNT 9:89, esp. n. 10. Does 10:9 say the same thing as 11:20? It most 
likely does. Marshall does not think the spatial argument is as key as the 
argument of 11:20. For a full defense of the kingdom declared as arrived in 
this verse, see Bock 1992c. For the debate over the Aramaic behind the 
sayings and the difficulty of determining it, see Meier 1994: 432-34, 486- 
87. Luke’s &p’ Duds (upon you) is missing in the Matthean parallel and may 
represent his explanation of the sayings’ force. The present effects of the 
kingdom are clearly in view (10:23-24; Nolland 1993a: 554). Schürmann 
1994: 74 cites 7:28; 16:16; and 17:20-21 as conceptually parallel. 

31 Here ð is a good example of a dative of disadvantage: “against 
you.” Marshall 1978: 423 and Grundmann 1963: 210 note that this is true— 
unless the town repents. The declaration is not decisive, but it indicates 
where the town is headed. The danger of refusal now is that there will be 
refusal later. For more on “shaking dust,” see Cadbury 1933: 269-71. 

46 Marshall 1978: 430 notes that the rhetorical remark is not a denial or 


a rebuke about their joy over their authority; it is a comparative idea. 


Knowing God, or better, being known by him, is a more important source of 
joy; Zerwick 1963: 8445. 

54 Such efforts, beginning with Harnack, regard this verse as too harsh a 
literary transition. This view appeals to the church fathers, who often cite 
the phrase and reverse the position of the Son and Father. Creed 1930: 147- 
48 rightly rejects such attempts because they are without strong external 
textual support; see also Schweizer, TDNT 8:372 n. 276. Marshall 1978: 
435 notes that Marcion and codex N reverse the expression in Luke, while 
Justin Martyr and codex N reverse it in Matthew; for more reversal 
passages in the fathers, see Grundmann 1963: 218 n. 16. 

60 Marshall sees an allusion to the nations in the wolves of 10:3, but if 
so the allusion is negative, which does not reinforce the universal element 
alleged as present here; Jellicoe 1959-60. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 


is less than certain). 


3 Many explain the difference in the Lucan form of the question (eternal 
life) versus that in the other Synoptics (greatest commandment) as a Lucan 
rewording that highlighted the real issue; Marshall 1978: 440-41. 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136—40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25—28 is probably rooted in 


Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 


5 Marshall 1978: 455 sees either two versions or Matthew’s adding to an 
original short edition like that in Luke. These reflect distinct recensions of 
Q; but he does not discuss the number of events. Jeremias 1971a: 193-96 
argues for the originality of the Lucan form and posits an Aramaic form 
behind it. He regards its structure as memorable in an oral context, carrying 
rhyme and a two-four rhythm (so also Meier 1994: 293). Beasley-Murray 
1986: 147 argues that Luke’s version is original in extent, but that 
Matthew’s is closer to the original wording, a view close to Nolland’s 
(noted above). For him Luke’s prayer circulated in Gentile Christian circles, 
while Matthew’s was the Jewish-Christian version. Nevertheless, for him 
the prayer’s roots go back to Jesus. Wiefel 1988: 215 is less certain of this 
attempt to distinguish communities. 

8 Without discussing the settings, Marshall 1978: 466 speaks only of 
different versions of the teaching having reached Matthew and Luke. 

17 A similar metonymic meaning for öpTtog as food, not just bread, is 
found in Luke 7:33; John 13:18; 2 Thess. 3:8, 12; Marshall 1978: 458; 
Behm, TDNT 1:477-78. 

23 Marshall 1978: 461 notes that the asking of forgiveness is 
conditional, meaning that the request for forgiveness assumes that the 
disciple is ready to be forgiving, while God’s granting of forgiveness is a 
work of his grace (cf. Matt. 18:21-35). 

25 Marshall argues for a causative force here (“cause us not to succumb 
to temptation”) citing 4Q174 [= 4QFlor] 1.8 as reflecting the Hebrew 
idiom. So also Talbert 1982: 130, citing Luke 4:13; 22:28; Acts 14:22; 


20:19 as illustrations of this kind of request. 


33 The viewpoint is that of the neighbor concerning the friend who 
makes the request. It is their mutual friendship that is in view; Marshall 
1978: 465. 

37 Marshall 1978: 496 notes five explanations offered for the Matthean- 
Lucan difference and opts for each Gospel representing different strands of 
oral tradition; see also Foerster, TDNT 5:579-80. 

38 Matt. 7:11 refers more broadly in another setting to good things, so 
there is no need to discuss which wording is original; but see Marshall 
1978: 470 for options. James 1:5-8, 17 is conceptually parallel. For ôópa 
(gift), see Eph. 4:8 (where the Spirit is referred to as gift) and Phil. 4:17; 
Büchsel, TDNT 2:166. 

1 In this view, a tighter connection is seen between Matthew and Luke 
than between Luke and Mark, and proponents tend to speak of Q tradition. 
If Q is the source, this is the only exorcism in Q, a point that, by its 
uniqueness, argues for authenticity. Marshall 1978: 471—72 sees the account 
reflecting several controversies and that reconstructing the tradition history 
must be speculative. Fitzmyer 1985: 918 discusses only 11:19 as possibly 
reflecting an early church setting. Detailed evidence for Matthew’s and 
Luke’s being closer to each other than to Mark comes from Easton 1913. 

9 Though in this case the normal Greek form would be BeeACeBovB 
(Beelzebub); Marshall 1978: 473; BAGD 139; BAA 277-78. 

10 Other unlikely options are “Master of the complaint,” “Lord of dung,” 
or “Baal, the Flame”; Fitzmyer 1985: 920; Godet 1875: 2.60; Marshall 
1978: 473; and Ernst 1977: 374. 


26 On the meaning of gBävo, see above and Kümmel 1957: 107 n. 8; 
Ladd 1974b: 65-68; Dodd 1936-37; Marshall 1978: 476. On the verb in NT 
as “arrival,” see Rom. 9:31; Phil. 3:16; and esp. 1 Thess. 2:16, which has a 
similar present-future tension with its reference to the wrath of God having 
arrived and residing until the end. 

34 Marshall 1978: 478 notes that the Lucan image is one of messianic 
war; Isa. 59:16-18; O. Betz 1957—58. 

1 Marshall 1978: 491-93 sees different recensions of Q. Manson 1949: 
96 sees most of Matt. 23 coming from a special Matthean source. Ellis 
1974: 170 and Schlatter 1960: 303-5 see a combination of Q and special 
Lucan material. But Wiefel 1988: 227 objects to this because of the 
material’s similarity to Matt. 23. 

2 Egelkraut 1976: 93 n. 1 argues that the question of 11:38 does not 
match the answer of 11:39 and thus Luke created the introduction (but see 
the exegesis of 11:38). Taking 11:39 as indicating the original setting, 
Marshall 1978: 492 argues that it is Matthew who shifted to a Mark 12 
setting. He argues that Luke does not conflate sources, while Matthew has 
many topical rearrangements; so also Godet 1875: 2.87. 

10 Marshall 1978: 493-94 notes the custom to eat two meals daily: a 
mid-morning meal called &piotov (BAGD 106; BAA 214) and a mid- 
afternoon meal called deinvov (BAGD 173; BAA 346; m. Sab. 16.2). On 
the Sabbath, three meals were served, but a Sabbath meal is not indicated 
here. John 21:12, 15 refers to an early meal with a verb related to Gpiotov, 
so it is clear that this is not an evening setting. Josephus, Life 54 8279, notes 


a Sabbath meal at the sixth hour, or midday. 


23 Matt. 23:29-32 is a more comprehensive statement of this theme. 
Marshall 1978: 501 notes that the vast differences in wording look at two 
distinct recensions of Q, a statement I take to refer to two events. 

25 Plummer 1896: 313 speaks of divine providence. Marshall 1978: 
502-4 distinguishes between the view that sees God speaking in his wisdom 
and one that sees “divine wisdom” like that found in Prov. 8. But the views 
are very close, since Prov. 8 is a figurative reference. 

1 Most argue for Q: Fitzmyer 1985: 953 (12:1 from L), 956 (12:2-9 
from Q), 962-63 (12:10 from Q or Mark; 12:11-12 from Q); Ernst 1977: 
392 (for 12:2-9); and Schneider 1977a: 277. Grundmann 1963: 252 says it 
is “probably” Q. Marshall 1978: 510 speaks of Q material conflated with 
Marcan elements and also argues that Q has various recensions and that 
Luke’s version is slightly different from that of Matthew. Nolland 1993a: 
675-76 sees Q for 12:2-9 and a mixture of Q and Mark for 12:10-12. 

13 On the debate (among those who regard both sayings as reflecting a 
single tradition) as to which saying is original, see Marshall 1978: 514-16, 
who opts for two forms of Q. 

16 Fitzmyer 1985: 966. 1 Cor. 2:7 has a different verb (AaAEw, to speak), 
while John 14:26 and 1 John 2:27 use 616d0Kq@ (to teach). Marshall 1978: 
520-21 defends the authenticity of the concept, citing Beasley-Murray 
1970: 473-74. 

2 Manson 1949: 270 (who argues that the connection to 12:1-12 is 
literary and that 12:13-21 is a self-contained unit inserted between two Q 
passages) and Schweizer 1984: 207. There is little evidence that Matthew 
knew of the parable and omitted it, despite what Marshall 1978: 522 


suggests, citing Matt. 6:19-20, 25. Fitzmyer 1985: 968 correctly notes that 
Luke alone gives evidence of this account. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 973; Marshall 1978: 524; Klostermann 1929: 136; 
Wiefel 1988: 237. Parallels for this concept are common; see 1 Cor. 15:32; 
Eccles. 8:15; Isa. 22:13; Tob. 7:10. Two other Jewish texts are especially 
relevant: Sir. 11:18-19 (NRSV) reads: “One becomes rich through diligence 
and self-denial, / and the reward allotted to him is this: / when he says, ‘I 
have found rest, / and now I shall feast on my goods!’ he does not know 
how long it will be/ until he leaves them to others and dies.” 1 Enoch 97.8— 
10 reads: “Woe unto you who gain silver and gold by unjust means; / you 
will then say, “We have grown rich and accumulated goods, / we have 
acquired everything that we have desired. / So now let us do whatever we 
like; / for we have gathered silver, / we have filled our treasuries [with 
money] like water. / And many are the laborers in our houses.’ / Your lies 
flow like water. / For your wealth shall not endure / but it shall take off from 
you quickly / for you have acquired it all unjustly, / and you shall be given 
over to a great curse” (translation by E. Isaac in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 
1.78). For Hellenistic parallels, see Euripides, Alcestis 788-89; Menander, 
Fragment 301. 

2 Marshall 1978: 527 notes that no clear reason for the difference can be 
given. But Fitzmyer 1985: 978 observes that Luke often uses the verb 
Katavoeo: Luke 6:41; 12:24, 27; 20:23; Acts 7:31-32; 11:6; 27:39. 

4 Ps. 130:1 LXX [131:1 Engl.]; Josephus, Antiquities 16.4.6 8135; 
Marshall 1978: 529; Deissner, TDNT 4:630-31; Fitzmyer 1985: 980; 


BAGD 514; BAA 1041; P. Oxy. vol. 14 #1679 line 16 (where it is a term 
for “wrong”). 

10 Manson 1949: 114 regards the material as coming from distinct 
sources, as does Grundmann 1963: 262, though they differ as to which 
sources and give no reasons. Marshall 1978: 531 argues for the same 
source, but the distinct wording is a difficulty for that view. Fitzmyer 1985: 
981 argues that 12:33a is Lucan and cites 11:41 for support, but that verse is 
figurative for one’s life and is not similar enough to argue that Luke created 
this saying. In addition, Fitzmyer argues that Luke abridged Matthew’s 
saying, but this cannot explain entirely the distinct terminology. Wiefel 
1988: 241 sees Q and special L material here that Luke combined to answer 
the point made in 12:21. 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238-42 and 
Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47—48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 
180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110-11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 
1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 
coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41—42a and 12:47-48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 
warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 
where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 


is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 


source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 
Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47-48, which others deny have 
such roots. 

8 On watchfulness, see Mark 13:33-36; 1 Cor. 16:13; Col. 4:2; 1 Thess. 
5:6, 10; 1 Pet. 5:8; Rev. 3:2—3; 16:15; Marshall 1978: 536. 

14 Marshall 1978: 539-40 lists the options. He holds to Matthean 
omission, as does Manson 1949: 117-18. Klostermann 1929: 139 and Ellis 
1974: 181 regard it as Lucan. On the assumption that one tradition is 
present, the influence of additional source material for Luke cannot be ruled 
out since there is additional material elsewhere in the unit. For defense of its 
authenticity, see the discussion of sources and historicity above. 

15 On the syntax, see Marshall 1978: 540 and Black 1967: 118-19, who 
argue that the Greek structure reflects a Semitic idiom: “If there is a 
steward, ... he will be blessed when.... ” 

22 The stereotyped pairing day and hour is common: Job 38:23; Dan. 
12:13; Mark 13:32 = Matt. 24:36; 25:13; Rev. 9:15; Marshall 1978: 543. 
The NT references allude to the parousia. 

24 Manson’s suggestion (1949: 118) of an Aramaic mistranslation is 


unlikely, even though it is acommon position (see Jeremias 1963a: 57 nn. 


30-31). One can argue for a purposely emotive figure without having to 
resort to mistranslation. Marshall 1978: 543 lays out a full set of options: 
figurative, mistranslation, literal, and overliteral translation of the Aramaic. 
The last is Marshall’s choice, following O. Betz 1964-66, who notes a 
parallel idiom at Qumran. In 1QS 2.16, the term means “to cut off from the 
midst of” and refers to those who were accursed eternally (so 1QS 1.10-11; 
6.24-25; 7.1-2, 16; 8.21-23). The idiom refers to those who suffer 
eschatological judgment, not excommunication. See also Weiser 1971: 199- 
200 and Ellingworth 1980. Those rejected like this often have treated others 
poorly or have taken advantage of them (Ps. 37:12, 14, 16, 32). The 
idiomatic background denotes complete separation. 

25 Note the possible views mentioned in the exegesis of 12:41. The 
Matthean parallel of the hypocrite is enlightening, since a “play-actor” is 
addressed by ürtokpırnc; BAGD 845; BAA 1684. The term may well be 
Matthew’s rendering, since he uses it seven times uniquely (Schneider 
1975: 26 n. 14; Nolland 1993a: 704). Marshall 1978: 544 notes that 
Aramaic X517 (hnp,) can be translated with the sense that appears in each 
version of the account. On false teachers, see esp. 2 Pet. 2:1—2, 13-14, 17- 
22. 

28 On the general nature of the remarks, see Seesemann, TDNT 5:173. 
Others have suggested specific groups: (1) church leaders and laity, (2) 
scribes and Jewish people, (3) Jews and Gentiles, and (4) believers and 
unbelievers. See Marshall 1978: 544 for a discussion of the first three 
options and Kistemaker 1980: 127 for the final option. It is too early for a 


direct reference to the church; so view 1 is unlikely (though the church is 


the audience to whom Luke applies the parable). There are no Gentiles in 
the audience, so view 3 is unlikely. A reference to scribes and Jewish 
people leaves out the most obvious group to be alluded to, that is, the 
disciples, so view 2 is not adequate either. Against a simple division into 
believers and unbelievers is the difference in tone between 12:46 and 
12:47—48. Probably in view in 12:46 are those like Judas and those like the 
Jewish leadership who wait for the kingdom but ignore the master and beat 
his servants. The parable is relevant to Israelites because they perceive 
themselves as heirs of the kingdom. In addition, though they reject the idea, 
Jesus came as their king. His remarks show that they defaulted on their role 
by failing to serve. 

5 This form of mission statement appears at Qumran; Marshall 1978: 
546. 1QH has numerous claims by the Teacher of Righteousness about what 
God is doing through him. Jeremias 1971a: 293 and n. 6 defends the age of 
the key tradition in Mark 10:45, another example where multiple traditions 
are possible with Luke 22:27. As a controversial figure, such statements of 
purpose from Jesus were inevitable (see Grundmann 1963: 269 for a 
critique of Bultmann). 

12 TeA€w suggests the completion of a destined course; Luke 2:39; 
13:32; 22:37; Marshall 1978: 547. 

15 Marshall 1978: 548, though favorably disposed toward Q, admits the 
possibility of distinct sources. Matthew may well be speaking about an 
initial arrival of messianic woe; Isa. 34:5; 66:16; Ezek. 21; 1 Enoch 63.11; 


91.12; 100.1-2; 2 Bar. 70.6; Ps. Sol. 17; Witherington 1990: 122-23. 


16 The verbal complex Eoovtan ... stanepepionevot (it shall be ... 
divided) recalls the noun of 12:51; Fitzmyer 1985: 997; Marshall 1978: 
548; N. Turner 1963: 89. This periphrastic construction is a future perfect 
that focuses on a state of division. 

17 Nüuopn (lit., bride; BAGD 545 82; BAA 1103 82) in this context 
means “bride” to the mother-in-law (mev@epa; BAGD 642; BAA 1295), 
thus, daughter-in-law (Marshall 1978: 549; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1099). 

22 Fitzmyer 1985: 1002 rejects the spiritual interpretation of 12:57—59, 
calling it allegorizing. Such a description says more about his seeing the 
material as derived from Q and reading it accordingly than it does about his 
literary sensitivity. There is no reason to regard this as a displaced saying 
about brotherly reconciliation (so Bultmann 1963: 172), since the 
contextual force is clear. Klostermann 1929: 141 errs in calling the accuser 
Satan (correctly refuted by Marshall 1978: 551). 

4 Tlapfjoov (arrived), from népe (to arrive; BAGD 624 81a; BAA 
1261 81), refers to the crowd’s arrival, not only its presence as many 
translations suggest; so correctly Plummer 1896: 337; Acts 10:21; 12:20; 
17:6; 24:19, Marshall 1978: 553. In addition, &mayyéAA@ (to announce) 
usually refers to recent news; Marshall 1978: 553; Matt. 2:8; 28:8, 11; Mark 
5:14 = Luke 8:34; Mark 16:10, 13; Luke 7:18; BAGD 79; BAA 157. 

6 Comparative napá may be a Semitism; Jeremias 1963a: 141; Luke 
13:4; 18:14; BDF 8236.3; BAGD 611 811.3; BAA 1236 8III.3. The term 
návtaç must mean all other Galileans; Marshall 1978: 553; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1007. 


10 Marshall 1978: 554 argues that this detail shows the Semitic 
conceptual origins of the story. 

13 Deut. 22:9; Judg. 9:7-15; 1 Kings 4:25 [5:5 MT]; 2 Kings 18:31; SB 
1:872-73 §g; Marshall 1978: 555. On fig trees and vineyards, see Pliny, 
Natural History 17.35 8200 and Nolland 1993a: 718. Theophrastus, De 
Causis Plantarum 3.10.6, advises against mixing figs and vines. 

17 Marshall 1978: 555 cites the refusal in Syriac Ahigar 8.35 and the 
small yield in ‚Abot de Rabbi Nathan A.16 (= Goldin 1955: 86). 

5 Luke 5:15; 8:2; 11:14; 13:12; Matt. 8:17. Demonic influence may be a 
better description than demonic possession, because it is not behavior but a 
diseased condition that is the point; Luke 4:33, 38-39; 2 Cor. 12:7. 
Weakness is produced by the evil spirit; 1QapGen 20.17, 21-29; Stählin, 
TDNT 1:493; Marshall 1978: 557. Fitzmyer 1985: 1012 calls the genitival 
aodeveiag (weakness) an Aramaism; see Creed 1930: 183. Nolland 1993a: 
724 suggests that the number eighteen may be conventional (2 x 9 = “a long 
time”); Judg. 3:13-14; 10:8; 20:25, 44; 2 Sam. 8:13. This is possible, but 
not certain. 

3 So Kistemaker 1980: 45 speaks of the same occasion. On Q, see 
Grundmann 1963: 281; Egelkraut 1976: 108; Marshall 1978: 559-60; 
Wiefel 1988: 257; Fitzmyer 1985: 1015. The same linkage of parables 
occurs in Matthew and, as noted above, the wording in the leaven parable is 
very similar. The Gospel of Thomas 96-97 links the leaven parable to a 
different parable, the jar full of meal, which has no canonical parallel. A 
parable of the mustard seed is found in the Gospel of Thomas 20; 


Hunzinger, TDNT 7:290 n. 32. 


5 But so Schulz 1972: 301-9; rightly refuted by Marshall 1978: 559-60. 
Multiple levels of the parable tradition (see n. 1 above) teach the kingdom’s 
gradual growth and contrastive transformation. In addition, even the 
parables of this section appear in various wings of the tradition (Mark and 
Q [or Matthew]), so that multiple attestation speaks for authenticity. 
Jeremias 1963a: 146 n. 68 notes the Palestinian coloring in the parables, a 
point in favor of authenticity. Even the Jesus Seminar accepts the essential 
authenticity of these parables, printing 13:18—19 in pink type and 13:20-21 
in red (Funk and Hoover 1993: 346-47). 

6 Jesus’ introduction of the parable compares with rabbinic introductions 
of similar material; SB 2:7—9; note also Isa. 40:18; Marshall 1978: 561; 
Hauck, TDNT 5:753-54. 

2 Marshall 1978: 563 also leans toward independence for the door 
imagery, though he sees elements of connection with the tradition in the rest 
of the passage and sees Luke bringing some elements of this material 
together. Fitzmyer 1985: 1021-22 sees a Lucan hand in most of the material 
and sees only 13:24-29 as Q material, though he acknowledges that the 
case is not certain. Nolland 1993a: 732 attributes 13:22-23 to Luke and the 
rest mainly to traditional roots, most shared with Matthew. Most argue that 
the theme of presence or entry of blessing brought the texts together (Meier 
1994: 310) and that Luke rearranged 13:28-29 by placing what was at the 
end at the start of the saying. Meier 1994: 311 lists the Lucan order of 
Matthean elements as 9, 10, 4, 5, 6, 7, 2, 3, 5, with four Lucan redactional 
stichs. It is more credible, however, to see a fresh tradition, given all the 


restructuring required of the alternative. 


6 The present participle oi o@Copevoi refers to those who are being 
delivered, but it looks to the future; Marshall 1978: 564; Isa. 37:32; 1 Enoch 
102.7 [variant reading]; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:66; Mark 10:26; 1 Cor. 1:18; 2 
Cor. 2:15. 

12 Marshall 1978: 566 is right to suggest independence of Matthew and 
Luke at this point. 

14 On Bpuyuög (gnashing), see BAGD 147-48; BAA 294-95; Rengstorf, 
TDNT 1:642; Prov. 19:12; Sir. 51:3; Plummer 1896: 347. On kAauduög 
(weeping), see BAGD 433; BAA 882; Rengstorf, TDNT 3:726; Job 30:31; 
Jer. 3:21. The verb Bpbya@ (to gnash) is used as an expression of anger in 
Job 16:9; Ps. 35:16 [34:16 LXX]; 37:12 [36:12 LXX]; 112:10 [111:10 
LXX]; Marshall 1978: 567. On darkness and judgment in Judaism, see 1 
Enoch 103.7-8; 108.5-14; Ps. Sol. 14.9; 15.10; Lev. Rab. 27.1 on 22:27; 
and Exod. Rab. 14.2 on 10:22. Leviticus Rabbah cites Ps. 35:6; Gen. 1:2; 
Isa. 29:15; and Eccles. 6:4 in describing Gehenna’s darkness. Exodus 
Rabbah cites Job 10:22; Ezek. 31:15; Isa. 29:15; and Gen. 1:2. The partial 
overlap of OT texts is interesting. 

19 Ellis 1974: 189 notes that Qumran had a similar banquet expectation, 
but with a very different and exclusive audience, namely Messiah, the high 
priest, the priests, the chief of the tribes, and the congregation of Israel’s 
righteous; 1Q28a [= 1QSa = Rule Annex] 2.11—22. Fitzmyer 1985: 1026 
and Marshall 1978: 568 add other Jewish references: 1 Enoch 62.14; 2 
Enoch 42.5; 2 Bar. 29.4; m. -Abot 3.17; SB 4:1148, 1154-59. 

22 Manson 1949: 125-26 notes that this saying rules out the idea of 


automatic blessing as a result of Abrahamic ancestry. The opposite idea is 


expressed in Ps. Sol. 9.9-10. Paul’s attitude, as expressed in Rom. 9:4-6, is 
similar to Jesus’ remark. Marshall 1978: 568 adds Mark 9:35; Luke 14:9- 
10; and 1 Cor. 4:9 as being similar in concept, as well as the remarks in 
Luke 1:51-53 and 3:8. One could also add Eph. 2:14-18, though here the 
idea of Jews being excluded is not prevalent. Rather Gentiles and Jews form 
a new community, where those who were far off and those who were near 
are equal. Paul, however, appears to believe that at some point in the future, 
Israelites will believe again en masse (Rom. 11:11-27, esp. 11:12, 15, 25- 
27), which may explain why only “some” are mentioned here as moving 
from first to last. 

2 See Borg 1987: 162--63, 170, who notes Jer. 12:7 and Ezek. 11:22-23. 
So also Horsley 1987: 300-302, who calls Luke 13:32-33 part of a “fairly 
solid tradition” (p. 190). For the debate on 13:31-33, see Nolland 1993a: 
738-39, who accepts 13:31-32, but regards 13:33 as a Lucan redaction that 
makes the transition from 13:32 to 13:34. However, the use of dei is too 
widespread in the Gospel tradition to make this conclusion solid (see the 
exegesis of 13:33). In addition, as Marshall 1978: 570 suggests, 13:33 is an 
integral link to 13:32. 

7 Marshall 1978: 572 and Thrall 1962: 20-21 interpret mAnv as 
“moreover.” BAGD 669 81b and BAA 1346 81b see it as contrastive, but in 
this context it is more of an emphatic explanation (§1c in the lexicons). 

8 Although more complex and rhetorical, the Greek expression ońpepov 
Kol QUPLOV Kai TH Exon£vn resembles Semitic references to three days as a 


short period of time; Marshall 1978: 572; Ezra 8:32; Jdt. 12:7. 


12 Bultmann 1963: 114 sees wisdom here. Leaney 1958: 210 cites Matt. 
23:34; Luke 2:40, 52; 7:35; 11:31, 49 as parallels. See also 1 Enoch 42. 
Luke 11:49-51 uses the wisdom motif openly. For more reasons not to see 
wisdom here, see Bock 1987: 120. Marshall 1978: 573-74 and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1034 opt for wisdom terminology, but without Jesus alluding to 
himself as wisdom, since Jesus sees himself as wisdom’s messenger. Sir. 
24:7-12 provides a plausible background. If wisdom is in the background, 
this is the best way to argue for it. Nolland 1993a: 739 questions the 
presence of wisdom here, as do I. 

14 For this reason Manson 1949: 127 rejects this view, which Ellis 1974: 
191 accepts, citing Luke 11:51; 19:46; Acts 7:47. Marshall 1978: 576 notes 
that when a pronoun is attached to “house” in the sense of “temple,” the 
pronoun refers to God, which is not the case here, since the desolate house 
is Israel. 

17 Tannehill 1986: 155-56 argues that Luke holds out hope for Israel’s 
future, citing Allison 1983: 75 as support. Allison argues that Jesus uses the 
standard Jewish form for giving a conditional prophecy; see also Allison 
1985: 157. Marshall 1978: 577 leans this way. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1039 remarks that, even though Matt. 12:11 has a 
similar saying, the rest of the detail is too different to be attributed to Q. In 
fact, it is too difficult for any other shared tradition. Fitzmyer also correctly 
denies that Luke 6:9 is a doublet to this verse. Marshall 1978: 578 sees aQ 
connection as possible. Bultmann 1963: 12 and Lohse, TDNT 7:26, argue 


that the text was a variant tradition created from Mark 3:1-6, but Ernst 


1977: 435 correctly notes that the distinct terminology and motives suggest 
too much distance for this connection; so also Meier 1994: 710. 

4 Josephus, Life 5 821, mentions the position of chief priests. Marshall 
1978: 578 notes this reference, but is undecided on what it means. 

2 As Marshall 1978: 584 notes, the reference to resurrection at the end 
adds an eschatological umbrella to the passage alluding to the resurrection 
of the just (cf. 2 Macc. 7:9; Luke 20:35; John 5:29). 

2 So Blomberg 1990: 237-39; Kistemaker 1980: 193-201; Plummer 
1896: 359-60; Liefeld 1984: 979. Those accepting one parable but distinct 
sources are Luce 1933: 248; Grundmann 1963: 296 (L); Ernst 1977: 442 
(L); Marshall 1978: 584; Tiede 1988: 266 (apparently). Ellis 1974: 194 is 
uncertain. Blomberg 1990: 233-36 has a good discussion of this parable. 

6 See the introduction to this unit. Klostermann 1929: 151 sees Luke 
reducing the servants to one, while Marshall 1978: 588 prefers to see 
Matthew expanding the image. 

7 Jewish excuses in other contexts include Deut. 20:5-7; 24:5; m. Sota 
8.1-6. Marshall 1978: 588-89 correctly argues that Luke’s concern about 
excessive attachment to possessions or family is present. Unfortunately, 
material concerns are dominant. 

16 For the view that this is still a part of the parable, see Plummer 1896: 
363, who incorrectly argues that the final remark here is not like others 
where Jesus is clearly marked out as speaking. Marshall 1978: 590-91 
argues that the host is speaking but is pictured as the Lord. Another 
“hidden” parabolic application appears in 16:8b-13. 


1 Marshall 1978: 591 sees the presence of other sources. Wiefel 1988: 
277 mentions Q, but also suggests that the passage may be independent (he 
sees 14:28-33 coming from special Lucan material). Grundmann 1963: 301 
says that it is uncertain whether the material is from Q or from a source in 
Luke’s special material. Ernst 1977: 447 is also uncertain. The double 
tradition in the Gospel of Thomas 55 (family and cross) and 101 (family) 
raises the possibility of the existence of multiple traditions in the church 
and, thus, whether they were said on multiple occasions. (The Gospel of 
Thomas 98 has a third picture of an assassin who practices by thrusting his 
sword into a wall.) 

7 Marshall notes that Levi’s devotion to Torah is expressed in terms of a 
similar commitment in Deut. 33:9 and 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 15-16. 
Schrenk, TDNT 5:983, defines pioćo as “to set aside for.” 

24 The verb pwpav6f literally means for salt “to become foolish,” a 
personification that shows its total lack of value because it is no longer 
salty; BAGD 531 82; BAA 1075 82. There may be a wordplay on the 
Semitic ?»N (tpl), which can mean “to be foolish” or “to be unsavory”; Job 
1:22; Jer. 23:13; Marshall 1978: 595; Black 1967: 166; Schwarz 1978. 
Nolland 1993a: 765 notes that the figure is based on the result of salt losing 
its saltiness, regardless of whether it actually happens. 

8 TlapaBoAny (parable) is singular, as in 5:36, where it also referred to 
more than one parable. Marshall 1978: 600 suggests that it means “a 
parabolic discourse.” 

14 Marshall 1978: 600-601 has details and notes the views. Bultmann 
1963: 171 and Linnemann 1966: 67-70 opt for Matthean originality, while 


Jeremias 1963a: 40 and Ellis 1974: 197 are convinced that Luke has the 
original form. Marshall is undecided, as is Nolland 1993a: 769. All of this 
assumes that only one tradition of the story originally existed, which may 
not be true, as Marshall notes. Bultmann 1963: 202 also notes a similar 
parable in the later Gen. Rab. 86.4 on 39:2, where one of twelve cows is 
lost; also SB 1:785. 

3 For effective refutation, see O’Rourke 1971-72 and Jeremias 1971b. 
Marshall 1978: 605 rejects attempts to posit a Lucan origin for the parable, 
such as Schottroff 1971 defends. Goulder 1989: 614-16 argues for Lucan 
authorship of the parable, attempting to refute the various cases made for 
authenticity on linguistic grounds by Jeremias, O’Rourke, or Hofius 1977— 
78. Goulder (pp. 611-12) argues that Luke is relying consciously or 
unconsciously on the story of Joseph in Genesis, but the cause of the 
“lostness” of the son in the Joseph cycle of Gen. 39-50 and of the prodigal 
could not be more different. Nolland 1993a: 780-81 correctly rejects 
attempts to split the parable in two. 

10 Rengstorf 1967 suggests as allusion to the Jewish custom of qes;äs;ä 
(1XXP), which cut off from society a member who sold a family heirloom to 
an outsider or who married beneath their social rank (Jastrow 1903: 1407— 
8). There is no indication that such a custom applies here, though 
Rengstorf’s study does show the parable’s social context and background in 
terms of the familial symbolism of the ring and robe in 15:22. For 
refutation, see Marshall 1978: 606 and Bailey 1976: 167-68. 

15 Kepatiov (little horn) was eaten only by the poorest humans; BAGD 
429; BAA 873; a NT hapax legomenon. Marshall 1978: 609 cites a saying 


from Lev. Rab. 35.6 on 26:3: “When the Israelites are reduced to carob 
pods, then they repent.” This food was nicknamed “John the Baptist’s 
bread,” on the erroneous idea that John ate carobs. John’s carob was sweet, 
while this carob was bitter; Nolland 1993a: 783; Bailey 1976: 171-73. 

25 So the passive eve~paiva (to rejoice); BAGD 327 82; BAA 663 82; 
Luke 12:19; 16:19; Acts 2:26; 7:41; Rom. 15:10; Gal. 4:27. Used in other 
passages for eschatological joy, here its meaning is more mundane. The 
participle payövteg (eating) functions like a second verb (BDF 8420.3; 
Marshall 1978: 611): “Let us eat and rejoice.” 

1 Marshall 1978: 614-17 has an excellent overview of the difficult issues 
in this parable. For a historical survey of the parable’s interpretation, see 
Kramer 1972; Ireland 1992: 5—47; and Ireland 1989. 

3 So, e.g., Jeremias 1963a: 45-48. Marshall 1978: 622-23 notes that 
even if, as he believes, this is a compilation, the teaching still comes from 
traditional material. Since he defends the authenticity of 16:13, this seems 
to imply the authenticity of the whole of 16:9-13. Pilgrim 1981: 127, 
however, alludes to the work of a Christian preacher or teacher. Talbert 
1982: 153 is probably incorrect to call 16:8b an initial interpretation of the 
parable, since it is really an observation that produces an application only 
by implication. The phrase but I say to you in 16:9 is the start of the 
parable’s formal application and is not a Lucan expression (Jeremias 1980: 
106). 

9 Fitzmyer 1985: 1100 says that the question serves to advance the story, 
but it does more than that because of the question’s psychological value. 


Marshall 1978: 618 notes that the typical procedure was for the debtor to 


write a promissory note that the steward would keep until the debt was paid; 
cf. Philem. 18. 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 181 notes that the average olive tree yields 120 kilos 
of olives or 25 liters of oil. Kistemaker 1980: 231 and Manson 1949: 291— 
92 put the number more precisely at 868 gallons or 3,946 liters, using the 
scale provided by Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.9 857. Marshall 1978: 618-19 
notes that ancient measuring jars found in archeological digs vary from 5 
gallons to 10 gallons. Given this variation, precise numbers are difficult to 
determine, but the number is not as important as recognizing that this is a 
large debt. 

15 Measures in the ancient world varied somewhat, so an exact figure is 
uncertain; see Plummer 1896: 383 and Marshall 1978: 619. BAGD 445 
places the measure of a cor at 393 liters or 10-12 bushels. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1101 points out that Josephus defines kopoc variously: Antiquities 15.9.2 
§314 says that it equals 10 medimnoi, while Antiquities 3.15.3 8321 says 
four-sevenths of a medimnos—a significant difference (a medimnos was an 
Attic measure that equaled about 1.5 bushels, a figure that seems very high 
and is thus questioned). Fitzmyer figures the amount on Josephus’s smaller 
standard, which produces a debt of slightly more than 100 bushels, but he 
notes that the variation makes certainty difficult. 

25 For a defense of the verse’s appropriateness to this setting, see 
Marshall 1978: 622. 

36 Talbert 1982: 153 calls 16:8b the first interpretation of the parable, 
though this is true only by implication; also Marshall 1978: 619-20 (opting 
for an end at 16:8a). 


3 For Luke having Q’s original order and not Matthew, see Manson 
1949: 134; Fitzmyer 1985: 1114; Schneider 1977a: 337 (perhaps); Meier 
1994: 157; and Marshall 1978: 627. Ernst 1977: 469 speaks of Q material, 
special Lucan material, and Lucan redaction. Wiefel 1988: 294 speaks of Q 
in 16:16-17 and of Mark in 16:18. Godet 1875: 2.173 prefers Luke’s 
positioning of material to Matthew’s. However, the warnings are so general 
that parallel traditions may exist, reflecting a variety of settings. 

16 On Matthew, see Hill 1972: 200-201. Perrin 1963: 172—74 does not 
discuss Luke 16:16b because, in his view, it is a later addition to the 
tradition, a view that grows out of his identifying the two texts as the same 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 630 argues almost single-handedly for a positive 
sense in Matthew: “Men of violence seize at the opportunity of entering the 
kingdom.” This is not likely. 

24 Marshall notes that Jesus’ reference to not marrying a divorced 
person goes beyond what Judaism allowed; SB 1:320—21. 

3 For unity are Marshall 1978: 633-34 and Grobel 1963-64. Bultmann 
1963: 178 denies unity (although he says that Luke received a unified 
story), wrongly assuming that a parable can only have one point. Crossan 
1973: 66-67 and B. Scott 1989: 142-46 argue that 16:19-26 go back to 
Jesus and 16:27-31 to the early church, citing conceptual ties to Luke 24. 
The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 360-62) makes a similar break, 
printing 16:19-26 in gray type (arguing that its roots may go back to Jesus) 
and 16:27-31 in black type (arguing that these verses were added later and 
are inauthentic). For refutation, see Pilgrim 1981: 114-15 and Hock 1987: 
454-55. 


15 T. Job 47.11; 52.2, 5; T. Abr (A) 20.11-12. For the reprobate, a 
satanic escort to hell is also a possibility; T. Asher 6.4-6 (Marshall 1978: 
636 notes that this text is textually disputed); SB 2:223-27; Tg. Song 4.12. 

33 On the phrase “Moses and the prophets,” see Luke 16:16, 31; 24:27, 
44; 1QS 1.3; 8.15-16; CD 5.21-6.1. The combination is not found in formal 
Judaism; SB 4:415-17; Marshall 1978: 639. On the theme that God has so 
revealed himself in the OT that neglect makes one culpable, see Lorenzen 
1975-76. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1136-37 argues that all of the material is from Q, but 
that 17:2 has been influenced by Mark 9:42. Marshall 1978: 640 agrees that 
Q and Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and also sees (pp. 642, 643—44) the rest of 
17:3-6 as coming from Q, though he entertains the possibility that Q has 
various forms from which Matthew and Luke drew. Creed 1930: 215 sees Q 
and Mark 11:23 exercising influence in 17:5-6. Ernst 1977: 477-80 sees 
17:1-3a as coming from either Q or a form of oral tradition that circulated 
in a variety of forms, 17:3b—4 as rooted in Jesus’ teaching, and triple 
tradition (i.e., Mark and Q) influencing 17:5-6. Ellis 1974: 207 speaks of 
Mark and Q in 17:1-4 and regards Luke’s special source as responsible for 
17:5-10. Egelkraut 1976: 120-21 speaks of Q/Mark overlap in 17:1-2 and 
multiple tradition in 17:5-6. Grundmann 1963: 331 suggests that it is hard 
to know if Q or Luke’s special material is responsible for the unit, except 
for 17:7-10, which is L. Grundmann sees its roots in material earlier than 
the versions of Matthew and Mark. All of this assumes that only one form 


of these sayings existed in the tradition and that it emerged from a single 


saying. If this was a theme repeated by Jesus, multiple renderings could 
well exist. 

9 Marshall 1978: 642 ties it to 17:3b—4 by arguing that it is anticlimactic 
if it looks back. In fact, the reminder can be seen as emphatic. 

2 So Wiefel 1988: 305 and Bruners 1977. Bruners also argues that the 
account is Lucan. Fitzmyer 1985: 1150-51 and H. Betz 1981 question the 
connection. At most, it is a form parallel. Betz’s main thesis (1971) that the 
account is a polemic against healing miracles is incorrect; see Marshall 
1978: 649. Meier 1994: 750-51 shows how an appeal to Lucan creation 
from 2 Kings cannot explain four differences in the account: (1) no mention 
of Elijah, (2) no mention of Jesus as prophet, (3) no delay in the miracle’s 
occurrence, and (4) the different kind of miracle in the account (punitive 
versus healing). 

2 Luke 17:23 with Mark 13:21, and Luke 17:31 with Mark 13:15-16. In 
addition, Marshall 1978: 656 notes that Luke 17:25 is often tied to Marcan 
passion predictions and Luke 17:33 to Mark 8:35. 

8 Conzelmann 1960: 105 n. 3, 123 suggests that this speech is the 
“insider” explanation for Jesus’ remarks. So also Zmijewski 1972: 417-19, 
although he acknowledges the possibility of a special Lucan source. Against 
a Lucan redaction are Kümmel 1957: 29; Colpe, TDNT 8:450-51; and 
Marshall 1978: 659, who notes that Luke does not create Son-of-Man 
sayings and that the text has a good claim to authenticity. In addition, the 
criterion of multiple attestation favors authenticity. 

15 T. Naph. 3.4-5; 3 Macc. 2:4-5; Wis. 10:4-6; Philo, Life of Moses 
2.10-12 8852-65; Gen. Rab. 27 on 6:5-6; m. Sanh. 10.3; SB 1:574; 


Marshall 1978: 662; Lührmann 1969: 75-83. In the NT see 1 Pet. 3:20; 2 
Pet. 2:5-7; at Qumran see 1QapGen 6.6. 

21 Marshall 1978: 664 and Plummer 1896: 409 deny the idea of escape, 
arguing that the point is a prohibition against coming down to collect 
possessions; but are the two points mutually exclusive? The comparison 
with Lot’s wife in 17:32 suggests an escape. Nolland 1993a: 861 argues that 
part of the point is a willingness to flee and leave one’s possessions behind, 
which reinforces earlier teaching about how riches can ensnare their 
possessor. 

25 Marshall 1978: 666 speaks of the possibility of different recensions of 
Q. Manson 1949: 145 argues that the Lucan saying reflects Q and that 
Matthew moved it. But is this any better, given the double use of this saying 
in Matt. 10:39 and 16:25, with neither being in an eschatological context? 
Plummer 1896: 409 suggests that the idea was often repeated. If he is right, 
a special Lucan source is just as likely. The theme gives evidence of going 
back to Jesus through such a source. 

29 On dertög, see Lev. 11:13; Deut. 14:12; Job 39:27; Matt. 24:28; 
BAGD 19; BAA 36; Marshall 1978: 669. Aetoc can refer to an eagle, but 
not here, since eagles do not seek out dead meat; Rev. 12:14; 4:7; 8:13; 
Arndt 1956: 376. Attempts to interpret &etög as eagle, recalling the Roman 
emblem that accompanied the invasion of Jerusalem, assume a post—a.d. 70 
date for Luke, as well as suggest an image contextually distant from the 
metaphor here; but so Danker 1988: 294; Leaney 1958: 232; and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1173 (with less certainty). 


13 Marshall discusses the options for the syntax of eig TEXog, which can 


33 66 


be translated “finally,” “completely,” or “unceasingly.” This term can 
describe either when the coming occurs or how it occurs. Does the woman 
finally come? Does she completely wear out the judge? Does she 
unceasingly come? The middle option is more likely. 

4 So the aorist passive participle otaQeic (as he stood); BAGD 382 
81I.1b; BAA 775 8I1.1b. The circumstantial aorist passive participle of 
iotnhi is found in the NT only in Luke’s writings: Luke 18:40; 19:8; Acts 
2:14; 5:20; 11:13; 17:22; 25:18; 27:21; Fitzmyer 1985: 1186. In the Jewish 
world, it was not unusual to stand and pray (1 Sam. 1:26; 1 Kings 8:14, 22; 
Plummer 1896: 416; SB 1:401-2; 2:240; Marshall 1978: 679). 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 141 overstates the parallelism with Pauline usage, as 
do Fitzmyer 1985: 1185 and Arndt 1956: 380. Linnemann 1966: 62-63, 
144-46 n. 11; Ernst 1977: 497-98; and Marshall 1978: 680-81 are clearer. 
Cf. Ps. 51:19 [51:21 MT]; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 12:7; x1Q28b [= 1QSb] 4.22. 

3 There is no need to regard the story as a creation based on 2 Kings 
4:27, but so Bultmann 1963: 32, who also cites a rabbinic story from the 
later b. Ketub. 63a, where disciples try to dissuade Akiva from seeing his 
mother. This approach is rightly rejected by Fitzmyer 1985: 1192 and 
Marshall 1978: 681-82. 

7 This pericope contains no allusion to infant baptism (Marshall 1978: 
682; Schweizer 1984: 285; Tiede 1988: 309-10; and Fitzmyer 1985: 1193 
correctly challenge Jeremias 1960: 54; Cullmann 1950: 76—78; and 
Grundmann 1963: 353), though by implication a child’s spiritual responses 


should be encouraged and accepted. Jeremias notes the use of K@Abo in 


baptismal settings (Matt. 3:14; Acts 8:36; 10:47; 11:17), but in Luke 18, the 
point is blessing, not baptism (against the Jesus Seminar [Funk and Hoover 
1993: 370], who import a baptismal sense here; see the discussion of 
sources and historicity above). 

13 Later Judaism used a similar saying about an elephant passing 
through the eye of a needle to refer to an impossible dream or an illogical 
argument; Lachs 1987: 331-32; b. Ber. 55b; b. B. Mes\;. 38b; SB 1:828; 
Marshall 1978: 687. 

4 Luke often mentions written Scripture: Luke 4:17; 7:27; 10:26; 20:17; 
21:22; 22:37; 24:44, 46; Acts 13:29; 24:14 (Schrenk, TDNT 1:748; Marshall 
1978: 690). 

6 Another stylistic difference may reflect Matthean—Lucan agreement 
but is tied to a textual issue in Mark: Matthew has th tpitn NHEpa (on the 
third day) and Luke has th nn£pa Th tpirn (on the third day) where many 
key Marcan manuscripts read petà Tpeig NuEpac (after three days). It is 
possible, however, that all three accounts agree, since the textual evidence 
for petà Tpeic NUEpac in Mark is largely Alexandrian plus D (the other 
reading in Mark is th tpitn NuEpa; A, W, ©, family 1, family 13, Byz). But 
petà TpEIG NuEpag is more difficult, which speaks in its favor; Marshall 
1978: 690. The variant makes the reference slightly clearer, though for 
Mark “after three days” is to be read inclusively. 

8 The more intensive amoKpUmt@ (to conceal) is used in contrast to 
unveiling (GmokaAUmtw) revelation and the mystery of God’s plan (Luke 


10:21; 1 Cor. 2:7; Eph. 3:9; Col. 1:26). Luke uses the synonymous 


TMAPAKAAUTIT@ (to conceal) in Luke 9:45 and Kpürtto (to hide) in 19:42 
(Marshall 1978: 691). 

3 Bultmann 1963: 33-34 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1219 take 19:8 as a Lucan 
addition, breaking the flow of the story. Marshall 1978: 695 agrees with 
Bultmann that 19:10 may be a later comment, but Fitzmyer sees it as part of 
the account. Schweizer 1984: 290 regards 19:8 as a non-Lucan addition to 
the story, while Luke is responsible for 19:10. Those who see Luke adding 
19:10 often suggest that it is his version of the famous ransom saying of 
Mark 10:45. 

9 This Jewish connection reflects the presence of the tradition (so 
Leaney 1958: 241—42, against Marshall 1978: 698, who sees a Lucan or 
edited comment). 

3 This view goes back to D. F. Strauss (1972: 352-53 [orignally 1840]), 
as Plummer 1896: 437 notes. Ellis 1974: 221—22 holds out the possibility of 
two parables. Marshall 1978: 702 holds that this text supports his two- 
versions-of-Q theory. 

20 Marshall 1978: 708 sees this verse as proof of the secondary character 
of the earlier references to cities (19:17, 19), since cities are not mentioned 
here; but this is merely literary condensing. 

21 Jeremias 1963a: 62 holds that Jesus’ audience interrupted him; so also 
Plummer 1896: 442, who argues that the crowd thinks Jesus is spoiling the 
parable; so also Nolland 1993b: 916-17. Klostermann 1929: 189; Marshall 
1978: 708; and Danker 1988: 309 hold that the interruption comes from 
attendants in the parable. If 19:26-27 maintains the parabolic perspective, 


and 19:27 looks as if it does, then those who react here come from within 


the parable and comment as a crowd to the king. Of course, since the king 
represents Jesus, there is no real difference in sense in the choice. If Jesus 
speaks, he simply gives the parable’s lesson. 

15 That Luke is the only Synoptist to note this praise leads Marshall 
1978: 714 to raise the possibility that Luke uses another source because of 
the unusual combinations of €yyi@ with rıpöc (to draw near to) and nıpög 
with the dative. The latter construction occurs only here in Luke, six times 
elsewhere in the NT (Mark 5:11; John 18:16; 20:11, 12 [twice]; Rev. 1:13; 
BDR 8240.2), and 104 times in the LXX. 

16 In Gen. 4:10 Abel’s spilled blood cries out, and esp. in Hab. 2:11 
Jerusalem’s stones cry out against Israel’s injustice and sin. Marshall 1978: 
716 notes the possibility that creation will speak out against the sin of the 
Pharisees (Jeremias, TDNT 4:270), an option that is less satisfying 
contextually than the standard OT use of the image; so correctly SB 2:253, 
which notes the use of this figure in Judaism: Tg. Hab. 2:11; Midr. Ps. 73.4 
on 73:10 (= Braude 1959: 2.4). 

26 As in Gen. 50:24-25; Exod. 3:7, 16; Job 10:12; 29:4; Wis. 2:20; 3:13; 
1 Pet. 2:12; and 1 Clem. 50.3; correctly Marshall 1978: 719. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1259 does not specify which view he holds. 

8 Plummer 1896: 454 notes other examples of the periphrastic tv 
d16d0KwVv (was teaching) are 4:31; 5:17; 13:10. Temple teaching is 
mentioned elsewhere in Luke 21:37; 22:53 = Mark 14:49; Marshall 1978: 
722. 

9 Aiðov (stone) undergoes reverse attraction to öv (which) and is picked 


up by obtoc (this one) later in the verse; Marshall 1978: 732; BDR §295.2. 


14 Arguing that the point revolves around both the image and the 
inscription, Giblin 1971 attempts to ground the reply in an allusion to Isa. 
44:5. According to this verse, God’s inscription on people is that they 
“belong to him,” a concept that leads Jesus to speak of rendering to God 
what is his. Marshall 1978: 736 is right that this is a correct theological 
deduction but not explicit in the text. 

20 A similar use of Biog occurs in 8:43. The term has a slightly different 
force in 15:12, 30, where it means “inheritance”; Marshall 1978: 752. 

4 A detailed demonstration of the solution to this problem is beyond the 
scope of acommentary on Luke. Marshall 1978: 758 notes that no good 
solution to the transmission question can be clearly demonstrated and that 
the general teaching coheres with Jesus’ teaching elsewhere— which means 
that the material’s core goes back to Jesus. Each of the monographs behind 
views 1-4 engages in detailed analyses of the text and its OT roots— 
something more conservative studies frequently lack. Wenham’s work 
(view 5) is an exception to this pattern, as is that of Beasley-Murray. 

12 On the grammar of tadta & (these things which), see Marshall 1978: 
759. The construction is an anacoluthon; BDF 8466.1. 

16 Even Marshall 1978: 762 suggests that ö16G4oKaAog shows Luke to 
have a public setting in mind, as opposed to a private discussion with the 
disciples (though he notes that 21:12—19 suggests an audience of disciples). 
Nevertheless, the parallel in Mark may well imply that Luke is following 
tradition here rather than using his technical sense for 616d0KaAoc. In 


simplifying his introduction, the specific audience was lost. 


18 Fitzmyer follows Conzelmann 1960: 126; but correctly Marshall 
1978: 762. Danker 1988: 329 notes that the issues of Jerusalem’s 
destruction and the end-time were linked in most people’s minds; one 
suggests the other. Jesus’ answer goes beyond the temple. Zmijewski 1972: 
93-95 suggests that the reference to the “coming days” in 21:6 suggests an 
eschatological setting, since nuEpa (day) alludes to the day of the Lord. It 
must be remembered that any judgment that consumed Jerusalem would be 
seen as catastrophic, so either event—Jerusalem’s fall or the temple’s 
removal—would suggest severe judgment. The disciples are asking, “When 
will that judgment come?” 

21 Fitzmyer 1985: 1337 is against a source. Creed 1930: 255 and Leaney 
1958: 260 say Luke inserted the phrase because he was detailing what was 
sketched in previous verses. Marshall 1978: 764—65 speaks of the great 
puzzlement that this addition has caused and mentions the possible 
influence of another source (also Schramm 1971: 174—75). Perhaps this one 
source had the two eschatological discourses that Luke reflects. But what 
caused the difference? Did Luke or his source supply a clarifying stylistic 
break? Either option is possible. 

25 Against Ellis 1974: 244, a “Christian prophet” is not likely in view 
(see Marshall 1978: 769). If it is, it is only in the broadest sense of forth- 
telling, as opposed to a special group of gifted saints. 

36 Marshall 1978: 775 notes that, in Greek astrological texts, ovvoyn 
signifies the dismay caused by unfavorable omens, while Manson 1949: 
332 says that it denotes “bewildered despair.” Conzelmann, TDNT 7:440, 


says that the apocalyptic coloring is stronger in Luke. 


40 For refutation of France’s attempt (1971: 227—39) to tie this remark to 
a.d. 70, see Marshall 1978: 776-77, who notes that the presence of cosmic 
signs, the force of Dan. 7:13, and the context all argue against such a view. 
Marshall also defends the saying’s authenticity and rightly questions 
attempts to reject the saying because of the Synoptic mixture of OT text (Ps. 
110 and Dan. 7) or by holding that other sayings such as Mark 8:38 or 
14:62 are earlier. Colpe, TDNT 8:450, and Perrin 1967: 173-85 deny 
authenticity; Hooker 1967: 148-59 and Borsch 1967: 361—64 defend it. 

41 Marshall 1978: 777 notes that the antecedent of tovtov (these things) 
is unclear and opts for a reference to the signs, but it is more likely since the 
term is plural that the ambiguity is intentional and refers to the whole 
package (i.e., signs plus the Son of Man). Regardless of the choice, the 
decision represents only a slight difference, with the reference to the whole 
package being slightly broader than a reference just to cosmic signs. 

1 Fitzmyer 1985: 1383 overstates the passage by arguing that Matthew 
and Luke are different. Marshall 1978: 791-92 suggests that the Lucan 
details point to arrangement. 

1 Marshall 1978: 793 speaks of two traditions, one a eucharistic tradition 
(Mark 14:22-24 = Luke 22:19-20; 1 Cor. 11:23-26), the other a farewell- 
meal tradition (Luke 22:15-18, 24-30, 35-38; Mark 14:25). 

2 Fitzmyer and Marshall are undecided about the tradition-historical 
issue. For more on this topic, see Schürmann’s three studies (1952, 1955, 
1957), Soards 1987, and J. Green 1988. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 387-88) reflects excessive skepticism, printing the dialogue 


of 22:15-22 in black type because of the differences in wording and the 


presence of two cups. The seminar believes that there was a meal with 
symbolic acts, but the exact words are “beyond recovery.” This contrastive 
approach amazingly excludes the likely possibility of an accurate summary 
of such an emotive event. 

4 "Qpa (hour) occurs many times in the passion narrative, including 
Mark 14:35, 41; John 12:23; 13:1; 17:1; Luke 22:53. Because @pa carries 
no qualifiers (as in 22:53), it conveys no special sense of God’s hour 
(against Grundmann 1963: 392 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1384; as noted by 
Marshall 1978: 794 and especially Soards 1987: 33). 

13 Jeremias 1966: 156-59 argues that the short text attempted to 
preserve a shortened reference to the initial cup without removing it 
altogether. The short text’s goal was to keep the liturgy secret, an 
explanation that Marshall 1980: 38 rejects. More likely it is a scribal 
reduction for liturgical reasons. 

15 Danker 1988: 345 and Jeremias 1966: 208-9 argue that in preparation 
for his coming suffering Jesus did not drink the wine. Schürmann 1952: 63— 
65, Plummer 1896: 495-96, and Marshall 1978: 798 argue that he did drink 
the wine. 

18 The debate over the original wording of the tradition is complex and 
ultimately irresolvable, since it rests on so much speculation about what is 
likely. Marshall 1978: 804 and Schürmann 1955: 30-34, 123-28 argue for 
originality, Patsch 1972: 142-50 against it. Nolland 1993b: 1047 sees it as a 
later but quite accurate gloss, since Jesus looks to affirm his ongoing 


relationship to them despite his coming suffering. 


20 On the various views, see the summary in Marshall 1978: 805-6, who 
argues that in general Luke’s form is the most primitive, but notes the 
difficulty of the decision. Fitzmyer 1985: 1402 prefers Mark’s originality, as 
does Nolland 1993b: 1047, who mostly follows Ruckstuhl 1980. 

2 Marshall 1978: 808 notes the use of “hand” to portray kind intent 
(Gen. 21:18; Ps. 80:17 [80:18 MT]; 89:21 [89:22 MTJ) or hostile intent (1 
Sam. 18:21; 22:17; 24:12-13 [24:13-14 MT]; 2 Sam. 14:19). Lohse, TDNT 
9:430, argues that “hand” refers to the sharing of the meal; it seems, 
however, that the allusion is negative, since “hand” is a metonymy for an 
action performed by someone. 

3 Marshall 1978: 808 assumes at least two sources. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1408-9 mentions the transposition, but acknowledges the possibility of 
another source. 

6 While recognizing that the two accounts share some similarities, V. 
Taylor 1972: 61-64; Schürmann 1957: 63-99; Marshall 1978: 811; and 
Grundmann 1963: 400 note that Luke does not delay Marcan texts like this 
elsewhere. 

9 Marshall 1978: 812 wonders if ntoınoete (you shall [not] do) is to be 
supplied; cf. BDF 8480.5. 

12 This verse is unique to Luke and reflects an independent source, 
which Fitzmyer 1985: 1412 calls L. Conceptual parallels are found in Mark 
10:45 and Matt. 23:8-10; Marshall 1978: 813-14; Danker 1988: 349--50. 

18 But so Fitzmyer 1985: 1419, who speaks of “reconstituted Israel,” 
and Marshall 1978: 817, who suggests an allusion to the Lord’s Supper, 


along with many others (those who see a tie to Israel include Ellis 1974: 


256 and Danker 1988: 350-51). Dupont 1964: 388 correctly argues against 
this view. This expectation is continued in the question of Acts 1:6-8 and 
the remarks of Peter in Acts 3:18-21. Even later Petrine expectation of a 
new heaven and earth in 2 Pet. 3:10-14, which looks to the ultimate end of 
history, does not remove this intervening stage when God deals with Israel 
in bringing it again into the blessing reserved for God’s people. 

19 Luke uses d£onat fifteen times, Matthew once (Matt. 9:38), and Mark 
and John not at all; Fitzmyer 1985: 1425; Marshall 1978: 821. 

20 Marshall 1978: 821 argues that ExXeino (elsewhere in the NT at Luke 
16:9; 23:45; Heb. 1:12) here means “to disappear,” so the idea is that 
Peter’s faith does not disappear. He avoids ultimate failure (cf. Col. 1:21— 
23). Nolland’s paraphrase (1993b: 1072) of faith “drained away to nothing” 
gives the sense. 

21 Against Bultmann 1963: 267 n. 2, who argues that the original 
tradition did not know of Peter’s denial; but so correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 
1425 and esp. Marshall 1978: 821. 

22 Arndt 1956: 444 speaks of Peter’s “again bec[oming] a believer,” a 
most unfortunate way to express the force of the verb. Peter had this 
position all along. On turning, see Luke 17:4; Acts 3:19; 9:35; 11:21; 14:15; 
15:19; 26:18, 20. On faith as faithfulness, see Luke 18:8; Acts 14:22; 16:5. 
Marshall 1978: 822 sees a possible allusion to 2 Sam. 15:20. 

24 Marshall 1978: 823 notes that the vocabulary is Lucan, but that a 
redaction of Mark is not evident. Soards 1987: 39 overstates a detail here 
and argues that the Lucan Peter states his readiness before the prediction of 


his threefold denial, while the Marcan Peter says it is after the prediction. 


But the initial prediction in Mark and Matthew is of sheep scattered, not of 
the threefold denial. In addition, Peter has two refutations of Jesus’ 
predictions, which serve as a bracket (Matt. 26:33, 35 = Mark 14:29, 31). 
Luke has only one remark (22:33), which comes first. A summary in Luke 
is evident, but a source cannot be excluded, since Luke 22:33 does not 
match the vocabulary of Matthew or Mark. 

26 Arndt 1956: 444 suggests that Jesus communicated that the denial 
would come before morning and before a rooster crowed twice that 
evening. Marshall 1978: 823 argues that this is asummary of Mark. Since 
most assume that Luke did not know Matthew, the question is raised 
whether a summary is present or whether Luke had another source. 
Matthean prioritists simply see Luke following Matthew here. 

33 Plummer 1896: 507 and Marshall 1978: 827 see the idiom here 
(based on Gen. 45:28; Exod. 9:28; Deut. 3:26; 1 Kings 19:4; 1 Chron. 
21:15; 1 Macc. 2:33). Doubt about its presence is expressed by Fitzmyer 
1985: 1434 and Rengstorf, TDNT 3:295-96. 

3 Stählin, TDNT 9:138, 140-41, notes that the kiss was probably seen as 
a disciple’s greeting for his teacher. A simple custom has been transformed 
into a sign of betrayal. Marshall 1978: 835 notes “misused kisses” in 
Scripture (Gen. 27:26-27; 2 Sam. 15:5; Prov. 7:13; 27:6; esp. 2 Sam. 20:9) 
and Judaism (Sir. 29:5). 

5 The style (iöövtec [seeing] at the start of a sentence) is frequent in 
Luke: 8:34, 47; 23:47; Marshall 1978: 836. The direct question with ei (if) 
is often used by Luke: e.g., Luke 13:23; Acts 1:6; 7:1; 19:2; 21:37; 22:25 


(Fitzmyer 1985: 1448). But as Luke 22:67 shows, such a question can 
reflect parallels in the tradition. Luke is summarizing here. 

6 On cutting off the ear, see Horst, TDNT 5:558, and Marshall 1978: 837. 
Daube 1960: 59-62 argues that such an act is an indirect insult to the 
master; cf. 2 Sam. 10:4-5. 

8 The phrase to stretch out the hands looks like Jer. 6:12 but is merely 
idiomatic; Marshall 1978: 838; cf. John 7:30. 

1 Those arguing for an additional source are Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-58 
(but not in 22:54-62); Creed 1930: 276 (maybe); Marshall 1978: 839-40, 
845, 848; Grundmann 1963: 416, 418-19; Ernst 1977: 612-13, 616, 618; 
Nolland 1993b: 1092-93, 1098-99, 1104-5; and J. Green 1988: 276. Soards 
1987: 100-120 argues for a mixture of tradition, Marcan rewriting, and 
Lucan rewriting. The classic study on this issue is V. Taylor 1972. Dissent 
about an extra source outside of some oral material comes from R. Brown 
1994: 581-83. Most of Luke’s changes (e.g., 22:63-65) reflect his style and 
vocabulary. But all that this shows is Luke’s hand on his sources, not 
whether additional information existed. Brown sees the “game” in 22:64 as 
evidence of the presence of oral tradition (see the exegesis). But why limit it 
here, given evidence of sources throughout this material? 

8 Marshall 1978: 844 notes that elsewhere in his Gospel Luke does not 
add the title köpıog to Marcan material. Catchpole 1971: 168-69 argues 
against Lucan creation of this detail (pace Bultmann 1963: 168) and notes 
that otpageic (turning) is common in Luke’s special source (7:44; 9:55; 
14:25; 23:28), although 7:9 and 10:23 may be Lucan or from a source 
shared with Matthew. 


30 Marshall 1965-66: 347 and A. Moore 1966: 184-87 answer other 
objections to authenticity. Fitzmyer 1985: 1459 refuses to make a judgment 
on historicity, calling it impossible to reach a verdict. R. Brown 1994: 514— 
15 says that the conceptually parallel Mark 14:62 “may be close to the 
mindset and style of Jesus himself.” Though he believes there is no way to 
determine this for certain (pp. 506—7), the remarks fit with authenticity. 
Brown even adds the argument that Mark’s “you will see” statement is so 
ambiguous that it is unlikely to be created by the church. 

4 Fitzmyer 1985: 1474 and Delling, TDNT 6:279, note that twenty-four 
uses of rtAfidoc (company) are in Luke—Acts, with only one in Mark and 
none in Matthew. The combination ärtav (or ma&v) tò nàñðoç (the whole 
company) is found in Luke 1:10; 8:37; 19:37; Acts 15:12; 25:24; Marshall 
1978: 852. The idea of leading Jesus to Pilate shows the use of Ayo for 
taking a criminal somewhere (Matt. 10:18; Josephus, Jewish War 6.5.3 
8303; BAGD 14 82; BAA 25 82). 

4 Several terms in this verse are used frequently by Luke (Neyrey 1985: 
78; Marshall 1978: 855-56): ikavög ypovoc (a long time; Luke 8:27; 20:9; 
Acts 8:11; 14:3; 27:9) and yiveran onpeiov (a sign occurs; Acts 2:43; 4:16, 
22, 30; 5:12; 8:13; 14:3). 

6 Marshall 1978: 856 notes Hooker’s view (1967: 87—89) that this is not 
a Lucan creation of a literary detail to make the point about Isaiah. 

7 ®EA@v with an infinitive means “wishing to ...”; 10:29; 23:8; Marshall 
1978: 860. 

4 Marshall 1978: 864 argues that this Semitic idiom means “do not weep 


so much for me as for yourselves,” which is similar in force to 10:20. 


6 Luce 1933: 349 sees an allusion to Isa. 54:1, but since the images are 
so different (i.e., in Isaiah the barren will bear a child), this is probably not 
correct; correctly Marshall 1978: 864 (cf. Luke 1:7, 25; Gal. 4:27) and R. 
Brown 1994: 923, who cites parallels from Lam. 4:4; Wis. 3:13; Eccles. 
4:2-3; 2 Bar. 10.6-10 and argues that Luke received the saying from a 
Sayings source. 

8 Marshall 1978: 865 argues that this motif could be parallel to a desire 
to hide from catastrophe (as in Rev. 6:15-16). The Lucan context, however, 
is not one of relief, and it is not clear that the request in Revelation is any 
different. What those in Revelation wish to avoid is the wrath of the one on 
the throne. They would rather die than face his judgment; Rev. 9:6. 

12 Marshall 1978: 867 suggests that Luke’s lack of this detail argues for 
the presence of another source. On the details of the practice of crucifixion, 
see the exegesis of 23:21. A Jewish victim of crucifixion was recently 
found at Giv.at ha-Mivtar (Nolland 1993b: 1145; bibliography on pp. 
1140-41). 

1 Luce 1933: 354 speaks of Mark plus L. Marshall 1978: 878 and V. 
Taylor 1972: 99-103 say that special Lucan material may appear in 23:55— 
56. Ernst 1977: 640-41 holds that it is 23:50c, 51a, 53b, 54b. Nolland 
1993b: 1162-63 holds to 23:53c and perhaps 23:52-54. Grundmann 1963: 
436 holds to 23:50, 51a, 53b, 54-56. Fitzmyer 1985: 1523 holds to 23:53c, 
56a. Though it could be debated whether certain verses derive from another 
source, Luke seems to have had access to additional material, against R. 


Brown 1994: 1226. 


8 In the Gospel of Peter (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.223, 224), 
ETUO@OKO (to break, shine forth) indicates the approach of Sabbath (2.5) or 
the dawn of day (9.34-35); BAGD 304; BAA 617; elsewhere in the NT 
only at Matt. 28:1; Marshall 1978: 881. Lohse, TDNT 7:20 n. 159, sees an 
allusion to the dawning of the evening star, a view that Plummer 1896: 543 
rejects. 

8 Dillon 1978: 21-22, who sees Lucan editorial work throughout the 
resurrection narrative, accepts an outside source here. Luce 1933: 358 says, 
“Very little in these verses (3-5) ... suggests that Luke is using Mark.” 
Marshall 1978: 885 argues that the Johannine parallel shows the traditional 
point of contact. 

11 Za (to live) is an important NT term. The key Lucan uses are Luke 
24:23; Acts 1:3; 25:19; cf. Mark 16:11; Luke 10:28; 15:32; 20:38; Acts 
9:41; Gal. 2:20; Heb. 7:25; 1 Pet. 3:18 (C@omolew, to make alive); Rev. 
1:18; Marshall 1978: 885; Bode 1970: 62. 

20 Dillon’s effort (1978: 149-51) to find a connection with John 21:9-13 
seems forced. The catch of fish outdoors in the Sea of Galilee does not 
equal a meal indoors near Jerusalem. Only the motif of a shared meal is the 
same (Behm, TDNT 1:477; Marshall 1978: 898). Another post-resurrection 
meal occurs in Luke 24:41-43 and Mark 16:14 (if it is original). 

23 "Agavtoc is used in 2 Macc. 3:34 of angels and in Greco-Roman 
literature of disappearing gods: Euripides, Orestes 1496; Euripides, Helen 
605-6; Virgil, Aeneid 9.656-58; Creed 1930: 297; Marshall 1978: 898; 
Danker 1988: 394; Klostermann 1929: 238; Grundmann 1963: 447. On 


departures of transcendent or transported figures, see Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; 
Acts 10:7; 12:10; and esp. 8:39; Nolland 1993b: 1206. 

24 The distributive singular Kapöla indicates that the heart burned in 
each of them; Marshall 1978: 898; Col. 3:16; BDF 8140. The periphrastic 
idiom pictures a running emotion; Plummer 1896: 557-58. On the sense of 
Kapdia in Luke, see 1:51, 66; 2:19, 35, 51; 3:15; 5:22; 9:47; 24:25; Tiede 
1988: 437. 

13 ’Ev8ade is a Lucan term (Acts 10:18; 16:28; 17:6; 25:17, 24); the only 
use outside Luke’s writings is twice in John 4:15-16; Plummer 1896: 560; 
Marshall 1978: 903. 

18 The meaning of oÖtwg is not clear (Marshall 1978: 905). Fitzmyer 
1985: 1583 argues that it means “so” the Scripture speaks, referring to the 
manner of the message and thus focusing on its content. It could also be 
causative (Klostermann 1929: 242, pointing to 24:26), thus meaning 
“because” the Scripture must be fulfilled. Either possibility makes good 
sense; the second emphasizes design a little more. 

22 “Ewe is a general reference to “the area of,” especially when 
combined with €€@ (outside); BDR 8239.3.3; Acts 17:14; 21:5; 26:11; Gen. 
38:1; Ezek. 48:1; Marshall 1978: 908. But €€@ is textually disputed; see the 
additional note. 

2 Jeremias 1966: 15-84 deals with various aspects of this issue. Other 
key studies include Hoehner 1977: 74—90; Marshall 1980: 30—75 (which 
has the advantage of assessing Jeremias’s claims); Jaubert 1965; Blinzler 


1958; and R. Brown 1962b. For bibliography, see Nolland 1993b: 1035—40. 


4 Marshall 1980: 65-66 regards this series of events as the most 
problematic reference, but he also notes that it is equally problematic for the 
day before Passover. On the historicity of the Roman setting and trial 
customs as tied to the governor’s assize, see Kinman 1991. 

7 This is the best option to Marshall, though it is not without problems — 
mainly that it requires slaughtering on two consecutive days, when no direct 
evidence suggests such was the case. 

9 See McArthur 1960: 105-27; Carson 1984: 126-27; Jeremias 1963b: 
1-12, 19-23; Hunter 1965: 107-11; Toussaint 1980: 86-94; Bauman 1985; 
and J. Martin 1986. 

10 J. Martin 1986: 47—48. Martin’s list of reasons is longer than mine, 
but his other reasons are more supportive than decisive. See J. Martin 1992 
for an updated defense. 

17 Any charge today that dispensationalism sees two ways of salvation 
or sees too great a law/grace contrast in the sermon grossly misrepresents 
where many of its adherents are now. Such a monolithic view of 
dispensationalism fails to see the variations that have long been a part of 
this approach. Gerstner 1991 irresponsibly engages in such confusion and 
minimizes the significance of such differences, which dispensationalists like 
C. C. Ryrie and J. D. Pentecost have long noted. Gerstner’s charge of 
antinomianism is a distortion that warps his ability to appreciate the 
distinctions in the movement. The charge also underestimates the 
significance of the current discussion about the function of the law within 
covenant theology, as well as its debate with theonomy; see D. Turner 1991; 


J. Martin 1986; and J. Martin 1992. 


15 Manson 1949: 130 suggests that Isa. 49:6 is alluded to in the parable. 
Blomberg 1990: 235-36 says that the second invitation merely reflects 
Middle Eastern custom, but with all the representation present in the 
parable, surely the arrival of “outsiders” suggests a correspondence in real 
terms. See R. Martin 1976. 

11 Creed 1930: 218-19; Sneed 1962; Dalman 1909: 145-47; Dodd 1961: 
62-63 (who later switched to view 2). See Mattill 1979: 193 and Beasley- 
Murray 1986: 101 for details on the Gospel of Thomas, Origen, 
Chrysostom, Athanasius, Ambrose, Jerome, and Luther. 

12 So Leaney 1958: 230; Fitzmyer 1985: 1161-62; Mattill 1979: 201; 
Roberts 1948; Rüstow 1960; Cadbury 1950; Tertullian, Against Marcion 
4.35.12. Beasley-Murray 1986: 102-3 takes this view, though he fails to 
evaluate this option when it is taken with a present force. Riesenfeld 1949 
does not mention the evidence from Aquila noted in n. 13 below—a grave 
omission—in arguing that “in your midst” is not possible. Schlosser 1980: 
1.202—4 argues that “in one’s power” is a possible first-century meaning, 
but he opts for “in the midst of.” His discussion is the latest careful 
examination of the evidence. 

13 Jeremias 1980: 266 attributes this digression from Luke’s common 
expression to the presence of a traditional source. Also, Mattill 1979: 197 
notes that, since the Greek versions variously translate Exod. 34:9 with &v 
HEo@ (Theodotion, Symmachus) and Evtöc (Aquila), the phrases can be 
synonymous (Field 1875: 1.144). Beasley-Murray 1986: 101-2 adds a 
similar example from Exod. 17:7 (Field 1875: 1.111). Note also 
Symmachus in Lam. 1:3 and Ps. 87:6 LXX [88:6 Engl.] (Field 1875: 747, 


239). Meier 1994: 479 notes that this translation appears in the literal 
Aquila and the more idiomatic Symmachus, making the meaning of Evtög 
clear. These ancient texts show that “in the midst” is a well-attested sense 
for the term. 

14 Mattill 1979: 198-201 lays out the reasoning and opts for a sense of 
“the kingdom will be among you and be in your power to grasp”—an 
example of the semantic error of totality transfer, since he gives two 
meanings to one term. 

45 Mattill 1979: 97-100 surveys each NT use of ñ yeveà aütn and opts 
for the usual sense of view 1. He does not, however, give any indication of 
the debate over 16:8; see also Jeremias 1971a: 135. Jesus’ speech most 
likely would have been in Aramaic, which makes the Semitic point relevant, 
but only if one assumes a term-for-term rendering. A sense-rendering of 
Jesus’ discourse would escape this objection. 

20 Grundmann, TDNT 3:545, though he overemphasizes baptism here. 
The fruit is submission to God through repentance, which in turn is 
productive; also Behm, TDNT 4:1001. The presence of more than one tree 
argues against seeing trees as a corporate image equal to Israel, as Maurer, 
TDNT 6:988 84a, holds. What John says about the day of judgment applies 
to any unproductive person, though it is clear that John’s audience is a 
Jewish one. 

10 Ezek. 1:1; Isa. 24:18; 64:1 [63:19 MT]; Gen. 7:11; Mal. 3:10; 3 Macc. 
6:18; T. Levi 2.6-8; esp. 18.6-7 (a Christian interpolation?); Apocryphon of 
John 47.30; Maurer, TDNT 7:962; Schweizer 1984: 78; Bovon 1989: 180 n. 


66; Godet 1875: 1.186-87 (who also treats the Synoptics’ relationship to the 
account in John’s Gospel). 

31 Maurer, TDNT 8:161; Schrage, TDNT 8:288 n. 129; Lohse, TDNT 
9:431-32 §C4. In the Marcan examples, this is often requested of Jesus; 
Nolland 1989: 213. 

20 Luke alone refers explicitly to the cloth as katvoc, which here means 
“unused.” He uses the term three times in the verse, so it has a touch of 
emphasis. I translated it “new” to keep the parallelism and linkage clear. It 
usually refers to a qualitative newness; Bovon 1989: 263. So here it means a 
new and better teaching. Luke returns to the use of véoc in 5:37-38 in 
agreement with the Synoptic parallels; Behm, TDNT 3:448; Matt. 9:17; 
Luke 22:20. On this metaphor, see Maurer, TDNT 7:961 84a. 

29 On aitéœ meaning much is “asked” ethically of someone, see Stählin, 
TDNT 1:191. In the financial realm, the term can indicate the “payment 
asked” by someone (on the similar use of (nt&o [to seek], see Greeven, 
TDNT 2:892 81). A similar commercial term is napatiðnpı (to commit or 
deposit) (Maurer, TDNT 8:163). The verse emphasizes ethical responsibility 
and uses imagery that compares such responsibility to fiscal responsibility. 

15 SB 1:96-97; 2:154; Lam. Rab. 1.23 on 1:2; Legah Tob on Num. 
24:17 (2.129b, 130a) (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 3389-90); Pesikta 
Rabbati 29/30B.4 (= Braude 1968: 587-90). On the OT roots of the concept 
of renewal in the wilderness, see Ezek. 20:33-38; Hos. 2:14-23 [2:16-25 
MT]; Nolland 1989: 143; Mauser 1963. 

30 Schweizer 1984: 176 notes that the force is spatial. Marshall 1978: 


422 notes that in 11:20, which uses a different term, g8&vo, Luke clearly 


means “arrived.” On the relationship between €yyiC@ and @8dva, see Fitzer, 
TDNT 9:89, esp. n. 10. Does 10:9 say the same thing as 11:20? It most 
likely does. Marshall does not think the spatial argument is as key as the 
argument of 11:20. For a full defense of the kingdom declared as arrived in 
this verse, see Bock 1992c. For the debate over the Aramaic behind the 
sayings and the difficulty of determining it, see Meier 1994: 432-34, 486- 
87. Luke’s €@’ Dud (upon you) is missing in the Matthean parallel and may 
represent his explanation of the sayings’ force. The present effects of the 
kingdom are clearly in view (10:23-24; Nolland 1993a: 554). Schürmann 
1994: 74 cites 7:28; 16:16; and 17:20-21 as conceptually parallel. 

56 For the options, see Meier 1994: 489-90, who opts for a Matthean 
change to “righteous” because of Matt. 10:41 and 23:29 and because “kings 
and prophets” is a more natural combination. If a change is made from one 
tradition, this direction makes more sense than Luke’s making the change. 

1 Ellis 1974: 163-64 attributes the original context to Luke, a view that 
is possible only if the Sermon on the Mount is a Matthean topical sermon 
(which, though possible, is not likely). In favor of one occasion or point of 
origin are Manson 1949: 265; Godet 1875: 2.47; Zahn 1920: 448-49 
(favoring a view like Ellis’s); Schneider 1977a: 256; and Wiefel 1988: 215. 
A good summary of recent discussion may be found in Meier 1994: 291- 
93, 353-57. Meier sees Luke as reflecting the original size and structure of 
the prayer, with Matthew expanding the petitions and Luke altering some 
wording. But unlike many, he sees two versions in circulation. The Jesus 


Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 325-27) sees Q as the source, with 


Matthew making additions and Luke introducing some changes in 
vocabulary. The seminar’s view of these details parallels many critics. 

5 Marshall 1978: 455 sees either two versions or Matthew’s adding to an 
original short edition like that in Luke. These reflect distinct recensions of 
Q; but he does not discuss the number of events. Jeremias 1971a: 193-96 
argues for the originality of the Lucan form and posits an Aramaic form 
behind it. He regards its structure as memorable in an oral context, carrying 
rhyme and a two-four rhythm (so also Meier 1994: 293). Beasley-Murray 
1986: 147 argues that Luke’s version is original in extent, but that 
Matthew’s is closer to the original wording, a view close to Nolland’s 
(noted above). For him Luke’s prayer circulated in Gentile Christian circles, 
while Matthew’s was the Jewish-Christian version. Nevertheless, for him 
the prayer’s roots go back to Jesus. Wiefel 1988: 215 is less certain of this 
attempt to distinguish communities. 

3 Twelftree 1993 gives a detailed survey of the texts involving Jesus as 
exorcist. After a careful study, he concludes: “The first result we can record 
from our study is that we are able unhesitatingly to support the view that 
Jesus was an exorcist” (p. 225). This theme is too widely attested in the 
sources to be denied. Meier 1994: 646-77 is more circumspect in his 
approach to the seven NT exorcisms, rating some as having historical roots: 
the possessed boy (Mark 9:14-29 = Matt. 17:14-21 = Luke 9:37-43a), 
Mary Magdalene (Luke 8:2), and the Gerasene demoniac (Mark 5:1-20 = 
Matt. 8:28-34 = Luke 8:26-39). Luke 4:33-37 = Mark 1:21-28 (man in the 
synagogue) probably reflects “the sort of thing” that Jesus did in ministry. 


Meier is uncertain about the account of the mute/blind demoniac (in part, 


because of its brevity), though leaning toward historicity (Luke 11:14-15 = 
Matt. 12:22-23). Meier doubts Matt. 9:32—33 (mute demoniac) and Mark 
7:24-30 = Matt. 15:21-28 (Syrophoenician woman). With typical 
circumspection, Meier concludes: “A decision that in any of these 
exorcisms a true miracle has taken place—in other words, that God has 
directly acted beyond all human potentiality to heal a particular individual 
—goes beyond what any scholar can say on purely historical grounds” (p. 
661). Ironically enough, to decide for miracle is the very conclusion that 
Jesus’ remarks desire. 

6 For detailed defense of authenticity, see Meier 1994: 408-9 (on 11:17- 
18), 409-10 (11:19), 414-17 (11:20), 417 (11:21-22). Meier prefers to 
separate 11:20 from 11:17—18 in the earlier tradition, as well as from 11:21- 
22. He does think it likely that 11:20 was tied to 11:19. For agnosticism 
about this entire process of sorting out the relationship of 11:20 to 11:19, 
see Dunn 1988: 40-41 and n. 31. As noted above, I too am agnostic, if not 
outright skeptical, of sorting out clearly the question of the original unity of 
this tradition. However, I see no compelling reason to reject its unity, 
especially in light of the connection between 11:19 and 11:21-22 that I shall 
argue for below (see the exegesis of these verses). 

2 Marshall 1978: 563 also leans toward independence for the door 
imagery, though he sees elements of connection with the tradition in the rest 
of the passage and sees Luke bringing some elements of this material 
together. Fitzmyer 1985: 1021-22 sees a Lucan hand in most of the material 
and sees only 13:24—29 as Q material, though he acknowledges that the 
case is not certain. Nolland 1993a: 732 attributes 13:22—23 to Luke and the 


rest mainly to traditional roots, most shared with Matthew. Most argue that 
the theme of presence or entry of blessing brought the texts together (Meier 
1994: 310) and that Luke rearranged 13:28-29 by placing what was at the 
end at the start of the saying. Meier 1994: 311 lists the Lucan order of 
Matthean elements as 9, 10, 4, 5, 6, 7, 2, 3, 5, with four Lucan redactional 
stichs. It is more credible, however, to see a fresh tradition, given all the 
restructuring required of the alternative. 

3 I disagree with Meier 1994: 315 that Jesus’ teaching did not suggest a 
Gentile mission soon, but solely held out for an eschatological inclusion in 
the distant future. The previous parable in 13:18-19 suggests such an 
inclusion. The eschatological hope implies the possibility of current 
mission. 

2 Fitzmyer 1985: 1039 remarks that, even though Matt. 12:11 has a 
similar saying, the rest of the detail is too different to be attributed to Q. In 
fact, it is too difficult for any other shared tradition. Fitzmyer also correctly 
denies that Luke 6:9 is a doublet to this verse. Marshall 1978: 578 sees aQ 
connection as possible. Bultmann 1963: 12 and Lohse, TDNT 7:26, argue 
that the text was a variant tradition created from Mark 3:1—6, but Ernst 
1977: 435 correctly notes that the distinct terminology and motives suggest 
too much distance for this connection; so also Meier 1994: 710. 

3 For Luke having Q’s original order and not Matthew, see Manson 
1949: 134; Fitzmyer 1985: 1114; Schneider 1977a: 337 (perhaps); Meier 
1994: 157; and Marshall 1978: 627. Ernst 1977: 469 speaks of Q material, 
special Lucan material, and Lucan redaction. Wiefel 1988: 294 speaks of Q 


in 16:16-17 and of Mark in 16:18. Godet 1875: 2.173 prefers Luke’s 


positioning of material to Matthew’s. However, the warnings are so general 
that parallel traditions may exist, reflecting a variety of settings. 

11 For discussion of the name Lazarus, see Dunkerley 1958-59; Derrett 
1970: 78-99; Cave 1968-69; B. Scott 1989: 149 n. 28; SB 2:223; Meier 
1994: 825, 868 n. 158. 

2 So Wiefel 1988: 305 and Bruners 1977. Bruners also argues that the 
account is Lucan. Fitzmyer 1985: 1150-51 and H. Betz 1981 question the 
connection. At most, it is a form parallel. Betz’s main thesis (1971) that the 
account is a polemic against healing miracles is incorrect; see Marshall 
1978: 649. Meier 1994: 750-51 shows how an appeal to Lucan creation 
from 2 Kings cannot explain four differences in the account: (1) no mention 
of Elijah, (2) no mention of Jesus as prophet, (3) no delay in the miracle’s 
occurrence, and (4) the different kind of miracle in the account (punitive 
versus healing). 

9 Most, like Talbert 1982: 166, see Jesus attacking apocalyptic calendar- 
setting, but this needs careful definition in view of NT exhortations to 
watch carefully for the Son of Man’s return. Granted, a specific date cannot 
and should not be sought, but sensitivity to general eschatological sequence 
or to watchfulness is never condemned (Matt. 24—25 = Mark 13; Luke 
21:5-36; Acts 3:11-26). The view is right to deny date-setting, but is wrong 
to see the only sign as “Spirit-empowered ministry.” New Testament 
eschatological hope is more specific and futurist than this denial suggests. 
In a more balanced approach, Beasley-Murray 1986: 100 notes that there 
are “signs” to see—if one has the eyes to see them. Meier 1994: 425 


mentions texts where Jesus urges the community of faith to be prepared for 


a long ministry (Luke 21:7-24; 19:11; Acts 1:6-7; Mark 13:10). But 
disciples are still to keep looking for Jesus (Matt. 24-25 = Mark 13 = Luke 
21:5-36). 

13 Jeremias 1980: 266 attributes this digression from Luke’s common 
expression to the presence of a traditional source. Also, Mattill 1979: 197 
notes that, since the Greek versions variously translate Exod. 34:9 with &v 
éco (Theodotion, Symmachus) and Evtöc (Aquila), the phrases can be 
synonymous (Field 1875: 1.144). Beasley-Murray 1986: 101-2 adds a 
similar example from Exod. 17:7 (Field 1875: 1.111). Note also 
Symmachus in Lam. 1:3 and Ps. 87:6 LXX [88:6 Engl.] (Field 1875: 747, 
239). Meier 1994: 479 notes that this translation appears in the literal 
Aquila and the more idiomatic Symmachus, making the meaning of Evtög 
clear. These ancient texts show that “in the midst” is a well-attested sense 
for the term. 

11 Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 8842-49, mentions the healing skill of 
Solomon, thus providing a base for this description of David’s son. This 
view is contrary to Nolland 1993b: 900, who argues against a Jewish 
expectation of a Davidic healer. His point is correct, but these traditions 
raise the question of what connections Jesus’ acts of healing might surface. 
With all the eschatological ferment in Palestine in this period, why deny the 
possibility of such reflection on such events? Meier 1994: 689 is certainly 
correct to see the connection as not surprising in this setting. 

6 For a methodological assessment of this debate, see R. Miller 1991. 
Sanders is unaware of Eppstein’s 1964 article (see n. 1). Some in Judaism 


saw the temple as corrupt; 1 Enoch 89.73-90.29; 4Q174 [= 4QFlor] 1.1-12. 


Meier 1994: 886 rightly calls the cleansing “prophetic action,” but opts for 
a rejection of the temple rather than a cleansing. This ignores the 
connection to Isa. 56. 

12 Friedrich, TDNT 6:835. Again, the Spirit serves as “testimony bearer” 
and “revelator”; Acts 2:17-18; 11:27; 13:1; 19:6; 21:9; Nolland 1989: 85. 
On the Lucan theme of the Spirit as the Spirit of prophecy, see Menzies 
1991: 119-22. 

9 For more details on the relationships of the various textual families, see 
Holmes 1983 and Metzger 1992. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

8 For internal arguments favoring this reading in Matt. 9:4, see Metzger 
1975: 24. The UBS-NA committee went the other way in the Lucan 
passage, but the reasons for treating Luke differently from Matt. 9:4 are not 
clear. See Metzger 1975: 148. 

36 On the external evidence favoring reading a question here, see 
Metzger 1975: 30-31. The meaning is not affected by the choice. 

57 Metzger 1958-59: 303-4 notes other examples from the Targums and 


Pseudepigrapha that develop the number seventy. 


59 This is why K. Aland (in Metzger 1975: 151) is certain that seventy- 
two was original. Wiefel 1988: 195 asks if seventy is not an attempt to get a 
round number. 

6 Dalman 1909: 143—44 notes this suggestion by A. Meyer, who appeals 
to Aramaic TU} (nétir, observation) and 012 (bintir, secretly) in Tg. Job 
4:12. 

23 Schiirmann 1969: 117 n. 160; Riesenfeld, TDNT 8:151; B. Meyer 
1964: 43. The remark argues that the events, like revelation of an 
apocalyptic secret, transcend human understanding and require reflection. 

2 Creed 1930: 132-33 cites E. Meyer’s complaint about the “rationalistic 
prejudice” of some critics in the 1920s. 

19 Godet 1875: 2.64 notes that W. M. L. de Wette and H. A. W. Meyer 
held this view in the nineteenth century. Shirock 1992 now ably defends 
this view, noting that it was the view of Chrysostom, Homilies on Matthew 
41 (on Matt. 12:25-26). He gives six reasons for the view, the most 
compelling of which I note on p. 1078. If this view is correct, a major 
reason for separating 11:19 from 11:20 in the original tradition—namely, 
the difference in meaning of “you” in each verse—disappears. Evidence of 
the presence God’s kingdom is seen in Jesus and his followers. If this is the 
argument, Jesus is noting evidence of God’s grace in Israel! 

4 Pirge de Rabbi Eliezer 48 (= Friedlander 1916: 378), an eighth-century 
text that is too late to be of real help; R. Brown 1977: 369. Gen. 21:3 may 
belong here in light of Gen. 21:4—5, but it is hard to be sure; R. Meyer, 
TDNT 6:82. 


18 Jer. 31:31-33 [as writing the law on the heart]; Joel 2:28-32 [3:1-5 
MT]; 1QS 4.21-22; Danker 1988: 64; SB 2:126-27; R. Meyer, TDNT 
6:816—20, 826-27. On the view of some in ancient Judaism that the Spirit’s 
revelatory work ceased sometime before the Maccabean period, see 1 Macc. 
9:27; 14:41. 

25 Schürer 1973-87: 2.381403; R. Meyer and H. Weiss, TDNT 9:11- 
48. For Luke and the Pharisees, see Carroll 1988. 

16 Because it is a first-century work, 4 Macc. 13:17 provides key 
evidence: a martyr for the law is welcomed and praised by Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob. See also b. Qid. 72a; b. Git. 57b; Pesikta Rabbati 43.4 (= Braude 
1968: 2.761); R. Meyer, TDNT 3:825—26. In Pesikta Rabbati, if a person 
bows down to an idol, he or she will have a place at Esau’s bosom, not 
Abraham’s. 

1 Nolland 1993b: 1177-78 assesses Meynet’s 1978 proposal that a 
substantial portion of the chapter (i.e., 24:4-47) is chiastically structured 
around two themes: (1) Jesus is alive and (2) resurrection is announced by 
Jesus and the Scriptures. Nolland also has a full survey of the tradition- 
historical discussion and the history of the religious analogies (pp. 1177— 
88). 

14 Rengstorf, TDNT 8:543; also Michaelis, TDNT 5:348, 373. Luke will 
call these men “witnesses” later in Luke—Acts (Luke 24:44—48; Acts 1:8). 
Such eyewitnesses were important to ancient historians: Thucydides 1.22.2; 
Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 855; and Lucian’s parody in How to Write 
History 4. See Du Plessis 1974: 265. 


23 Exod. 30:1-9; Marshall 1978: 54; Michaelis, TDNT 4:264. For this 
narrow use of vaöc as “Holy Place,” see 1 Macc. 1:21-22; Fitzmyer 1981: 
323; Schrenk, TDNT 3:232. 

30 Luke 24:34; Acts 2:3; 7:2, 30, 35; 9:17; 13:31; 16:9; 26:16; Fitzmyer 
1981: 324; Michaelis, TDNT 5:358. Acts 7:26 is an exception to this 
consistent usage. 

61 Luke 24:23; Acts 26:19; 2 Cor. 12:1; Dan. 9:23; 10:1, 7, 8, 16 [all 
Theodotion]; Plummer 1896: 18. The experience is called a vision because 
Zechariah saw an angel, a being that normally goes unseen; Michaelis, 
TDNT 5:372. Luke is not psychologizing here; it is an angelophany. See 
Luke 1:11. 

21 Exod. 13:2; Num. 3:12; Schürmann 1969: 104 n. 43; Fitzmyer 1981: 
407-8; Frey 1930; Michaelis, TDNT 6:876-77 and n. 36; Bovon 1989: 121 
n. 38. 

15 Marshall 1978: 111; Leaney 1958: 96. The appearance of the angel is 
an angelophany, while the experience of heaven is more like a vision; 
Michaelis, TDNT 5:351. 

16 BAGD 471 (with bibliography); BAA 957; Van Der Loos 1965: 465- 
68; Michaelis, TDNT 4:233-34; Harrison, NIDNTT 2:463-66; SB 4:745- 
63; Pousma 1975: 138-39. AErıpa occurs in the NT only in Matt. 8:3 = 
Mark 1:42 = Luke 5:12-13. A related term, Aertpög, appears in Luke 4:27; 
7:22; 17:12; Matt. 8:2; 10:8; 11:5; 26:6; Mark 1:40; 14:3. 

57 The contrast in the verbs at the end of the passage is key. BAEma is 
used figuratively with the meaning “to perceive” in Rom. 7:23; 2 Cor. 7:8; 


Col. 2:5; Heb. 2:9; 10:25; Michaelis, TDNT 5:344. 


9 Luke 7:37, 38, 46; 23:56; BAGD 529-30; BAA 1072; Michaelis, 
TDNT 4:800-801; Schürmann 1969: 432 n. 10. The importance of púpov is 
shown by its use as perfume and its presence in the cult to purify priests, in 
the tabernacle for festal occasions, and by its use in burial to prevent stench 
and decay; Exod. 30:25-30; Josephus, Antiquities 3.8.6 8205; 19.9.1 8358; 
Luke 23:56. If this perfume were nard (Mark 14:3 = John 12:3), it would 
have cost about 300 denarii a pound, or the annual wage of a day laborer; 
BAGD 534; BAA 1080. 

9 Michaelis, TDNT 4:247—48, describes the image as one of heavenly 
glory; so €faotpantov (gleaming like lightning); Ezek. 1:4, 7. Conceptual 
parallels occur in Ezek. 1:27-28; Dan. 10:6; Luke 24:4; Acts 1:10; Rev. 
2:17; 6:2; 20:11; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:97; 1 Enoch 38.4; 104.2; 2 Bar. 51. 

17 Exod. 23:16; 34:22; Lev. 23:34; Deut. 16:13; Zech. 14:16-21; 
Marshall 1978: 386; Michaelis, TDNT 7:370; m. Sukka (esp. 3.9 and 4.5, 
which call the people to pray to God to deliver them, and 4.8, where Hallel 
Psalms are sung); Josephus, Antiquities 8.4.1 8100. 

18 Michaelis, TDNT 7:379-80, rejects a connection to the Feast of 
Tabernacles; but see Boobyer 1942: 76-79; Ellis 1974: 143; Daube 1956: 
30-32 (though some of his citations involve material that is much later than 
this period). 

16 On amAodc as “clear, pure, healthy,” see BAGD 86 and BAA 171. 
When the eye is clear, it is healthy and takes in light. The eye is a figure for 
spiritual condition in Matt. 6:22; Prov. 4:18-19; 11:25 (amAobdc with a 
different sense); T. Iss. 3.4; 4.6; Bauernfeind, TDNT 1:386; Michaelis, 
TDNT 5:377; Harder, TDNT 6:556; SB 1:302, 431-32, 722, 833. 


1 Schweizer 1984: 225-26, though noting links to Matthew, suggests 
that the tradition may have come together before Luke, because of non- 
Lucan language in 13:25-27. Luce 1933: 240 sees too little correspondence 
to attribute the material to Q, as does Grundmann 1963: 284, who speaks of 
a special Lucan source. Michaelis, TDNT 5:71, argues for distinct traditions 
of the image of the open door. 

20 Xxnvn is the OT term used for “booths” and alludes to the picture of 
blessing that was tied to celebrating the exodus; Lev. 23:34. See also Mark 
9:5; Rev. 7:15; 21:3; 1 Enoch 39.4; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 2:11. On the 
eschatological use of oxnvn (booths or habitations), see Michaelis, TDNT 
7:378-79. T. Schmidt 1987: 154-55 argues that the passage refers neither to 
alms nor to the generous use of money, but to a prudent person acting in a 
“critical impermanent situation with that which has been entrusted to him in 
order to gain lasting benefits.” This may be the broad application if one had 
just this one verse, but the Lucan context suggests that using money 
generously is a central concern. 

11 On lifting the eyes in prayer, see Mark 6:41; 7:34; John 11:41; 17:1; 
Ps. 123:1; 1 Esdr. 4:58 (in 1 Enoch 13.5 evil angels are too ashamed to look 
up); Jeremias, TDNT 1:185-86; Michaelis, TDNT 5:377 n. 11. Lifting the 
hands is a symbol of supplication in the NT; 1 Tim. 2:8. Ztfjdog (breast) 
stands for the person; BAGD 767 and BAA 1532 (“the seat of the inner 
life”); elsewhere in the NT only at Luke 23:48; John 13:25; 21:20; Rev. 
15:6. Jeremias 1963a: 141 at n. 46 says that in Judaism the heart is seen as 


the seat of sin, but cites as evidence only the late Eccles. Rab. 7.2.5 on 7:2. 


9 “Leaders of the people” resisted Paul and Barnabas; Acts 13:50; cf. 
17:4; 25:2; 28:7, 17; Josephus, Antiquities 4.6.9 8140; 4.7.5 8174; 10.4.5 
871; 10.10.5 8213. See Michaelis, TDNT 6:866, for extrabiblical examples. 
Nolland 1993b: 940 notes the various combinations with which Luke refers 
to the leadership in Luke 20—24. They are a major narrative group for 
Luke’s account, almost having a corporate personality that acts in concert 
against Jesus. Key verses are 20:1, 19; 22:2, 52, 66; 23:10, 13, 35; 24:20. 

32 Chrysostom’s effort to interpret the sword as a reference to a 
slaughter knife fails; Michaelis, TDNT 4:524-27. 

45 Dupont-Sommer 1973: 108; Michel and Betz 1960: 11-13, 15-17; 
Michel and Betz 1962-63. This usage also shows that a Hellenistic origin 
for the phrase is not required. 

27 Fitzmyer 1981: 368 sees a purpose infinitive here; BDF §391.4 
argues for result; Marshall 1978: 85 and Michel, TDNT 4:676, opt for a 
causal reference. 

18 Michel, TDNT 5:129; Jeremias, TDNT 5:681 n. 184, 700; SB 4:213. 
Lohse, TDNT 8:481, cites the Jewish benediction; cf. also pp. 482, 485. 

12 Acts 11:28; Michel, TDNT 5:157; P. Oxy. vol. 7 #1021 line 5; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 400. The remark may be rhetorical and partially hyperbolic 
(cf. Col. 1:6: “to the whole world”). 

24 Michel, TDNT 8:94-105; M. Stern 1974: 330-34; Donahue 1971; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 469-70; Badian 1972. E. Sanders 1992: 146-69 notes that 
the tax system in Palestine was not more oppressive than in other regions. 
He estimates that taxes consumed somewhere between 20 percent and 30 


percent of one’s income. For a more skeptical view that sees toll collectors 


as a symbolic representation of Jesus’ outreach to archetypal sinners, see 
Neale 1991: 110-15. I regard Neale’s dichotomy between symbolic 
representation and history as false for reasons made clear below. In this 
approach Neale follows Horsley 1987, and both underestimate the 
connections between John and Jesus in terms of audience. See also 5:29-32. 

28 Michel, TDNT 8:98—99. The rate ranged from 2 percent to 10 percent 
in the empire itself. Josephus describes some tax decrees (Antiquities 
14.10.5-6 §8200—209), explains the bidding for tax collection (Antiquities 
12.4.3 8169), and mentions some exemptions (Antiquities 12.3.3 8143). See 
also 1 Macc. 10:26-31; 11:28, 34-36; 13:34 for exemptions and relief in an 
earlier period. 

29 Michel, TDNT 8:102. In b. Sanh. 25a—b tax collectors appear with 
dice players and Sabbath breakers; m. Ned. 3.4 and m. B. Qam. 10.2 pair 
them with murderers and robbers; and m. Tohar. 7.6 says a tax collector 
who enters a house makes it unclean. One can see, in light of the historical 
setting, why the NT derogatory phrase toll collectors and sinners was so 
common. 

16 Sasse, TDNT 3:888 §8C3a; Michel, TDNT 5:158; Bovon 1989: 199 n. 
35. K dopoc is found in Luke 9:25; 11:50; 12:30; and Acts 17:24. 

34 Rengstorf, TDNT 1:327; Michel, TDNT 8:104. On Jesus and table 
fellowship, see Stählin, TDNT 9:161. 

9 Allthe parallels (Matt. 8:28 = Mark 5:2 = Luke 8:27) use this term; 
elsewhere at Matt. 28:9; Luke 14:31; Acts 16:16; and four times in John; 
Michel, TDNT 3:625-26. 


35 On gathering as a figure of bringing together God’s people, see 
Michel, TDNT 7:419-20, who also interprets the imagery as picturing a 
harvest. Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 10 (= Schürer 1973— 
87: 2.457) reads: “Blessed are you, Lord, who gathers the dispersed of your 
people Israel.” 

37 See the intermingled metaphors in Matt. 9:35-38. On the image in 
general, see Michel, TDNT 7:418—20. 

7 On the mustard seed as proverbial for a small quantity in Judaism, see 
m. Nid. 5.2; b. Ber. 31a; Manson 1949: 123; Michel, TDNT 3:810-12, esp. 
810 n. 1; SB 1:669. Citing Lev. Rab. 31 on 24:2, Lachs 1987: 225 notes that 
the mustard seed is proverbial in Judaism for the smallest size, a stark 
contrast to the strong image of the cedar. Lachs’s citation of Lev. Rab. 31, 
which deals with the production of olive oil, is not clear. Is the mustard seed 
implied in the oil excluded as worthy in Lev. Rab. 31.10? 

14 On the negative portrayal of dogs in Judaism, see 1 Enoch 89.42-43, 
47, 49; B. Scott 1989: 151; Michel, TDNT 3:1103. For the view that this is a 
positive act, see Zahn 1920: 585. 

16 Michel, TDNT 5:131, suggests that to abandon one’s home means “to 
leave family,” since all the other examples are personal. It may, however, 
reflect Lucan abbreviation; see the next paragraph. 

26 11QMelch applies Isa. 61 to Melchizedek; J. A. Sanders 1975: 89-91 
(who adds 1QH 18.14-15); M. Miller 1969; Nolland 1989: 196 (who notes 
CD 2.12 and 1QM 11.7). In 1QM 11.7, the figure has priestly and messianic 


qualities. 


6 For a methodological assessment of this debate, see R. Miller 1991. 
Sanders is unaware of Eppstein’s 1964 article (see n. 1). Some in Judaism 
saw the temple as corrupt; 1 Enoch 89.73-90.29; 4Q174 [= 4QFlor] 1.1-12. 
Meier 1994: 886 rightly calls the cleansing “prophetic action,” but opts for 
a rejection of the temple rather than a cleansing. This ignores the 
connection to Isa. 56. 

8 On the debate about 19:8, see Mitchell 1990, who argues for the view 
that Zacchaeus is defending his past behavior. On the other side, Hamm 
1981 makes the case for repentance and conversion. 

8 2 Chron. 7:1, 3 (concerning Solomon’s offering at the temple’s 
dedication); 2 Kings 1:10, 12, 14 (the fire sent by Elijah that consumed two 
companies of fifty men from Ahaziah in Samaria!); Miyoshi 1974: 13. 2 
Kings 1:16-17 condemns some Samaritans’ lack of faith in Yahweh and 
their turning to Baal-Zebub. The image of fire conceptually recalls the 
destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah (Gen. 19:24-28). 

15 Egelkraut 1976: 143, esp. n. 1; Miyoshi 1974: 59-61. For example, 
età TAOTA occurs nine times in Luke—Acts, but not at all in Matthew and 
Mark (unless one counts the textually uncertain Mark 16:12). The use of 6 
Kuptoc (the Lord) in narrative introductions is Lucan; see the exegesis of 
Luke 2:11. The verb dvadeikvuni (to appoint) appears only here and in Acts 
1:24; Schlier, TDNT 2:30. 

38 Satan’s access to heaven is assumed in Job 1:6—12; 2:1—7. Fitzmyer 
1985: 862 and Nolland 1993a: 563 are against the Isaianic allusion, but 
Luke’s language suggests that passage. As an allusion it does not identify 


Isaiah’s referent, since Isaiah probably refers to an earthly king who 


arrogantly takes on the role of a god and is cast down by God. In later 
Jewish thinking, the king correctly becomes typological of what Satan also 
does. The phrase overlapping with Isa. 14:12 is &K tod ovpavod (from 
heaven). For Jewish handling of Isa. 14, see Miyoshi 1974: 100; see 
especially T. Sol. 20.16-17, which pictures demons falling like lightning to 
earth. 

44 Num. 21:6-9; Ps. 58:4 [58:5 MT]; 140:3 [140:4 MT]; 1 Kings 12:11, 
14 = 2 Chron. 10:11, 14; Sir. 21:2; 39:30. Meanwhile, Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107) gives such power to Noah; Sipra 227 on Lev. 
22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231) attributes a power to judge to the 
“Omnipresent”; while T. Levi 18 gives such power to the messianic high 
priest. Miyoshi 1974: 102-5 has a full survey of the Jewish texts and 
regards Deut. 8:15 as key. 

1 The best cases for this structure are made by Moessner 1983 and 
O’Toole 1987b. Moessner notes four basic approaches to the unit before 
making a case that much of the passage previews a “prophet like Moses” 
motif in the journey section of Luke. O’Toole correctly critiques Moessner 
as emphasizing the prophet too much at the expense of messianic 
categories, though for Luke the two concepts are very close, as Acts 3:13- 
26 shows. 

26 For a comparison of conceptual parallels between 11:14-54 and 7:18- 
50, see Moessner 1989: 102-10, 115, who notes that Jesus’ critique reflects 
teaching with roots in Deuteronomy. 

13 While Acts 14:22 uses dei to say that the disciples’ suffering is also 
inevitable (Fitzmyer 1985: 1170), it does not speak of Jesus’ suffering. For 


the view that the disciples’ suffering in Luke-Acts mirrors Jesus’, see 
Moessner 1990. 

28 Moessner 1989: 127, 131, 176, 211 details this view. J. A. Sanders 
1974 and C. A. Evans 1990: 166-69 tie the portrait to the themes of election 
and the true people of God. C. F. Evans 1955 is responsible for raising the 
connection to Deuteronomy and argues for it throughout his commentary 
(1990: 34-37, 435). 

47 Of course, there are limits to this remark. The preferences one speaks 
about here are not in moral areas where God’s desire is clear, as if people 
are free to do as they wish without awareness of the moral implications. For 
how this worked out practically in Jesus’ confrontation with the Jewish 
leadership, see the insightful remarks of Manson 1949: 52-53, who replies 
to Montefiore’s charge (1930: 103-4) that Jesus did not carry out his ethic 
in practice. Manson emphasizes Jesus’ sense of disappointment and sorrow 
toward his enemies’ rejection of him; in addition, Jesus’ prophetic 
challenge shows his regard and concern for his enemies. Manson compares 
Jesus’ relationship with his opponents to that of modern politicians who 
disagree vigorously in debate but respect one another as people. 

21 Grässer 1960 contains a full treatment of this issue from this 
perspective. For a different, better approach to the same issue, see A. Moore 
1966. 

30 Marshall 1965-66: 347 and A. Moore 1966: 184—87 answer other 
objections to authenticity. Fitzmyer 1985: 1459 refuses to make a judgment 
on historicity, calling it impossible to reach a verdict. R. Brown 1994: 514— 
15 says that the conceptually parallel Mark 14:62 “may be close to the 


mindset and style of Jesus himself.” Though he believes there is no way to 
determine this for certain (pp. 506-7), the remarks fit with authenticity. 
Brown even adds the argument that Mark’s “you will see” statement is so 
ambiguous that it is unlikely to be created by the church. 

13 Lev. 21:7, 14 discusses the laws regarding priestly marriages and 
restricts the priests to virgins (Marshall 1978: 52). SB 2:68-71 notes that 
this type of priestly union was encouraged; Plummer 1896: 9. For ancient 
Jewish rules of marriage, including reference to some Jewish texts after the 
first century, see G. Moore 1927-30: 2.119-22 and Safrai 1976a: 752-60. 

12 This is a better way to look at the account than to argue that Simon is 
rude, insensitive, or uninterested (e.g., Morgan 1931: 103 calls Simon 
supercilious; Alford 1874: 510 speaks of Simon’s disgust). 

4 Morosco 1979 sees a discourse tradition but does not make clear 
whether it was tied to a formal commission or whether this material belongs 
to such a setting. 

55 Moule 1953: 107. Bovon 1989: 77 argues that the predicate position 
is supported by the OT allusion to Isa. 4:3. 

22 Liefeld 1984: 904 ties od ydpwv to A&yo (I say) so that the conjunctive 
phrase syntactically explains the reason of Jesus’ reply, not the reason for 
forgiveness; Moule 1959: 147. 

8 The grammar of the last phrase is difficult, but the idea is clear. For the 
options, see BDF 8299.4, 8360.4; BDR 8299.4, 8360.4; Moule 1959: 137, 
187; Moulton and Howard 1929: 472. It is either a wish or an interjection 


that has Semitic roots. 


8 The grammar of the last phrase is difficult, but the idea is clear. For the 
options, see BDF 8299.4, 8360.4; BDR 8299.4, 8360.4; Moule 1959: 137, 
187; Moulton and Howard 1929: 472. It is either a wish or an interjection 
that has Semitic roots. 

4 Fitzmyer gives four reasons why this view cannot work: (1) it cannot 
explain the presence of Moses and Elijah; (2) the verb öpaw (to see; passive 
= to appear) is not limited to postresurrection events; (3) Jesus’ glory is 
never mentioned in a resurrection account; and (4) the form does not match 
resurrection appearances. See also Bock 1987: 324 n. 98; H. Müller 1960: 
60; Stein 1976. 

16 The image of the sheep on the shoulder is common in the ancient 
world; Fitzmyer 1985: 1077; G. Wright 1939; V. Muller 1944. 

27 For a defense of this position, see Murray 1953 and Hoehner 1987. 
For a defense of these grounds for divorce, but with no right to remarry, see 
Heth and Wenham 1984. Against a no-divorce-no-remarriage position 
stands Paul’s reading of Jesus’ command in 1 Cor. 7:12-16, which allows 
for divorce in the case of an unbeliever’s desertion. Surely if Jesus’ remarks 
were to be taken in the most strict sense, Paul would not have allowed this 
possibility, since an absolute view of a text such as Luke 16:18 apparently 
would have prohibited this option. 

24 Michel, TDNT 8:94-105; M. Stern 1974: 330-34; Donahue 1971; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 469-70; Badian 1972. E. Sanders 1992: 146-69 notes that 
the tax system in Palestine was not more oppressive than in other regions. 
He estimates that taxes consumed somewhere between 20 percent and 30 


percent of one’s income. For a more skeptical view that sees toll collectors 


as a symbolic representation of Jesus’ outreach to archetypal sinners, see 
Neale 1991: 110-15. I regard Neale’s dichotomy between symbolic 
representation and history as false for reasons made clear below. In this 
approach Neale follows Horsley 1987, and both underestimate the 
connections between John and Jesus in terms of audience. See also 5:29-32. 

1 On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 
563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 
136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 
especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 
change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 
the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 
Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 
(i.e., the facial appearance). 

2 This issue is particularly acute if Matthew was the first Gospel, for 
Matthew’s eschatological discourse not only has the Olivet remarks but also 
a series of graphic and theologically significant eschatological parables 
unique to his treatment. If Matthew is first and Luke knew him, why would 
Luke leave them out, since he loves parables, including eschatological 
parables (12:35-48; 18:1-8; 19:11-27)? Matthean prioritists have difficulty 


explaining this situation, which is a strong argument that Mark was written 


before Matthew. For how the various Synoptic theories approach this 
material, see the essays by C. M. Tuckett, F. Neirynck, and A. J. McNicol in 
Dungan 1990: 63-80, 108-24, 157-200. 

2 Traces of Lucan expression are (1) the genitive absolute in 24:36, (2) 
the double participle phrase ntond&vteg ... Kai Eupoßoı yevópevor (became 
terrified ... and startled) in 24:37 (cf. 21:9; 24:5), (3) the verb ¿môi (to 
offer) in 24:42 (five times in Luke; twice in Matthew; none in Mark), and 
(4) the phrase €v@mov avtdv (in front of them) in 24:43 (in the Synoptics 
only here; 5:25; and 24:11). Nolland 1993b: 1210-11 notes that many 
apparently Lucan points also show up in John (perhaps pointing to a shared 
common source), but John’s use does not seem to be driven by Luke’s 
unique development of the passage (against Neirynck 1985). Nolland sees 
24:41b—43 as Lucan expansion, but possibly based in tradition. His attempt 
to argue that “fish” in 24:42—43 corresponds to “bread” in 24:30 to make 
the larger unit is parallel to 9:13, 16 seems subtle and forced. If Luke 
created the detail, it is more likely that he would have combined bread and 
fish in a single scene. 

5 Y. Sota 20c (5.4) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 27.153); Creed 1930: 21; 
SB 2:101. The idea of singing babies does represent a major expansion of 
this motif, not paralleled in the OT or NT. On Bpéq@oc as fetus, see Oepke, 
TDNT 5:637; BAA 293-94; Luke 1:44; Sir. 19:11. In later Judaism, Tg. Ps. 
68:27 calls on the fetus in the womb to praise God, while Odes Sol. 28.2 
speaks of a child leaping in the womb; Bovon 1989: 85 n. 35. 

7 On Fitzmyer’s view, see the opening paragraph of the sources and 


historicity section. Bovon 1989: 202 also argues that the account depicts the 


victory of faith in the face of opposition. In his view only two texts parallel 
this account’s point about refusing miracles as signs: Dan. 3 and Sipra 227 
on Lev. 22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231). But only the latter is really 
parallel in showing that one does not reveal signs to someone who is 
unworthy. On Jesus’ resisting temptation or persevering in trial, see Luke 
22:28; John 6:15, 26-34; 7:1-4; on his refusal to do signs, see Luke 22:39- 
46; Heb. 2:17-18; 4:15; 5:2. For the history of this text’s exegesis, see 
Kö;ppen 1961. 

17 On the role of purity in Judaism as a stage on the way to holiness, see 
Neusner and Chilton 1991; m. Sota9.15. On the Pharisees’ concern for 
purity, see Witherington 1990: 56-59, who speaks in particular of the 
haberim, the overly strict Pharisees. 

13 Liefeld 1984: 883-84. E. Sanders 1985: 174-211 connects the idea of 
sinners to those who charge interest against the command of Lev. 25:36-38 
and argues that, whoever they are, not all of them are “common people.” He 
sees Jesus’ offense as offering sinners hope of God without requiring the 
legal restitution that Judaism asked for from sinners. If later Jewish 
materials are a help in understanding the Jewish attitude, the view was that 
such sinners would have used their money or their bodies for immoral 
purposes: Tg. Ong. Gen. 13:13; t. Dem. 3.4-9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.88— 
89); SB 1:498-99. On a difference of opinion within Judaism about 
association with “common people,” see m. Dem. 2.2-3. This last text shows 
that clean food was also a key concern. Not every religious Jew would have 
been disturbed by Jesus’ effort, but some clearly would have been. Table 


fellowship, along with clean and unclean food, would be a key concern to 


some of Jewish background. Appeal may have come from a broad reading 
of Lev. 10:10. As the rest of the passage makes clear, Jesus does not ignore 
the need to turn to God (Luke 5:32), but he emphasizes God’s grace and its 
availability to help as the first step, rather than as a later result. 

45 Though the mishnaic text cites Hillel, rabbinic scholars dispute 
whether such attributions prior to A.D.. 70 are trustworthy. At the least, this 
tradition is old, even if it is not from Hillel; see Neusner 1984: 63-88. 

48 Marshall 1978: 262; Van Unnik 1966: 289-95; 1 Macc. 11:33; Sir. 
12:1-6; t. Meg. 3.16 (= Neusner 1977-86: 2.292); Epictetus 2.14.18; 
Hesiod, Works and Days 352; Aristotle, Rhetoric to Alexander 1446. 

10 1 Cor. 11:5-6; Godet 1875: 1.358. Jeremias 1963a: 126 n. 57 notes 
that such action in later times could bring grounds for divorce; see t. 
Sota5.9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 3.168) and y. Git. 50d (9.11) (= Neusner et al. 
1982-93: 25.254). 

4 Y. Hag. 77d (2.2) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 20.57-58); Geldenhuys 
1951: 154; SB 2:155; Godet 1875: 1.202. Another reference is y. Sanh. 23c 
(6.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 31.182). If this view were correct, then the 
Protevangelium of James 1—5 is wrong to name Mary’s father as Joachim. 
But the origin and value of this NT apocryphal tradition are uncertain. 

3 1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 


notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 


ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

32 Gen. 19; Deut. 29:23 [29:22 MT]; Isa. 1:9 (cited in Rom. 9:29); 3:9; 
13:19; Lam. 4:6; Ezek. 16:48-50; Amos 4:11; and Zeph. 2:9 show that 
Sodom was a symbol of the worst possible judgment; the NT texts are 2 
Pet. 2:6-7 and Jude 7. Conceptually this Lucan passage is like the Lam. 4 
text. So severely were Sodom and Gomorrah viewed in Judaism that some 
thought they would not even be raised to face final judgment (m. Sanh. 
10.3; t. Sanh. 13.8 [= Neusner 1977-86: 4.240]). 

44 Num. 21:6-9; Ps. 58:4 [58:5 MT]; 140:3 [140:4 MT]; 1 Kings 12:11, 
14 = 2 Chron. 10:11, 14; Sir. 21:2; 39:30. Meanwhile, Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107) gives such power to Noah; Sipra 227 on Lev. 
22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231) attributes a power to judge to the 


“Omnipresent”; while T. Levi 18 gives such power to the messianic high 


priest. Miyoshi 1974: 102-5 has a full survey of the Jewish texts and 
regards Deut. 8:15 as key. 

11 Washings took place before and after the meal. According to later 
tradition in the Talmud, only the washing after the meal was commanded by 
the Torah, the other was commanded by the rabbis; b. Hul. 105a. What is 
unclear is whether such rules applied to all meals or just to Sabbath and 
festival meals (y. Ber. 12a [8.2-3] [= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 1.284-91]); 
the real issue here is meals on the eve of Sabbath or at festival. E. Sanders 
1990: 31 argues that there is no evidence of washing before every meal. 
Evidently the Pharisees’ concern for contracting impurity from a dead 
swarming thing in liquid (Lev. 11:31-38) caused them to expand the 
biblical injunctions. But such a danger was not limited to the Sabbath or 
festal meals. As such, it is likely that such care was present at every meal. 
Booth 1986: 119-50, 194-203 cites t. Dem. 2.11-12 (= Neusner 1977-86: 
1.84) as key evidence. 

12 The issue for some Jews was to avoid “fly-impurity,” contact with a 
dead swarming thing from water, which if present, made the hands unclean. 
Just to be sure, the cup’s outside and inside was washed; E. Sanders 1990: 
29-42; t. Ber. 5.26 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.31). On Jewish cup tradition, see 
Maccoby 1982. 

8 Tob. 2:14; 4:7-11; 12:9; 14:8-11; Sir. 3:30; 29:12; 2 Enoch 50.5; Ps. 
Sol. 9.5; m. Pe.a 1.1; t. Pe>a 4.17—21 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.45, 72-75); 
SB 1:430; Grundmann 1963: 262-63; Talbert 1982: 142; Wiefel 1988: 241; 
Matt. 19:21 = Mark 10:21 = Luke 18:22; 12:21. On the custom of alms, see 
BAGD 249-50; BAA 504. ’EAenpoovvn refers literally to “acts of mercy”; 


Bultmann, TDNT 2:486; Dan. 4:27 [4:24 MT]. Interestingly, the refrain of t. 
Pe>a 4.18 is, “My ancestors stored up treasures of money, but I have stored 
up treasures.” The object of the last clause is not clear (“for heaven,” “of 
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benefits,” “of souls,” or “for myself in the world to come”), but the point 
about the value of alms is clear. 

12 Jeremias 1963a: 177 calls them “the ipso facto beggars in the East.” 
On this theme, see the later Jewish story of Bar Ma.jan; y. Sanh. 23c (6.6) 
(= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 31.181-82). 

8 In t. Menah. 13.22 (= Neusner 1977-86: 5.162), the leadership’s love 
of money and hatred of one another is why the temple came to be 
destroyed; also SB 1:937; 2:222; 4:336-39; Jeremias 1969: 49, 114. Luce 
1933: 264 objects to this description, but fails to interact with the ancient 
sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 245 is right that a story about the afterlife would 
hardly be a meaningful rebuke to the Sadducees. 

7 B. Ber. 28b matches the Pharisee’s prayer, while b. Ber. 17a is more 
gracious in valuing the contribution that each person makes when attention 
is directed to God. In b. Suk. 45b a man states that if only one hundred are 
to be saved, he and his son will be among them; but if only two are saved, 
they will be he and his son; Ellis 1974: 214. In y. Ber. 7d (4.2) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 1.168) a rabbi give thanks that he is in the synagogue and 
not in the theater or circus. 

6 On being worthy of a place in the future world, see b. Ber. 28b, 51a; y. 
Ber. 11d (7.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 1.276). 

4 Judaism also had hopes of priestly messianic figures; see 1QS 9.11 and 


Neusner, Green, and Frerichs 1987. 


6 On shame in ancient culture, see Malina and Neyrey 1991; on seating 
priority, see Neyrey 1991: 366. 

7 The farewell discourse in John 14-17 is another distinct account 
involving this setting. For biblical and Greco-Roman parallels, see Kurz 
1985 and Neyrey 1985: 5-48. Biblical and Jewish precedent for the 
discourse is found in Gen. 49 (Jacob’s final address); Deut. 33 (Moses); 
Josh. 23 (Joshua); 1 Macc. 2:49-70 (Mattathias); Tob. 4:3-21 (Tobit); the 
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs; and Josephus, Antiquities 4.8.1—48 
§8176—322 (Moses). 

15 Neyrey 1985: 24 sees Luke altering Matthew’s more futuristic 
emphasis, a conclusion that depends on the questionable assumption that 
only one event is in view. 

4 Several terms in this verse are used frequently by Luke (Neyrey 1985: 
78; Marshall 1978: 855-56): ikavoc ypovoc (a long time; Luke 8:27; 20:9; 
Acts 8:11; 14:3; 27:9) and yiveran onneiov (a sign occurs; Acts 2:43; 4:16, 
22, 30; 5:12; 8:13; 14:3). 

31 John records four fulfillments of Scripture in Jesus’ final hours: John 
19:24 (Ps. 22:18 [22:19 MTJ), John 19:28 (Ps. 22:15 [22:16 MTJ), John 
19:36 (Exod. 12:46), and John 19:37 (Zech. 12:10); Neyrey 1985: 147. 

8 This stands in contrast to Prov. 11:26; Jer. 17:11; 1 Enoch 97.8-10. Sir. 
11:18-19 is especially close to Jesus’ picture, except that wealth comes 
through self-denial and diligence (lit., “from afflicting himself”), not simply 
fortune as in Luke. The LXX renders the key phrase “by his wariness and 
pinching,” referring to frugality; Schweizer 1984: 207. Note also Ps. 49:16— 
20 [49:17-21 MT]; Plummer 1896: 323; Fitzmyer 1985: 972 (noting 1 


Enoch 97.8-10, which rebukes unrighteous wealth); Nickelsburg 1978-79: 
334-37. See n. 11 below for the Sirach and 1 Enoch texts. 

5 On the parallelism between Luke 16 and 1 Enoch, see Nickelsburg 
1978-79. These conceptual contacts show how Jesus’ remarks fit a Jewish 
milieu. 

14 Marshall 1978: 52; Schrenk, TDNT 2:189 8C2c (who notes Lucan 
parallels to the expression in Luke 2:25 and Acts 10:22). In addition, 
Schrenk notes NT parallels: Abel in Matt. 23:35; Lot in 2 Pet. 2:7-8; 
prophets in Matt. 13:17; 23:29; and martyrs in Matt. 23:35. The phrase has 
parallels in the OT (Deut. 6:25; 24:13; Ps. 106:31) and Judaism (Sus. 3; Sir. 
44:17); Nolland 1989: 26. 

31 See Klostermann 1929: 7 for more examples; Marshall 1978: 55 
mentions 2 Macc. 3:22-40 as a parallel, where Heliodorus, chief minister to 
the governor of Syria, suffers a vision that prevents him from entering and 
defiling the temple. Nolland 1989: 29 suggests that the closest parallel is 
Dan. 8:17; 9:20-21; 10:7, 15. 

4 This comparative-religions approach was very popular in the early part 
of the century. Numerous parallels have been noted, though none of them 
are exact. For a list of such parallels see Ernst 1977: 76 and Marshall 1978: 
72-75, both of whom note the parallels and argue that such outside accounts 
are not the basis of this account (so also esp. Nolland 1989: 47). This is the 
current consensus, whatever else is said about the material. Machen 1930, 
though now dated, is the strongest critique against the comparative-religions 


approach. 


8 Marshall 1978: 76. Marshall’s discussion (pp. 72-77) of the question is 
the best brief treatment currently available, though it is not clear that a 
“birth secret” is present. Nolland 1989: 46-48 also defends a “traditional” 
view of historicity. 

29 BDF 8177, 8233.2; BDR 8177.1-2; Marshall 1978: 68; Klostermann 
1929: 14. Luke 1:33 is the only use of the verb in the Gospels with 
reference to Jesus; K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:590. References to his “kingdom” 
are found in 22:30 and 23:42. Despite the absence of this term, regal reign 
imagery is found in several other terms and concepts, especially in Luke’s 
use of Ps. 110:1 in Luke-Acts, as well as in the picture of Jesus’ victory 
over Satan. In the OT, 2 Sam. 2:4 comes closest to this wording; Nolland 
1989: 52. 

17 Zerwick 1963: 85 8260; Wiefel 1988: 58. Nolland 1989: 69 also sees 
this as possible. 

21 Schlier, TDNT 1:639-40. God’s arm is also an image for the second 
exodus (Ezek. 20:33-34; Isa. 51:5, 9; 53:1); Nolland 1989: 71. 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 380; Klostermann 1929: 23; SB 2:107. Efforts to prove 
that the grandfather was the most frequent choice, as argue Creed 1930: 24 
and Nolland 1989: 79, are not substantiated. Examples of naming after a 
relative are numerous: after the father: Tob. 1:1, 9; Josephus, Life 1 85; 
Jewish War 5.13.2 8534; Antiquities 14.1.3 810; after a grandfather: 1 
Macc. 2:1-2; Jub. 11.15. C. F. Evans 1990: 179, positing Hellenistic 
assimilation, is entirely too skeptical about the details here. 

4 The most detailed recent survey of the issues is Farris 1985: 26-30. 


Other treatments include R. Brown 1977: 377—78; Fitzmyer 1981: 376-78; 


Marshall 1978: 86-87; Ernst 1977: 92-94; Wiefel 1988: 62-64; Nolland 
1989: 82-85; and Schürmann 1969: 84-85, 88-89, 93-94. 

12 Friedrich, TDNT 6:835. Again, the Spirit serves as “testimony bearer” 
and “revelator”; Acts 2:17-18; 11:27; 13:1; 19:6; 21:9; Nolland 1989: 85. 
On the Lucan theme of the Spirit as the Spirit of prophecy, see Menzies 
1991: 119-22. 

29 Danker 1988: 48-49; Plummer 1896: 42; Hauck, TDNT 5:491 n. 24, 
493. The combination is found elsewhere in Wis. 9:3 and Eph. 4:24. God 
seeks righteousness and worship even among the heathen: Acts 13:10, 16; 
24:25; 10:35, 43; Schrenk, TDNT 2:199. In the OT, Josh. 24:14 is similar in 
thrust; Nolland 1989: 88. 

36 Plummer does not cite anyone who argues for this option. 
“Knowledge of salvation” in Hebrew idiom refers to the experience of 
salvation; Ps. 98:2; Nolland 1989: 89. 

40 Schlier, TDNT 1:352-53; Schürmann 1969: 92; BDB 855. When a 
plant is the image in the OT, a Davidite is in view; Nolland 1989: 90. 

2 Major discussions can be found in Fitzmyer 1981: 392-93; R. Brown 
1977: 411; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Creed 1930: 30-32; Schürmann 
1969: 103-4, 108-9, 118-19; Marshall 1978: 96-97; Plummer 1896: 46; 
Nolland 1989: 98-103; and Ernst 1977: 99. 

17 Fitzmyer 1981: 410 cites the formulas of praise or confession in Bar. 
2:17-18; 1 Esdr. 9:8; 4 Macc. 1:12; Rom. 11:36; and Heb. 13:21. See also 
Schürmann 1969: 113. Nolland 1989: 108 mentions Ps. Sol. 18.10. The 
formula corresponds to the Semitic “Hosanna”; Lohse, TDNT 9:683, esp. n. 
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19 1QH 4.32-33; 11.9; Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 17 
(= Schürer 1973-87: 2.458); Marshall 1978: 112; Fitzmyer 1981: 411-12; 
Jeremias 1929a; Jeremias, TDNT 1:364; Schrenk, TDNT 2:745-50; 
Fitzmyer 1958; Nolland 1989: 109. 

2 Bultmann 1963: 299, 304 regards this setting as artificial and 
erroneous, since the firstborn child is presented at the temple, which was 
not required by the law. Schürmann 1969: 119-20, 131 speaks of editorial 
work from Hellenistic Christianity, though he still insists that the bulk of the 
tradition is Jewish-Christian because of its heavy emphasis on Israel and its 
traces of a Palestinian setting (the only other verse he questions is 2:27). He 
places the origin in a setting similar to 1:5-25 and 1:57—79. Nolland 1989: 
115 argues for Luke’s hand in 2:22-24, 39; but the non-LXX form of the 
OT citation is against 2:22—24 being from Luke’s hand. In Nolland’s view 
(p. 116), the rest is substantially from a source, with 2:25, 38 serving as 
Lucan editorial links. He also sees possible Lucan elements in 2:33-35. 

23 Marshall 1978: 120. Bovon 1989: 144 notes conceptual parallels in 
Ps. 31:19 [31:20 MT; 30:19 LXX] and Isa. 64:4-5 [64:3-4 MT]. Nolland 
1989: 120 cites Bar. 4:24 and sees Isa. 52:10 as the key point of connection. 
Goulder 1989: 257 sees Isa. 40:1—5 as the key text. 

33 John 19:25-27; Godet 1875: 1.141; Hendriksen 1978: 170-71; 
Marshall 1978: 123. Nolland 1989: 122 cites Ps. 22:20 [22:21 MT]; 37:15; 
Zech. 12:10; 13:7; and Ps. 37:15 as conceptual background. 

34 Wiefel 1988: 80. These texts show that God used women as 
revelatory agents. Several texts, including Luke 2:36—38, have audiences 


that include both men and women. There is no indication in the Bible that 


prophetesses had a gender-restricted audience. In fact, the recording of their 
prophecies for all to read suggests the opposite. On Luke and women, see 
Flanagan 1978: 292-93, who notes thirteen Lucan texts where man and 
woman are paralleled as Simeon and Anna are here; Nolland 1989: 122. 

4 Such a classification is also used for other sections of Luke 1-2. On 
such motifs in the Greco-Roman biographical tradition, see H. De Jonge 
1977-78; Nolland 1989: 127; C. F. Evans 1990: 222-27. See n. 6 for the 
ancient texts. 

5 Marshall 1978: 125-26. One can only note the restraint in this account 
compared to the apocryphal gospels. In contrast, the Jesus Seminar puts 
Jesus’ saying in 2:49 in black type (meaning that it does not go back to 
Jesus); Funk and Hoover 1993: 275-76. They see the unit as Luke’s 
production, drawing on the child-prodigy genre, the Lucan emphasis on 
design, and its lack of attestation elsewhere. But these criteria ignore the 
potential of a unique source surfacing in Luke’s research and the evidence 
for the unit’s origins in Palestinian settings (see the discussion above and n. 
3). Its enigmatic expression also reflects Jesus’ style (see also Nolland 
1989: 127-28, who speaks less directly on the issue of historicity in 2:49). 
That this is the only use of Sei relating Jesus to the Father speaks against a 
Lucan origin. On the historicity of the entire scene, see the exegesis of 2:50. 

6 Creed 1930: 44 and Nolland 1989: 129 have typical lists of examples: 
Cyrus (at ten) in Herodotus 1.114-15; Alexander the Great in Plutarch, Life 
of Alexander 5 (666-67); Apollonius in Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 1.7; 
Moses in Josephus, Antiquities 2.9.6 8230, and in Philo, Life of Moses 821; 
Samuel (at twelve) in Josephus, Antiquities 5.10.4 8348; Solomon (at 


twelve) in 1 Kings 2:12 LXX; and Josephus (of himself!) in Life 2 888-9. 
To this can be added the account of Augustus in Suetonius, Augustus 94, as 
Klostermann 1929: 45 notes. Luke’s account of Jesus is restrained in 
comparison to most of these accounts. 

14 Creed 1930: 50; Nolland 1989: 141. Tiede 1988: 86 notes the 
emphasis this idea has in Acts (2:38; 3:19; 5:31; 8:22; 11:18; 17:30; 20:21; 
26:20). 

15 SB 1:96-97; 2:154; Lam. Rab. 1.23 on 1:2; Legah Tob on Num. 
24:17 (2.129b, 130a) (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 3389-90); Pesikta 
Rabbati 29/30B.4 (= Braude 1968: 587-90). On the OT roots of the concept 
of renewal in the wilderness, see Ezek. 20:33-38; Hos. 2:14-23 [2:16-25 
MT]; Nolland 1989: 143; Mauser 1963. 

10 Fitzmyer 1981: 467; Büchsel, TDNT 1:672; Nolland 1989: 147. The 
image parallels the expression offspring of asps in the LXX: Isa. 11:8; 
14:29; 30:6; 59:5. 

7 Marshall 1978: 147; Scobie 1964: 73 n. 1. As Nolland 1989: 152 says, 
the argument “proves too much.” Acts 19 shows people whose tie to Spirit 
hope is remote, not intimate. 

2 Fitzmyer 1981: 497 rejects M. Johnson’s verdict, noting that this 
alternative requires that Nathan son of David equal Nathan the prophet. 
Fitzmyer argues that there is no evidence of such an identification in pre- 
Christian Judaism or in the pre-Lucan Christian community. Zech. 12:12 is 
key here. Nolland 1989: 170, 172 agrees and argues that the line of Nathan 
is opened up by the curse on Jeconiah (Jer. 22:30), alternately called 
Jehoiachin (NIV) or Coniah (NRSV), which prompted Luke to ignore 


Jewish kings. Nolland does not emphasize a prophetic connection to 
Nathan. If this view is to be held, this is the way to argue for it. 

1 Plummer 1896: 106; Manson 1949: 46 (who strongly defends this 
view); Dupont 1968: 97-115 (who argues for a middle course between 
literalism and parable); Carson 1984: 111; Nolland 1989: 177 (who defends 
the plausibility of Jesus’ reporting this event to his disciples). On the other 
end of the spectrum apparently is Crossan (1991), who does not even 
discuss this event in his portrayal of Jesus. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 133-34 [Matt.], 278-80 [Luke]) places all the sayings of this 
unit in black type, thereby indicating rejection of a tie to Jesus. The 
consensus of the seminar is that the text is legendary, like Greco-Roman 
biography, and that the sayings were authored by Q following the LXX. The 
seminar calls it an “ordeal story,” but this generic form category does not 
explain the explicit uniqueness of this confrontation account, a point that 
negates this argument. Manson 1949: 45-46 rightly challenges the 
description of the account as legendary (see the discussion of form below). 
LXX citations reflect only Luke’s sensitivity to his Greek audience and are 
not evidence of the text’s origin, since MT renderings would work (Nolland 
1989: 177). 

14 Glickman 1983: 226-27. Nolland 1989: 179 says that the test is 
exploitation of Jesus’ privilege of sonship, since the Son has access to the 
powers of the Father. “Son of God” here has a special force for Jesus’ 
unique filial relationship to God, since Jesus can access such power. But C. 


F. Evans 1990: 258 ties vidc to 3:22, so that it means “servant of God” or 


“king.” Nolland’s view is more likely. Satan is not testing regal authority, 
but something more significant. 

30 Satan’s argument appears to be that “there should be no martyrs”; so 
Nolland 1989: 181. 

32 The verb agiotn is used only by Luke in the Gospel tradition. Luke 
also loves to make temporal notes using üxpu: Luke 1:20; 17:27; 21:24; Acts 
13:11; Nolland 1989: 182. 

37 Dupont 1968: 58-59. So also Schulz 1972: 180, citing for the use of 
this verb Acts 2:16 and 13:40, which themselves may reflect traditional 
expressions. Nolland 1989: 181 gives the most plausible explanation: Jesus 
refuses to match yeyparttaı, which the devil used in 4:10. The form eipntou 
does not appear elsewhere in the NT, which suggests a traditional use more 
than a Lucan change. 

5 Nolland 1989: 186 notes the variety of phrases used to describe the 
Spirit’s activity: 4:1, 14, 18; 5:17; 10:21. 

9 Leaney 1958: 50-54. Schürmann 1969: 227-28, 241-42 says the 
source is Q; so also Busse 1978: 113-14 (though he sees Q’s influence as 
more conceptual than verbal, which makes Luke very responsible for the 
account); Nolland 1989: 192. 

24 Nolland 1989: 196 sees both ideas present, with the prophetic note 
dominant. This is a better way to see the passage, though whether the 
prophetic note is primary for Luke (as opposed to its use in the original 
setting) is questionable. 

26 11QMelch applies Isa. 61 to Melchizedek; J. A. Sanders 1975: 89-91 
(who adds 1QH 18.14-15); M. Miller 1969; Nolland 1989: 196 (who notes 


CD 2.12 and 1QM 11.7). In 1QM 11.7, the figure has priestly and messianic 
qualities. 

35 Ps. 45:2 [44:3 LXX]; Col. 4:6; Acts 14:3; 20:32; Schürmann 1969: 
234 n. 92. Nolland 1989: 198—99 argues that it refers to the cause of marvel: 
the words were endued with the power of God’s grace. But this also is too 
positive, given their rejection. 

38 Euripides, Fragments 1086, 1071; Oepke, TDNT 3:205; Creed 1930: 
68; Marshall 1978: 187; Cicero, Letters to His Friends 4.5.5; Gen. Rab. 
23.4 on 4:23; SB 2:156; P. Oxy. vol. 1 #1 logion 6; Gospel of Thomas 31; 
Nolland 1979. On iatpöc, see BAGD 369 81; BAA 750. 

46 See the use of mopevo in 4:42; 7:6, 11; 9:51, 52, 56, 57; 13:33; 17:11; 
22:22, 39; 24:28; Fitzmyer 1981: 539; Ernst 1977: 174-75. “Jesus’ hour 
had not yet come”; Nolland 1989: 201. 

10 Nolland 1989: 204 notes that in the ancient world exorcism falls 
between magic (Paris Magic Papyrus, lines 3007-85) and medicine 
(Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 4.20; Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185). 
Jews and non-Jews believed in magic (Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; 
Lucian, Lover of Lies 16, 30-31). But these healings often included potions 
or other aids that Jesus does not use. The healer in Lucian’s account, a 
Syrian from Palestine, charged a large fee for the service. Lucian also notes 
the exorcist’s use of “Egyptian works” and “imprecations in the Egyptian 
language.” Surveying recent work on the question, Crossan 1991: 304-10 
compares magic, miracle, and medicine and equates miracle to magic. But 
this grossly underestimates Jesus. The range of Jesus’ miracles suggests the 


presence of power far beyond anything magical. Jesus does not rely on 


potions or aids, but uses only his word. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 42) argues that because Jesus did not use magical formulas or 
incantations, the disciples did not preserve his actual words for the 
exorcism. But the logic of this argument for a lack of remembrance is not 
clear or compelling. The very dissimilarity of Jesus’ style compared to other 
such events in the ancient world might make what he did say memorable. 

19 Ellis 1974: 100; Plummer 1896: 134. Compare Tob. 8:1-3; Josephus, 
Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49 (where the reference is to the powers that 
Solomon—a regal figure—possessed over evil forces); Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 85. Nolland 1989: 210 notes eight different methods 
that Jesus used in his various healings in Luke, all of which involve his 
word or personal touch. 

26 Danker 1988: 112 (who calls it a demonic effect); Marshall 1978: 
195; Creed 1930: 71; Nolland 1989: 211-12 (who speaks of the presence of 
“demonic force” as opposed to possession). On the idea of rebuke, see Luke 
9:21, 42, 55 (other Lucan uses of emituao are 4:41; 17:3; 18:15, 39; 19:39; 
23:40). 

31 Maurer, TDNT 8:161; Schrage, TDNT 8:288 n. 129; Lohse, TDNT 
9:431-32 §C4. In the Marcan examples, this is often requested of Jesus; 
Nolland 1989: 213. 

19 Does katévevoov refer to signaling with their heads or voices because 
their hands are busy, as Nolland 1989: 222 suggests? Cf. the use of signals 
in 1:62. Métoyoc appears only here in the Gospels; Hanse, TDNT 2:831. 

33 On Jewish views of forgiveness of sin, see Nolland 1989: 236, who 


notes key studies: Sjö;berg 1938; Thyen 1970; Gradwohl 1974; and Klauck 


1981. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

3 Marshall 1978: 237 notes that Luke may have had an alternate list of 
the Twelve, but he regards the evidence as weak. Schürmann 1969: 318-19, 
323 is confident that Luke had a form of what he calls the “Catalogue of the 
Apostles” (a name that notes the passage’s form), which differed from Mark 
and derived from Q. Bovon 1989: 278 also sees additional source material 
here beyond Mark, since the apostolic list had various forms, as Acts 1:13 
shows. Nolland 1989: 265 speaks only of the influences of another 
tradition. Though he is less certain of another full list used by Luke, he 
thinks one existed because of the inclusion of Judas son of James and the 
absence of Thaddaeus. The differences in the lists will be noted in the 
exegesis. 

4 Guenther 1985: 31. Nolland 1989: 265-68 has a full discussion, 
though he sees too much distance between Paul’s and Luke’s views when he 
argues that Luke limits the term ünt60ToAoc to the Twelve. One of the ways 
that Luke indicates respect for Paul is by calling him an apostle in Acts 
14:4, 14 and by showing that Paul does everything that Peter did as an 


apostle. Nolland decides that the Lucan use reflects a later title. The use of 


the phrase the Twelve as a fixed technical term in the earliest Christian 
material—even when the Twelve are not present (1 Cor. 15:5)—also speaks 
for the authenticity of å&nóotoñog here. 

4 Guenther 1985: 31. Nolland 1989: 265-68 has a full discussion, 
though he sees too much distance between Paul’s and Luke’s views when he 
argues that Luke limits the term ünt60ToAoc to the Twelve. One of the ways 
that Luke indicates respect for Paul is by calling him an apostle in Acts 
14:4, 14 and by showing that Paul does everything that Peter did as an 
apostle. Nolland decides that the Lucan use reflects a later title. The use of 
the phrase the Twelve as a fixed technical term in the earliest Christian 
material—even when the Twelve are not present (1 Cor. 15:5)—also speaks 
for the authenticity of KnöotoAog here. 

8 M. Smith 1971 argues for a late origin, but Hengel 1961 argues for 
ideological unity between the early group and later Zealots, as does M. 
Stern 1976: 578-79. Much of Josephus’s Jewish War 4 condemns this 
radical group for their activity in A.D.. 66-70; especially descriptive is 
4.6.3 88381-88. Nolland 1989: 271 also prefers a distinction between the 
Zealot party and Luke’s term. Witherington 1990: 81-88, 96-98 supports 
Hengel. Against this connection is R. Brown 1994: 689-93. 

11 The closest possibility is the comparison with the priesthood in 
Hebrews, but here only Jesus is noted. Ellis 1974: 112 accepts the Mosaic 
imagery but not the Aaronic; Marshall 1978: 241 regards the Mosaic picture 
as possible; Nolland 1989: 275 argues persuasively against it. Nolland notes 
that the OT texts are a call to keep people away from the mountain (e.g., 


Exod. 19:12) and that the OT mountain setting is not related to teaching. 


41 This kind of result is evidence of the remark’s rhetorical form. On the 
variety of applications of this teaching in the NT, see Nolland 1989: 297; 
Acts 8:2; 9:25; 14:5-6; 22:25; 25:10-12; John 18:22-23. In Acts 22:25 and 
25:10-12 Paul seeks legal protection against the unrighteous as he 
continues to minister. Acts 23:2—3 shows a retaliation for which Paul 
apologizes (23:5). Acts 4:24-31 shows how the church applied this truth. 

58 For katavoćo, see Luke 12:24, 27; 20:23; Acts 11:6; Plummer 1896: 
191. Nolland 1989: 307 argues that the force is that one should attend to 
nonjudgment and love of the enemy, not ethical minutiae. This is correct 
contextually, but the remark is so proverbial that the application is broader. 
Sin in general is in view. 

11 On the authority of Jesus’ word, see Matt. 7:29; 8:8; Luke 5:5; Mark 
1:25-26; 4:39; Kittel, TDNT 4:107. On cures from afar, see the texts 
frequently discussed with this one: Matt. 8:8, 13; John 4:50-52; Lohse, 
TDNT 9:432. Ps. 107:20 stresses healing by a word; Nolland 1989: 317. 

6 Jeremias, TDNT 6:921. No archeological remains of a gate or of the 
city wall have yet been found; Nolland 1989: 322. 

20 It is likely that piKpotepoc is to be taken as a superlative. BDF (860, 
8244) discusses the construction, but does not mention this verse. Fitzmyer 
1981: 675 erroneously attributes this form of the remark to the early church; 
see the introduction to 7:18-35. The blessedness of the nıkpOTepog is 
frequent in the NT: Matt. 10:42; 18:10, 14; Mark 9:42; Luke 9:48; Nolland 
1989: 337. 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 


1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to a real game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 
Legasse 1969: 299-301. 

36 On “wisdom’s children,” see Sir. 4:11; Prov. 8:32—33. On wisdom 
personified, see Prov. 1:20-33; 8:1-9:6; 1 Enoch 42; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
5:10; Wis. 7:22-11:1; Schürmann 1969: 427; Nolland 1989: 346. 

2 For a good summary of the critical discussion, see Nolland 1989: 351- 
53, who relies on the approaches of Legault 1954, Lö;ning 1971, and 
Dupont 1980. Nolland also rightly rejects Brodie’s midrashic reading 
(1983) of this text as an internalization of 2 Kings 4:1-37. The points of 
connection between 2 Kings 4 and Luke 7 are too general to be compelling. 
In addition, the function of oil in the two accounts is too different (2 Kings 
4:3-7 versus Luke 7:37—38), and the bowing of the Shunammite in 2 Kings 
4:37 is a natural expression of respect, not unlike Luke 5:8. Luke 7:37-38 is 
filled with emotion, a background that 2 Kings 4 lacks. 

3 Bultmann 1963: 20-21 places the discussion in the section on 
apophthegms and controversy dialogues. He sees 7:48—50 as added later, so 
that the original key to the passage was 7:47. He also sees the account as a 
doublet for Mark 14:3-9. Fitzmyer 1981: 686-87 sees the parable inserted 
into the pronouncement story. The dubious assumption here is that an 
account cannot mix forms. The argument fails, since without the parable the 
Pharisee’s concerns in 7:39 remain unanswered; Nolland 1989: 351-52. 
Nolland prefers to call the passage “legend” since it is an example account, 


but he notes that doing so does not prejudice the account’s historicity. 


Berger 1984: 51-56, 256, 361 speaks of parable and dialogue side by side, 
and calls the account an apologetic defense of Jesus’ attitude toward 
sinners. 

15 Gen. 26:12 speaks of Isaac’s hundredfold yield, but that text has no 
clear connection to Luke. It is debated whether this is a normal or 
exaggerated yield; Nolland 1989: 371-72 opts for a high yield. On the 
ancient custom of measuring a yield twice, see Song Rab. 7.3.3 on 7:3. 
Normal yields ranged from sevenfold to tenfold (Schürmann 1969: 454 n. 
78), so that a hundredfold return is exceptional. 

8 The addition of the missionary emphasis at the end is called secondary 
on the assumption that multiple forms are not in the original tradition. But 
most now see that the tradition did reach Mark already in this form. This is 
an example against the supposed rule, which raises questions about the rule! 
But for development, see Kertelge 1970: 107. Another key study of this 
event also seeing stages in the development of the account is Pesch 1972; 
an earlier English version is Pesch 1971. However, Nolland 1989: 404 
rightly sees the double purpose tied to the influence of eyewitness memory, 
an observation that applies to many fixed-form accounts. The appeal to 
major stages of development is not necessary. 

32 So Cranfield 1959: 176. Plummer 1896: 227 speaks of Kersa, a locale 
near the lake, but he rejects Origen’s association of it with Gergesa. Arndt 
1956: 239-40 and Bovon 1989: 434 accept Gergesa as original in Luke. 
Liefeld 1984: 914-15 is rightly cautious about a solution, as is Nolland 
1989: 407. No clearly superior option exists between reading a regional 


reference or concluding that Gergesa is intended. 


11 Num. 32:41; Judg. 10:3; Arndt 1956: 246. Fitzmyer 1981: 745 notes 
other uses of the name in the first century. Nolland 1989: 419 notes that if 
the name has Aramaic roots (x2, Jair), then it means “he [God] will 
awaken” (1 Chron. 20:5). 

15 Luce 1933: 174 is close to this and in addition regards such details as 
“legendary.” He suggests a cure by “auto-suggestion,” a rationalistic 
description that rejects the account’s portrait. On the Jewish tradition of 
healings by touch, see SB 1:520; Schürmann 1969: 491 n. 139. On such an 
attitude reflecting popular belief, see Nolland 1989: 417. Nolland 1986 
shows that the idea of “grace” as reflecting divine power is not a late 
Hellenistic concept; he cites Homer, Odyssey 6.235-36; Martyrdom of 
Polycarp 12.1; Protevangelium of James 7.3, as well as the OT: Gen. 39:21; 
Exod. 3:21; 11:3; 12:30; and Ps. 84:11 [84:12 MT]. He notes with particular 
care Ps. 45:2 [45:3 MT]; Sir. 12:16; Bar. 2.14; and T. Judah 2.1. 

32 Van Der Loos 1965: 572 cites OT precedent (Judg. 15:19; 1 Sam. 
30:12); more correct is Schneider 1977a: 199. In Judaism, see 1 Enoch 
22.1-14; 39.4-8. Nolland 1989: 422 notes a possible contact with 1 Kings 
17:21-22. 

3 Schramm 1971: 139—40 also sees another source. Matthean prioritists 
see Luke working with Matthew and must speak of Marcan expansion. 
Schneider 1977a: 218 is against another source, but Nolland 1993a: 506 
regards it as possible. Nolland (pp. 506-8) also details the scholarly 
treatment of the parallel in Mark. 

3 Bayer 1986: 193-94. Appealing to possible oral tradition, Marshall 


1978: 394 more cautiously notes that péààsı reflects an Aramaic participle 


and thus perhaps the saying’s ancient form. Colpe, TDNT 8:444, speaks of a 
possible “unabbreviated special tradition,” though he also sees the church 
developing this tradition. Fitzmyer 1981: 812 sees Luke’s dependence only 
on Mark, though he has trouble explaining Luke’s abbreviated prediction. 
Bayer 1986: 197 makes a good case against the Lucan short form as the 
original form, arguing that Luke has abbreviated the tradition. Against a 
second source is Nolland 1993a: 512. 

4 Note the passive progressive construction: hv napakekañvppévov (was 
being hidden). Marshall 1978: 394 notes that this construction with amo 
(from) is a Hebraism; Ezek. 22:26; BDF 8155.3. Citing Exod. 7:13-14 
(“Pharaoh’s heart was hardened”), Tiede 1988: 193 argues that the passive 
is ambiguous about the concealer’s identity. Such remarks are usually tied 
to God’s sovereignty (1 Cor. 1:30; 2:6-9). Regardless, the implication is 
that such concealment can be overturned only by attention to God’s 
message. Nolland 1993a: 514 holds out the possibility of Satanic binding, 
noting that by 24:25 the disciples are seen as responsible for failing to 
understand. Nolland may be right. 

2 Schürer 1890: 105—43. The recent revision of Schürer’s work (1973- 
87: 1.399-427) changes little of the original discussion. Schürer 
summarizes what was already an old debate, going back at least to Strauss 
1972: 152-56 (originally 1835), as noted by Nolland 1989: 99. 

15 Dessau 1892-1916: #918; Dessau 1921. Another relevant inscription 
on Quirinius is Dessau 1892-1916: #2683, which describes his career in 


Syria; Nolland 1989: 100. 


1 On NT structures with the use of “seven,” see Rengstorf, TDNT 2:632 
§B4d. On other points of Lucan structure, see Nolland 1989: 168 and 
Goulder 1989: 283-90. 

2 Because the exact list of names is so uncertain and because Luke says 
nothing about the structure, one should be cautious about invoking such 
precise symbolism. Wiefel 1988: 97 seems to regard this twelfth-week view 
as possible. Schürmann 1969: 203 n. 119 argues that if it is present Luke is 
not conscious of it. Nolland 1989: 168 suggests that it was the point of 
Luke’s source, whose order he reversed. But how can one know this? 
Goulder 1989: 284-85 is strongly supportive of this view, citing 1 Enoch 
93.3-10 to stress that the form is to some extent artificial. 

10 The twentieth-century English Duke of Windsor, Edward VIII, is a 
classic, similar contemporary illustration of this truth, though he had no 
children. A closer analogy would be William’s becoming king in place of 
his father, if Charles were to become disqualified for the throne. So then, 
Luke did not need Nathan to make this point (Nolland 1989: 170, 172, who 
is for the influence of the Jeconian curse on Luke, so that the evangelist 
sends the genealogy through Nathan rather than through Solomon). 

9 Talbert 1982: 111-12 sees chiasmus in 9:51-19:44, but has to omit 
Luke 15 and place 14:1--6 out of its Lucan order! Goulder 1964: 196 argues 


for the following chiastic links: 


10:25 eternal life 
11:1 prayer 
11:14 healing 


11:37 pharisaic hypocrisy 


12:1 money 


12:35 repentance 

13:10 rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
14:1 rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
15:1 repentance 

16:1 money 

16:14 pharisaic hypocrisy 

17:11 healing 

17:5 prayer 

18:18 eternal life 


The most plausible case for chiasmus is made by Farrell 1986. Blomberg 
also deals with and rejects theories that make the central section a Christian 
Deuteronomy; see C. F. Evans 1955. My main criticism of Blomberg’s 
article is that it regards the section’s end as falling at 18:34, ignoring later 
literary clues that Jesus has not arrived in Jerusalem (19:28, 41). This may 
be the Achilles’ heel against his theory that the section’s parable source was 
laid out chiastically, especially if 19:11-27 is taken into consideration. Still, 
aspects of Blomberg’s case and the general outline of a possible Lucan 
source may surface in my discussion; see also Nolland 1993a: 530-31. 

9 Plummer 1896: 264 notes that Luke makes nothing of this nickname. 
Marshall 1978: 406 rejects the suggestion of the nickname’s connection 
with this incident, noting that the name is absent and that it is not likely that 
Jesus would give them a derogatory nickname. In addition, Mark 3:17 does 
not say that the name came from Jesus. Nolland 1993a: 536 notes that the 


concern of James and John in Mark 10:35-45 also revolves around power. 


But disciples are to serve. The nickname may allude to their character, 
which is undergoing reformation. 

10 The aorist participle otpageig and the aorist verb Entetiunoev suggest 
either a simultaneous action or a turning followed by the rebuke. Jesus 
responds similarly in Luke 22:47-51; Nolland 1993a: 537. 

14 On the use of €tepoc (another), see the additional note on Luke 7:19. 
If 22:35 indicates a connection to this mission, then the seventy-two 
disciples appointed for this mission served alongside the Twelve, who had 
already been commissioned (also Nolland 1993a: 550). 

16 Note that Luke 10:10-16; John 4:31-38; Rom. 11:16-24; 1 Cor. 3:6— 
7 use the same image, although the last three texts lack judgment overtones. 
A similar usage is found at Qumran (1QS 8.5-6; CD 1.7; 1QH 8.4-11) and 
in Judaism (Odes Sol. 38.17-21; SB 1:720-21). Hauck, TDNT 3:133, and 
Wiefel 1988: 197 note Joel 3:13 [4:13 MT]; Hos. 6:11; Isa. 27:11-12, as OT 
texts where Israel is seen as wheat among Gentile chaff. For an 
eschatological use of the imagery that looks at consummation, see Matt. 
13:36-43; Rev. 14:15. Nolland 1993a: 550-51 argues for a slightly distinct 
use from the OT, since the call is to enter the kingdom with less concern 
about judgment. But the options are clear in Luke 10:8-11. 

30 Schweizer 1984: 176 notes that the force is spatial. Marshall 1978: 
422 notes that in 11:20, which uses a different term, g8&vo, Luke clearly 
means “arrived.” On the relationship between €yyi@@ and @8dva, see Fitzer, 
TDNT 9:89, esp. n. 10. Does 10:9 say the same thing as 11:20? It most 
likely does. Marshall does not think the spatial argument is as key as the 


argument of 11:20. For a full defense of the kingdom declared as arrived in 


this verse, see Bock 1992c. For the debate over the Aramaic behind the 
sayings and the difficulty of determining it, see Meier 1994: 432-34, 486- 
87. Luke’s €@’ DnäG (upon you) is missing in the Matthean parallel and may 
represent his explanation of the sayings’ force. The present effects of the 
kingdom are clearly in view (10:23-24; Nolland 1993a: 554). Schürmann 
1994: 74 cites 7:28; 16:16; and 17:20-21 as conceptually parallel. 

38 Satan’s access to heaven is assumed in Job 1:6-12; 2:1-7. Fitzmyer 
1985: 862 and Nolland 1993a: 563 are against the Isaianic allusion, but 
Luke’s language suggests that passage. As an allusion it does not identify 
Isaiah’s referent, since Isaiah probably refers to an earthly king who 
arrogantly takes on the role of a god and is cast down by God. In later 
Jewish thinking, the king correctly becomes typological of what Satan also 
does. The phrase overlapping with Isa. 14:12 is &K tod ovpavod (from 
heaven). For Jewish handling of Isa. 14, see Miyoshi 1974: 100; see 
especially T. Sol. 20.16-17, which pictures demons falling like lightning to 
earth. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 


1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136—40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25—28 is probably rooted in 


Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 


11 There is debate about the age of these sections of the Testaments of 
the Twelve Patriarchs and, as a result, whether they reflect the Judaism of 
Jesus’ period. Fitzmyer 1985: 879 questions their value, while Derrett 1970: 
225 n. 5 holds that this uncertainty is insufficient to reject the presence of 
these ideas in this time. Nolland 1993a: 580-82 argues that the theme has 
Jewish roots, but that Jesus gives more focus to these two laws being the 
center of godliness. In Luke, the lawyer has such insight as well. Would the 
early church put such a reply in the lips of a Jewish lawyer? Nolland rightly 
rejects insistence on a Hellenistic background (against Schürmann 1994: 
135, who speaks of piety toward God and righteousness toward others), but 
it must be noted that nowhere in Judaism do Deut. 6 and Lev. 19 appear 
explicitly side by side. See also the additional note. 

14 Manson 1949: 262 notes both Josephus, Jewish War 4.8.3 8474, who 
describes the region’s barren character, and Jerome, who observes that Arab 
robbers were frequent on this route in his day some four centuries after 
Jesus. Nolland 1993a: 593 adds to the list Strabo 16.2.40—41 (c763), who 
mentions Pompey’s problem with robbers and then describes the city. 

16 On priestly uncleanness, see Lev. 21:1; on priests’ being excused 
from helping sinners, see Sir. 12:4-6 and Midr. Sam. 5 89 (31a). Nolland 
1993a: 593 adds Num. 5:2; 19:2-13; Ezek. 44:25-27 to the list of texts on 
uncleanness, but rightly refuses to name these as a motive in the parable. 

5 Marshall 1978: 455 sees either two versions or Matthew’s adding to an 
original short edition like that in Luke. These reflect distinct recensions of 
Q; but he does not discuss the number of events. Jeremias 1971a: 193-96 


argues for the originality of the Lucan form and posits an Aramaic form 


behind it. He regards its structure as memorable in an oral context, carrying 
rhyme and a two-four rhythm (so also Meier 1994: 293). Beasley-Murray 
1986: 147 argues that Luke’s version is original in extent, but that 
Matthew’s is closer to the original wording, a view close to Nolland’s 
(noted above). For him Luke’s prayer circulated in Gentile Christian circles, 
while Matthew’s was the Jewish-Christian version. Nevertheless, for him 
the prayer’s roots go back to Jesus. Wiefel 1988: 215 is less certain of this 
attempt to distinguish communities. 

12 Nolland 1993a: 637 adds other signs like turning back the sun (2 
Kings 20:8-11) or providing manna like Moses (cf. Luke 9:12-17). SB 
1:726-27 discusses this category in later rabbinic writings. 

17 The phrase oi vioi budv refers to “your own people” (Arndt 1956: 
300), although most see it as referring to the “sons of the Pharisees” 
(Rengstorf, TDNT 4:443) or more broadly to “countrymen” (Godet 1875: 
2.64) (see BAGD 833 81ca; BAA 1663 81ca; Heb. 12:5; 1 Pet. 5:13). 
Nolland 1993a: 639 states the question this way: “What will other Jewish 
exorcists, in light of their own exorcizing activity, make of such a view?” 
For a different (and I think more preferable) view, see n. 19 below. 

21 The difference may suggest a distinct form of the tradition for Luke, 
since the Spirit’s work is a Lucan emphasis. Schulz 1972: 205 and Manson 
1949: 86 argue that Matthew probably changed the reference to the Spirit, 
possibly in light of Matt. 12:18. But the reason for such a change is not 
entirely compelling, since Matthew also loves OT allusions. However, if 
there is a change here, Matthew is more likely to have made it, since it is 


hard to see Luke’s removing a reference to the Spirit for explanatory 


reasons (but so argue Wall 1987 and Goulder 1989: 504, noting that Luke 
does not use the phrase Spirit of God). For a Lucan change are Hamerton- 
Kelly 1964-65; Yates 1964; and Nolland 1993a: 639-40. Nolland notes that 
Luke alone uses anthropomorphisms like “hand of God” (1:66) and “arm of 
God” (1:51). 

25 See BAGD 856 82 and BAA 1708 82. With Ertt, @8Gva means “to 
overtake.” Appeals to the ability of ¿ni to mean “near” (as in John 21:1) are 
not good enough to refute the force of the verb-preposition combination. In 
the LXX, @@av@ normally means “to reach, arrive, happen to.” When 
combined with émi in the LXX, it means for something to reach someone; 
Dan. 4:24, 28 [Theodotion]. Caragounis’s appeal (1989: 20-23) to the 
proleptic aorist here fails (even though he sees a fulfillment with 
resurrection); see also Nolland 1993a: 640. 

31 “House” is probably the meaning of avAn here (BAGD 121 82, 84 
and BAA 243 82, 84), but the different term suggests once again the 
possibility of a distinct source. Nolland 1993a: 641 argues against a distinct 
source for Luke because of the presence of Lucan vocabulary (Luke’s 
version has more intense imagery for a battle scene). AùÀń has the meaning 
“palace” in 1 Macc. 11:46; 3 Macc. 2:27; 5:46; Matt. 26:3; Mark 15:16. 

1 Most argue for Q: Fitzmyer 1985: 953 (12:1 from L), 956 (12:2-9 
from Q), 962-63 (12:10 from Q or Mark; 12:11-12 from Q); Ernst 1977: 
392 (for 12:2-9); and Schneider 1977a: 277. Grundmann 1963: 252 says it 
is “probably” Q. Marshall 1978: 510 speaks of Q material conflated with 


Marcan elements and also argues that Q has various recensions and that 


Luke’s version is slightly different from that of Matthew. Nolland 1993a: 
675-76 sees Q for 12:2-9 and a mixture of Q and Mark for 12:10-12. 

9 There is no need to suggest that Luke corrected Matthew’s pricing, as 
Nolland 1993a: 678 intimates. 

4 Fitzmyer 1985: 987 speaks of elements going back to Jesus that focus 
on God’s final vindicating judgment. This approach may be too broad in 
ignoring the Son of Man-Jesus linkage, about whose secondary character 
Fitzmyer is uncertain. Nolland 1993a: 700 accepts all the material as 
authentic except 12:42, 46c, 47-48. Though some Lucan summary touches 
exist (e.g., 12:41—42a), all of the material, including Peter’s question, 
coheres with Jesus’ teaching. For a defense of the traditional roots of 12:41, 
see D. Wenham 1984: 57-62. 

25 Note the possible views mentioned in the exegesis of 12:41. The 
Matthean parallel of the hypocrite is enlightening, since a “play-actor” is 
addressed by ürtokpırnc; BAGD 845; BAA 1684. The term may well be 
Matthew’s rendering, since he uses it seven times uniquely (Schneider 
1975: 26 n. 14; Nolland 1993a: 704). Marshall 1978: 544 notes that 
Aramaic X517 (hnp,) can be translated with the sense that appears in each 
version of the account. On false teachers, see esp. 2 Pet. 2:1—2, 13-14, 17- 
22. 

6 The judging or separating function of the Holy Spirit is in view in 3:16. 
On mdp, see BAGD 730 82; BAA 1461 82, and the exegesis of 3:16. In the 
OT, fire is a common way to refer to judgment of both Israel and its 
enemies: Jer. 43:12; Ezek. 15:7; Hos. 8:14; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12, 14; 2:2, 5; 
Nah. 3:13; Zech. 13:9; Mal. 3:2-3. It is also a major judgment image in 


Jewish apocalyptic literature: 1 Enoch 18.15; 102.1; 2 Bar. 37.1; 48.39; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13:10-11; Ps. Sol. 15.4-5; Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1QH 8.20; 
Wiefel 1988: 247; Lang, TDNT 6:936—37; Nolland 1993a: 708. 

23 IIpäKtop does not imply a Hellenistic setting, since such prisons 
were widespread. Those who see a Roman figure in view and thus a 
Hellenistic setting distinguish this term from ürtnpertng (servant) in Matt. 
5:25. Nolland 1993a: 714 speaks of Luke’s careful choice of terms here. 

5 "Enıgev (he mixed) comes from either neiyvunı (BAGD 499) or 
uiyvuni (BAA 1055), both meaning “to mix.” The expression is an idiom 
for two events occurring together; so Ellis 1974: 185, who cites Exod. Rab. 
19.5 on 12:43-44, SB 2:193, and Blinzler 1957-58: 28-29. The midrash 
refers to a mixture of circumcision blood and Paschal blood to indicate the 
need of a person who eats Passover to be circumcised. Philo, Special Laws 
3.16 891, discusses the inappropriateness of mixing the blood of murderers 
and sacrifices at the temple (Nolland 1993a: 717-18). Wiefel 1988: 252 n. 
11 calls the expression “Palestinian.” 

13 Deut. 22:9; Judg. 9:7-15; 1 Kings 4:25 [5:5 MT]; 2 Kings 18:31; SB 
1:872—73 §g; Marshall 1978: 555. On fig trees and vineyards, see Pliny, 
Natural History 17.35 8200 and Nolland 1993a: 718. Theophrastus, De 
Causis Plantarum 3.10.6, advises against mixing figs and vines. 

5 Luke 5:15; 8:2; 11:14; 13:12; Matt. 8:17. Demonic influence may be a 
better description than demonic possession, because it is not behavior but a 
diseased condition that is the point; Luke 4:33, 38-39; 2 Cor. 12:7. 
Weakness is produced by the evil spirit; 1QapGen 20.17, 21-29; Stählin, 
TDNT 1:493; Marshall 1978: 557. Fitzmyer 1985: 1012 calls the genitival 


aodeveiag (weakness) an Aramaism; see Creed 1930: 183. Nolland 1993a: 
724 suggests that the number eighteen may be conventional (2 x 9 = “a long 
time”); Judg. 3:13-14; 10:8; 20:25, 44; 2 Sam. 8:13. This is possible, but 
not certain. 

12 On the synagogue leader (&pyiovvaywyoc), see Schrage, TDNT 7:847. 
This person was responsible for the order and progress of worship, so he is 
the right one to speak. The most learned member presents the official view 
on Jesus’ act. There is no need to argue for a redactional seam at the shift of 
address to the audience. The leader is responsible for the assembly’s 
worship (Nolland 1993a: 724). Nolland argues that “the directive fits only 
imperfectly in the flow of the story.” I disagree: practice and custom is the 
issue here. The issue cannot arise until Jesus heals. 

10 Satov occurs elsewhere in the NT only at Matt. 13:33; BAGD 745; 
BAA 1490; also in Josephus, Antiquities 9.4.4 871; 9.4.5 885; Gen. 18:6; 
Judg. 6:19; 1 Sam. 1:24. Nolland 1993a: 730 questions this connection, 
since the LXX does not connect odtov to 7X9. If he is right, the amount is 
unclear. But a Semitic context for the parable makes a specific connection 
likely. 

2 Marshall 1978: 563 also leans toward independence for the door 
imagery, though he sees elements of connection with the tradition in the rest 
of the passage and sees Luke bringing some elements of this material 
together. Fitzmyer 1985: 1021-22 sees a Lucan hand in most of the material 
and sees only 13:24—29 as Q material, though he acknowledges that the 
case is not certain. Nolland 1993a: 732 attributes 13:22—23 to Luke and the 


rest mainly to traditional roots, most shared with Matthew. Most argue that 


the theme of presence or entry of blessing brought the texts together (Meier 
1994: 310) and that Luke rearranged 13:28-29 by placing what was at the 
end at the start of the saying. Meier 1994: 311 lists the Lucan order of 
Matthean elements as 9, 10, 4, 5, 6, 7, 2, 3, 5, with four Lucan redactional 
stichs. It is more credible, however, to see a fresh tradition, given all the 
restructuring required of the alternative. 

9 Ayovilopa suggests intense effort or straining labor; BAGD 15; BAA 
27. With the present tense it contextually denotes continual striving. This is 
the only use of the word in the Synoptics; elsewhere at John 18:36; 1 Cor. 
9:25; Col. 1:29; 4:12; 1 Tim. 4:10; 6:12; 2 Tim. 4:7. It is a term of 
Hellenistic, Jewish, and early Christian exhortation; Nolland 1993a: 733; 
Hoffmann 1967: 196. 

2 See Borg 1987: 162-63, 170, who notes Jer. 12:7 and Ezek. 11:22-23. 
So also Horsley 1987: 300-302, who calls Luke 13:32-33 part of a “fairly 
solid tradition” (p. 190). For the debate on 13:31-33, see Nolland 1993a: 
738-39, who accepts 13:31-32, but regards 13:33 as a Lucan redaction that 
makes the transition from 13:32 to 13:34. However, the use of dei is too 
widespread in the Gospel tradition to make this conclusion solid (see the 
exegesis of 13:33). In addition, as Marshall 1978: 570 suggests, 13:33 is an 
integral link to 13:32. 

3 Interestingly, Nolland 1993a: 739 argues that both Matthew and Luke 
selected the location for this tradition in their respective Gospels. 

12 Bultmann 1963: 114 sees wisdom here. Leaney 1958: 210 cites Matt. 
23:34; Luke 2:40, 52; 7:35; 11:31, 49 as parallels. See also 1 Enoch 42. 


Luke 11:49-51 uses the wisdom motif openly. For more reasons not to see 


wisdom here, see Bock 1987: 120. Marshall 1978: 573-74 and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1034 opt for wisdom terminology, but without Jesus alluding to 
himself as wisdom, since Jesus sees himself as wisdom’s messenger. Sir. 
24:7-12 provides a plausible background. If wisdom is in the background, 
this is the best way to argue for it. Nolland 1993a: 739 questions the 
presence of wisdom here, as do I. 

5 See C. Kim 1975 for an ancient invitation. Fitzmyer 1985: 1055 
correctly notes that Jeremias’s appeal to this as a custom of Jerusalem has 
only a fifth-century text as support, but Esther and Philo suggest that the 
custom is possibly older. Nolland 1993a: 755 adds Terence, Self-Tormentor 
169-70, and Apuleius, Metamorphoses (Golden Ass) 3.12, which may 
suggest that more than Jewish custom is in view here. 

19 Thackeray 1912-13 discusses an idiom (“surrender unconditionally”) 
possibly found in the greetings in Judg. 18:15; 1 Sam. 10:4; 17:22; 25:5; 
30:21; T. Judah 9.7. But this force is less clearly documented; see Nolland 
1993a: 764. 

24 The verb pwpav6f literally means for salt “to become foolish,” a 
personification that shows its total lack of value because it is no longer 
salty; BAGD 531 82; BAA 1075 82. There may be a wordplay on the 
Semitic ?3N (tpl), which can mean “to be foolish” or “to be unsavory”; Job 
1:22; Jer. 23:13; Marshall 1978: 595; Black 1967: 166; Schwarz 1978. 
Nolland 1993a: 765 notes that the figure is based on the result of salt losing 
its saltiness, regardless of whether it actually happens. 

14 Marshall 1978: 600-601 has details and notes the views. Bultmann 
1963: 171 and Linnemann 1966: 67—70 opt for Matthean originality, while 


Jeremias 1963a: 40 and Ellis 1974: 197 are convinced that Luke has the 
original form. Marshall is undecided, as is Nolland 1993a: 769. All of this 
assumes that only one tradition of the story originally existed, which may 
not be true, as Marshall notes. Bultmann 1963: 202 also notes a similar 
parable in the later Gen. Rab. 86.4 on 39:2, where one of twelve cows is 
lost; also SB 1:785. 

3 For effective refutation, see O’Rourke 1971-72 and Jeremias 1971b. 
Marshall 1978: 605 rejects attempts to posit a Lucan origin for the parable, 
such as Schottroff 1971 defends. Goulder 1989: 614-16 argues for Lucan 
authorship of the parable, attempting to refute the various cases made for 
authenticity on linguistic grounds by Jeremias, O’Rourke, or Hofius 1977— 
78. Goulder (pp. 611-12) argues that Luke is relying consciously or 
unconsciously on the story of Joseph in Genesis, but the cause of the 
“lostness” of the son in the Joseph cycle of Gen. 39-50 and of the prodigal 
could not be more different. Nolland 1993a: 780-81 correctly rejects 
attempts to split the parable in two. 

8 Sir. 33:20 (NRSV) reads: “To son or wife, to brother or friend, / do not 
give power over yourself, as long as you live; / and do not give your 
property to another, / in case you change your mind and must ask for it.” A 
more positive attitude and example appears in Tob. 8:21 (Nolland 1993a: 
782). 

15 Kepatiov (little horn) was eaten only by the poorest humans; BAGD 
429; BAA 873; a NT hapax legomenon. Marshall 1978: 609 cites a saying 
from Lev. Rab. 35.6 on 26:3: “When the Israelites are reduced to carob 


pods, then they repent.” This food was nicknamed “John the Baptist’s 


bread,” on the erroneous idea that John ate carobs. John’s carob was sweet, 
while this carob was bitter; Nolland 1993a: 783; Bailey 1976: 171-73. 

24 Bailey argues that this omission of his resolve to be a worker is key: 
the son backs off from his confession and is disappointed that his effort to 
earn back his relationship, a picture of his “rabbinic-like repentance,” has 
failed. Bailey is right that the son understands that the father “gifted” him 
with a new relationship, but his characterization of the son is too negative, 
as Nolland 1993a: 784 correctly notes. The parable describes a returned 
prodigal, a sinner found, which for Jesus is a positive, not a conniving, 
category. 

4 Mark also lacks the exception; Wiefel 1988: 294 therefore speaks of 
Mark as Luke’s source. The variation in the tradition is what causes the 
Jesus Seminar’s uncertainty about the saying. But only the exception should 
be a topic for such a discussion. Against a Matthean redaction is the 
probable Semitic background to the exception as stated in Matt. 5:32 (noted 
in Nolland 1993a: 816, although curiously he sees the detail as a redactional 
addition). 

23 The penalty was apparently never carried out in Jesus’ time since 
Jews did not have the right to execute capital punishment under Roman 
rule; Creed 1930: 208. The idea of such punishment still remains, as Jub. 
30.8-9 shows. The standard was to pursue holiness. Such an act of adultery 
rendered a woman defiled (Jub. 33.9; m. Sot\;a 2.6; 5.1). In fact, these 
Mishnah texts almost require divorce for the adulterous wife since she 


becomes unclean to the husband. Thus, adultery was seen as extremely 


serious in Judaism (on the Greco-Roman view of adultery tied to shame, see 
Nolland 1993a: 818). 

5 On the use of @@vn (voice), see Luke 11:27; Acts 4:24; Gen. 39:15, 
18; Judg. 21:2; 1 Sam. 11:4; Van Der Loos 1965: 496 n. 4; Klostermann 
1929: 173. The call for mercy is also used in the Psalter (e.g., 109:21; 
Glö;ckner 1983: 139-40), but not much can be made of this general 
expression, as Nolland 1993a: 846 indicates. 

21 Marshall 1978: 664 and Plummer 1896: 409 deny the idea of escape, 
arguing that the point is a prohibition against coming down to collect 
possessions; but are the two points mutually exclusive? The comparison 
with Lot’s wife in 17:32 suggests an escape. Nolland 1993a: 861 argues that 
part of the point is a willingness to flee and leave one’s possessions behind, 
which reinforces earlier teaching about how riches can ensnare their 
possessor. 

22 For ôðua, see BAGD 210; BAA 423; Luke 5:19; 12:3; Josh. 2:6, 8; 2 
Sam. 16:22; Isa. 22:1. The flat roof was probably used as living space (Acts 
10:9; Nolland 1993a: 861). 

7 The order of commandments in Matthew and Mark follows the MT 
and manuscript A of the LXX. Luke’s order finds ancient precedent in 
Philo, On the Decalogue 12 851; manuscript B of Deut. 5 LXX; as well as 
NT parallels in Rom. 13:9 and James 2:11; Nolland 1993a: 886. 

11 Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 8842-49, mentions the healing skill of 
Solomon, thus providing a base for this description of David’s son. This 
view is contrary to Nolland 1993b: 900, who argues against a Jewish 


expectation of a Davidic healer. His point is correct, but these traditions 


raise the question of what connections Jesus’ acts of healing might surface. 
With all the eschatological ferment in Palestine in this period, why deny the 
possibility of such reflection on such events? Meier 1994: 689 is certainly 
correct to see the connection as not surprising in this setting. 

6 Fitzmyer 1985: 1224 sees this as the wrong question to ask, since the 
text does not address the issue. Klostermann 1929: 185 simply says that 
supernatural knowledge is not expressed by Luke. Luce 1933: 292 takes a 
rationalistic approach: Jesus inquired about his name, but Luke portrays his 
knowledge as supernatural. Nolland 1993b: 905 speaks of Jesus’ “uncanny 
knowledge.” 

21 Jeremias 1963a: 62 holds that Jesus’ audience interrupted him; so also 
Plummer 1896: 442, who argues that the crowd thinks Jesus is spoiling the 
parable; so also Nolland 1993b: 916-17. Klostermann 1929: 189; Marshall 
1978: 708; and Danker 1988: 309 hold that the interruption comes from 
attendants in the parable. If 19:26-27 maintains the parabolic perspective, 
and 19:27 looks as if it does, then those who react here come from within 
the parable and comment as a crowd to the king. Of course, since the king 
represents Jesus, there is no real difference in sense in the choice. If Jesus 
speaks, he simply gives the parable’s lesson. 

2 Catchpole 1984 argues against historicity on form-critical grounds. For 
a response, see Witherington 1990: 104-7 and Nolland 1993b: 922-23. 
Holding to historicity, Kinman 1993 argues for a contrast between this 
event and Greco-Roman entries of dignitaries. Kinman also argues that 
Luke tries to show Jesus as a “king like Solomon” who is not a political 


threat and thus seeks to blunt the charge that Christians are a political threat 


to Rome. As such, Luke declares the significance to the event by how he 
tells the whole story of Jesus. 

7 Nolland 1993b: 925 rejects the influence of this custom, preferring to 
read the authority as a uniquely christological portrayal versus a cultural 
one. Are such issues either/or choices? 

10 Luke uses yo (to bring) thirteen times (Luke 4:1, 9, 29, 40; 10:34; 
18:40; 19:27, 30, 35; 22:54; 23:1, 32; 24:21), while Mark uses it only three 
times (Mark 1:38; 13:11; 14:42) and Matthew four times (Matt. 10:18; 21:2, 
7; 26:46). Mark uses épo (to bring along) fifteen times compared to 
Matthew’s and Luke’s four times each. This difference is one of Marcan 
style. Fitzmyer 1985: 1249 argues that Matthew and Luke chose the more 
precise verb. Luke’s reading leaves a chiasmus in the verse: “finding the 
bound donkey ... loosing it and bring it” (Nolland 1993b: 924). 

20 Giblin 1985: 56 sees Ps. 137:9; Ezek. 4:1-2; and Isa. 3:26 as relevant. 
He notes that Jerusalem falls as any worldly city would because they missed 
the “moment of truth.” See also Flückiger 1972: 387-88. Nolland 1993b: 
931-32 notes the numerous examples of non-Lucan language in Luke 
19:43—44. 

5 The temple area was large (over 100 yards by 150 yards), so if Jesus 
acted quickly, there may have been little time to react. In addition, he may 
have intended only a prophetic sign, not a comprehensive cleansing. A brief 
symbolic action may have sufficed to express his intent, as even E. Sanders 
1985: 70 acknowledges. Witherington 1990: 109-10 notes six historical 
questions that influence this passage and argue for its plausibility. One of 


the most basic is, Why invent such an event? Nolland 1993b: 935-36 notes 


nine views on this issue and opts for a modest, symbolic action against 
long-standing temple practice (pace Eppstein 1964) that thwarted true 
worship and called for purification, if not temple replacement. 

9 “Leaders of the people” resisted Paul and Barnabas; Acts 13:50; cf. 
17:4; 25:2; 28:7, 17; Josephus, Antiquities 4.6.9 8140; 4.7.5 8174; 10.4.5 
871; 10.10.5 8213. See Michaelis, TDNT 6:866, for extrabiblical examples. 
Nolland 1993b: 940 notes the various combinations with which Luke refers 
to the leadership in Luke 20—24. They are a major narrative group for 
Luke’s account, almost having a corporate personality that acts in concert 
against Jesus. Key verses are 20:1, 19; 22:2, 52, 66; 23:10, 13, 35; 24:20. 

3 Nolland 1993b: 957 notes that all the nonbiblical parallels are 
secondary. 

4 Nolland 1993b: 957 notes one exception: Petzke 1975. 

22 Josephus records that when the temple burned, a bright star 
resembling a sword stood over the city and that comets were visible for a 
year; Jewish War 6.5.1-3 88274-89, esp. 88288-89; Manson 1949: 326; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1337; Plummer 1896: 479. Note also Tacitus, History 5.13; 
2 Macc. 5:2-3; Nolland 1993b: 992. 

2 For excellent overviews of the variety of positions on Lucan redaction, 
see Soards 1987: 13-16 and V. Taylor 1972: 3-27. Nolland 1993b: 1023 is 
convinced that Luke had a second source, which he thinks may be a 
continuous account. 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 


Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 


Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13—4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

18 The debate over the original wording of the tradition is complex and 
ultimately irresolvable, since it rests on so much speculation about what is 
likely. Marshall 1978: 804 and Schürmann 1955: 30-34, 123-28 argue for 
originality, Patsch 1972: 142-50 against it. Nolland 1993b: 1047 sees it as a 
later but quite accurate gloss, since Jesus looks to affirm his ongoing 
relationship to them despite his coming suffering. 

20 On the various views, see the summary in Marshall 1978: 805-6, who 
argues that in general Luke’s form is the most primitive, but notes the 
difficulty of the decision. Fitzmyer 1985: 1402 prefers Mark’s originality, as 
does Nolland 1993b: 1047, who mostly follows Ruckstuhl 1980. 

1 There is some contact between Luke’s version of the final discourse 
and John’s (John 13-16), but the two accounts complement each other more 
than they overlap. For discussion of these subunits and the source debate 
surrounding them, see Nolland 1993b: 1058-59, 1062-64, 1070-72, 1075. 
The basic debate turns on whether Luke is responsible for the differences 
from Mark and Matthew or whether they reflect his sources. The connection 
of Luke 22:21-23 to John 13:21-22, Luke 22:24-30 to John 13:1-20, and 
Luke 22:31-34 to John 13:37—38 suggests a traditional background to 


several Lucan differences. 


20 Marshall 1978: 821 argues that ExXeino (elsewhere in the NT at Luke 
16:9; 23:45; Heb. 1:12) here means “to disappear,” so the idea is that 
Peter’s faith does not disappear. He avoids ultimate failure (cf. Col. 1:21— 
23). Nolland’s paraphrase (1993b: 1072) of faith “drained away to nothing” 
gives the sense. 

25 Plummer 1896: 505 and Luce 1933: 335 make this connection, while 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1426 says that there is no need to do so. Nolland 1993b: 
1073 suggests 2:30 a.m. for the initial crowing and notes that the reference 
in m. B. Qam. 7.7 forbidding chickens in Jerusalem is probably a later 
idealization and thus not a historical challenge to this detail. 

2 Most who take this latter approach speak of dependence on Mark, 
while Matthean prioritists favor dependence on Matthew. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1437-39 vigorously defends Lucan reworking of Mark, citing numerous 
touches of Lucan vocabulary. See the exegesis for details. For defense of an 
additional source, see Nolland 1993b: 1081-82. Connections with John 
16:6, 20-22; 18:2, 11 suggest traditional background. 

10 On standing in prayer, see 1 Sam. 1:26; Matt. 6:5; Mark 11:25; Luke 
18:11. On kneeling in prayer, see Mark 15:19 (the soldiers’ mock homage 
to Jesus); Acts 7:60; 9:40; 20:36; 21:5; Eph. 3:14 (Nolland 1993b: 1083 
suggests that people kneel for prayer in Acts when prayer is particularly 
intense). On separating from others for prayer or to go into God’s presence, 
see Gen. 22:5; Exod. 19:7; 24:2, 14; and Lev. 16:17. 

1 Those arguing for an additional source are Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-58 
(but not in 22:54-62); Creed 1930: 276 (maybe); Marshall 1978: 839-40, 
845, 848; Grundmann 1963: 416, 418-19; Ernst 1977: 612-13, 616, 618; 


Nolland 1993b: 1092-93, 1098-99, 1104-5; and J. Green 1988: 276. Soards 
1987: 100-120 argues for a mixture of tradition, Marcan rewriting, and 
Lucan rewriting. The classic study on this issue is V. Taylor 1972. Dissent 
about an extra source outside of some oral material comes from R. Brown 
1994: 581-83. Most of Luke’s changes (e.g., 22:63-65) reflect his style and 
vocabulary. But all that this shows is Luke’s hand on his sources, not 
whether additional information existed. Brown sees the “game” in 22:64 as 
evidence of the presence of oral tradition (see the exegesis). But why limit it 
here, given evidence of sources throughout this material? 

1 On this custom, both generally and during Passover, see Nolland 
1993b: 1129-30; the exegesis of 23:25; and excursus 11, objection 6. 

3 Examples of Lucan style and vocabulary in the verse include mpdc with 
a verb of speaking, kai i600, Evortıov, and probably the forensic use of 
avakpiv@; R. Brown 1994: 791 and Nolland 1993b: 1127. 

12 Marshall 1978: 867 suggests that Luke’s lack of this detail argues for 
the presence of another source. On the details of the practice of crucifixion, 
see the exegesis of 23:21. A Jewish victim of crucifixion was recently 
found at Giv.at ha-Mivtar (Nolland 1993b: 1145; bibliography on pp. 
1140-41). 

13 The name Calvary comes from calvaria, the Latin translation of 
Kpaviov; Plummer 1896: 531; Geldenhuys 1951: 613. R. Brown 1994: 938- 
40 discusses the location of Golgotha and decides for the traditional 
location associated now with the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in what is 
called the Christian quarter of Jerusalem. Nolland 1993b: 1145 expresses 


less certainty about the locale. 


19 Such notations by the state are common: Josephus, Antiquities 15.8.1 
8272 (inscriptions that commemorate Caesar and present trophies of war); 
Suetonius, Caligula 32.2; Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 5.1.44. In these 
other texts, the inscription is borne by the criminal or by someone in front 
of the cross (Nolland 1993b: 1148). Pilate’s inscription stands behind the 
initials INRI seen in many famous paintings of this scene. INRI is an 
acronym for Iesus Nazarenus Rex Iudaeorum (Jesus of Nazareth, King of 
the Jews), wording that parallels John’s Gospel. 

1 Luce 1933: 354 speaks of Mark plus L. Marshall 1978: 878 and V. 
Taylor 1972: 99-103 say that special Lucan material may appear in 23:55— 
56. Ernst 1977: 640-41 holds that it is 23:50c, 51a, 53b, 54b. Nolland 
1993b: 1162-63 holds to 23:53c and perhaps 23:52-54. Grundmann 1963: 
436 holds to 23:50, 51a, 53b, 54-56. Fitzmyer 1985: 1523 holds to 23:53c, 
56a. Though it could be debated whether certain verses derive from another 
source, Luke seems to have had access to additional material, against R. 
Brown 1994: 1226. 

6 On general burial customs and for a good bibliography, see Nolland 
1993b: 1165. 

1 Nolland 1993b: 1177-78 assesses Meynet’s 1978 proposal that a 
substantial portion of the chapter (i.e., 24:4—47) is chiastically structured 
around two themes: (1) Jesus is alive and (2) resurrection is announced by 
Jesus and the Scriptures. Nolland also has a full survey of the tradition- 
historical discussion and the history of the religious analogies (pp. 1177— 


88). 


3 The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 397—98) illustrates a more 
detached approach, arguing that “words ascribed to Jesus after his death are 
not subject to historical verification” and that claims that Jesus spoke after 
his death are “beyond the limits of historical assessment.” The variation in 
location and wording thus lead the seminar to print Jesus’ reported promise 
(24:7) in black type. This total skepticism seems to emerge from the 
seminar’s definitional stance and an unwillingness to allow for any degree 
of summary reporting in the Gospel accounts. For a good attempt to explain 
both the Galilean and the Jerusalem appearances, see Nolland 1993b: 1181. 

8 Dillon 1978: 122-28 correctly speaks of a miracle-passion pattern that 
shows Jesus is rejected like the prophets of old (Luke 11:47-51; 13:34-35; 
Acts 7:51-53). The travelers do not yet understand the significance of these 
connections (Osborne 1984: 121 n. 24). This detail also shows clearly how 
Jesus’ death is seen as a part of a Jewish squabble. The account takes a 
decidedly Jewish perspective on the events (e.g., the silence about Pilate’s 
and Rome’s roles; Nolland 1993b: 1202). 

23 “Agavtoc is used in 2 Macc. 3:34 of angels and in Greco-Roman 
literature of disappearing gods: Euripides, Orestes 1496; Euripides, Helen 
605-6; Virgil, Aeneid 9.656-58; Creed 1930: 297; Marshall 1978: 898; 
Danker 1988: 394; Klostermann 1929: 238; Grundmann 1963: 447. On 
departures of transcendent or transported figures, see Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; 
Acts 10:7; 12:10; and esp. 8:39; Nolland 1993b: 1206. 

2 Traces of Lucan expression are (1) the genitive absolute in 24:36, (2) 
the double participle phrase nttond&vteg ... Kai Eupoßoı yevópevor (became 


terrified ... and startled) in 24:37 (cf. 21:9; 24:5), (3) the verb émdidaut (to 


offer) in 24:42 (five times in Luke; twice in Matthew; none in Mark), and 
(4) the phrase €v@mov aùtõv (in front of them) in 24:43 (in the Synoptics 
only here; 5:25; and 24:11). Nolland 1993b: 1210-11 notes that many 
apparently Lucan points also show up in John (perhaps pointing to a shared 
common source), but John’s use does not seem to be driven by Luke’s 
unique development of the passage (against Neirynck 1985). Nolland sees 
24:41b-43 as Lucan expansion, but possibly based in tradition. His attempt 
to argue that “fish” in 24:42—43 corresponds to “bread” in 24:30 to make 
the larger unit is parallel to 9:13, 16 seems subtle and forced. If Luke 
created the detail, it is more likely that he would have combined bread and 
fish in a single scene. 

4 Lucan creation is also the view of the Jesus Seminar, which prints 
24:44, 46-49 in black type (Funk and Hoover 1993: 400). In the seminar’s 
view, these verses represent a third commission (Matt. 28:18-20; John 
20:22-23). Nolland 1993b: 1225-26 also sees a Lucan development here, 
though (unlike the Jesus Seminar) he argues that it is a natural development 
of the tradition that Jesus appeared for a limited time. Nolland says that 
connection to tradition is possible, but not demonstrable. I prefer to see 
roots in a tradition and a real event, since Luke does not discuss new scenes 
elsewhere in his Gospel without the prompting of tradition. 

6 BDR 8423.2.7 and 8423.1.2 notes that Luke uses the temporal genitive 
absolute fifty-seven times, while Acts has it one hundred times. The 
construction occurs in Matthew fifty-one times and in Mark thirty-four 


times. This is too common to attribute its presence to any one evangelist or 


to rule out its presence in the tradition (against Fitzmyer 1985: 1574 and 
Nolland 1993b: 1212). 

2 Jeremias 1966: 15-84 deals with various aspects of this issue. Other 
key studies include Hoehner 1977: 74-90; Marshall 1980: 30-75 (which 
has the advantage of assessing Jeremias’s claims); Jaubert 1965; Blinzler 
1958; and R. Brown 1962b. For bibliography, see Nolland 1993b: 1035—40. 

51 Fitzmyer 1985: 865-68, though going a different way, recognizes that 
it is unlikely that the text was a unit in a source shared with Matthew 
because, had Luke possessed Matthew’s version, he would have used it. 
Fitzmyer is against the position of E. Norden, who argues that the original 
form is in Q and is reflected in Matthew. Norden cites not only Sir. 51 but 
also the Hermetic text Poimandres 32. Fitzmyer notes problems of artificial 
addition in Norden’s citation of the Hermetic text. 

5 Y. Sota 20c (5.4) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 27.153); Creed 1930: 21; 
SB 2:101. The idea of singing babies does represent a major expansion of 
this motif, not paralleled in the OT or NT. On Bpéq@oc as fetus, see Oepke, 
TDNT 5:637; BAA 293-94; Luke 1:44; Sir. 19:11. In later Judaism, Tg. Ps. 
68:27 calls on the fetus in the womb to praise God, while Odes Sol. 28.2 
speaks of a child leaping in the womb; Bovon 1989: 85 n. 35. 

8 Oepke, TDNT 4:22-24. Kittel, TDNT 1:84 n. 67, argues that the white- 
robed angels in Luke 24:4 and Acts 1:10 serve to indicate angelic glory. 
Their radiance finds its source in heaven. 

38 Euripides, Fragments 1086, 1071; Oepke, TDNT 3:205; Creed 1930: 
68; Marshall 1978: 187; Cicero, Letters to His Friends 4.5.5; Gen. Rab. 


23.4 on 4:23; SB 2:156; P. Oxy. vol. 1 #1 logion 6; Gospel of Thomas 31; 
Nolland 1979. On iatpöc, see BAGD 369 81; BAA 750. 

29 On vöoog, see Oepke, TDNT 4:1091; Matt. 4:23-24; 8:17; 9:35; 10:1; 
Mark 1:34; Luke 6:18; 7:21; 9:1. 

12 Black 1967: 216-17. This view goes back to J. Wellhausen’s 1903 
commentary on Mark. Oepke, TDNT 5:311 n. 6, mentions this view but 
prefers to see a contradiction here. Oepke notes that Wellhausen rejected 
this solution in the 1911 edition of his Mark commentary. 

13 Even Oepke, TDNT 5:312, esp. n. 7, who sees a problem in the 
verses, notes that long journeys in Palestine without footwear would be 
impossible. 

13 The inhabitants of Jerusalem are often called téxva (children): Joel 
2:23; Zech. 9:13; Bar. 4:19, 21, 25; 1 Macc. 1:38; Matt. 23:37; Luke 19:44; 
Oepke, TDNT 5:639. 

15 On the regal image of the shepherd, see Jer. 31:10-14; Ezek. 34:11- 
16; Mic. 5:2-5 [5:1-4 MT]; John 10:11-12. On people as sheep, see Ps. 23; 
119:176; Oepke, TDNT 1:395. 

39 O’Neill 1959; Luke 4:24; 12:37; 18:17, 29; 21:32; 23:43. On the 
authenticity of these statements, see Marshall 1978: 187-88. Auny, 
transliterated from X (;dmén), means “let it be so.” 

4 On the history of this discussion, including the church fathers and the 
various views, see Orchard and Riley 1987. Goulder’s detailed 1989 work is 
unique, arguing that the order is Mark-Matthew-Luke, but that Luke used 
only Mark and Matthew, not Q. One of the goals of his study is to challenge 


the existence of Q. 


7 Guthrie 1970 deals with these issues from a conservative, evangelical 
viewpoint, while the introduction of Kümmel 1975 serves as a good survey 
of common critical approaches to these issues. See the introduction on 
“Sources” for these issues as they relate to Luke. Orchard and Riley 1987 
detail the ancient testimony of the church on this question. 

3 For effective refutation, see O’Rourke 1971-72 and Jeremias 1971b. 
Marshall 1978: 605 rejects attempts to posit a Lucan origin for the parable, 
such as Schottroff 1971 defends. Goulder 1989: 614-16 argues for Lucan 
authorship of the parable, attempting to refute the various cases made for 
authenticity on linguistic grounds by Jeremias, O’Rourke, or Hofius 1977— 
78. Goulder (pp. 611-12) argues that Luke is relying consciously or 
unconsciously on the story of Joseph in Genesis, but the cause of the 
“lostness” of the son in the Joseph cycle of Gen. 39-50 and of the prodigal 
could not be more different. Nolland 1993a: 780-81 correctly rejects 
attempts to split the parable in two. 

12 Dillon 1978: 38—40 argues that Son of Man is a title of concealment 
of the passion secret (i.e., the Son of Man is hidden in his present activity as 
he executes God’s plan), but this is unlikely given the term’s public reuse by 
Stephen in Acts 7:56. Osborne 1984: 110 n. 13 correctly critiques this view. 

20 Luke uses kúpos as a title for Jesus fifteen times in the narrative 
comments of his Gospel, almost always in non-Marcan settings (7:13, 19; 
10:1, 39, 41; 11:39; 12:42a; 13:15; 17:5, 6; 18:6; 19:8a; 22:61 [twice]; 
24:3); Osborne 1984: 104, esp. n. 5. 

8 Dillon 1978: 122-28 correctly speaks of a miracle-passion pattern that 
shows Jesus is rejected like the prophets of old (Luke 11:47-51; 13:34-35; 


Acts 7:51-53). The travelers do not yet understand the significance of these 
connections (Osborne 1984: 121 n. 24). This detail also shows clearly how 
Jesus’ death is seen as a part of a Jewish squabble. The account takes a 
decidedly Jewish perspective on the events (e.g., the silence about Pilate’s 
and Rome’s roles; Nolland 1993b: 1202). 

18 Meals are frequent in Luke: simple meals (7:36; 11:37; 14:1), feasts 
(5:29), miraculous provisions (9:16), cultic meals (22:14), wedding feasts 
(14:8-9), and the eschatological banquet (12:37; 13:29); Osborne 1984: 123 
n. 26; Plummer 1896: 556. That Jesus ate such meals with the “wrong 
people” is noted in 15:1 and 19:1. 

23 Parsons 1987: 193-94, 196 posits that Bethany is named in order to 
provide literary closure to the triumphal entry by being a triumphal 
departure. But this link could occur with either Bethany or the Mount of 
Olives. It is not clear that Acts 1:2 and 1:6-11 are distinct events (Parsons 
gives strong arguments for one event, though the chronology is a tension for 
this option). Nonetheless, the popular idea of Lucan literary telescoping is 
possible given the lack of explicit temporal markers in Luke 24:44, 50 and 
Luke’s love of retelling major events (e.g., Saul’s conversion and the offer 
of the gospel to Cornelius; C. A. Evans 1990: 360-62). Seeing the 
ascension as an event that is telescoped here allows one to see how the 
different Galilean appearances suggested by Matthew and John fit into the 
timing of events more easily. See also Osborne 1984: 137-38, 266-70. 

27 Joy (apa) is a Lucan theme: Luke 1:14; 2:10; 8:13; 10:17; 15:7, 10; 
24:41; Acts 8:8; 12:14; 13:52; 15:3. Osborne 1984: 140 notes that in Luke’s 


writings joy is a present experience shared to the degree of one’s 
participation in events. 

1 The best cases for this structure are made by Moessner 1983 and 
O’Toole 1987b. Moessner notes four basic approaches to the unit before 
making a case that much of the passage previews a “prophet like Moses” 
motif in the journey section of Luke. O’Toole correctly critiques Moessner 
as emphasizing the prophet too much at the expense of messianic 
categories, though for Luke the two concepts are very close, as Acts 3:13- 
26 shows. 

12 Note the use in Acts 2 of Joel 2, Ps. 16, and Ps. 110, along with the 
allusion to 2 Sam. 7, the Davidic covenant, through the appeal to Ps. 132:11 
in Acts 2:30-31. There is parallel teaching in Luke 24:44-47 and Acts 
13:16-39, as well as in Paul’s defense speeches (e.g., Acts 26:16-23). Acts 
13 also appeals to realized Davidic promises; see Bock 1992c; Bock 1994a; 
O’Toole 1987a: 153-58. 

23 Parsons 1987: 193-94, 196 posits that Bethany is named in order to 
provide literary closure to the triumphal entry by being a triumphal 
departure. But this link could occur with either Bethany or the Mount of 
Olives. It is not clear that Acts 1:2 and 1:6-11 are distinct events (Parsons 
gives strong arguments for one event, though the chronology is a tension for 
this option). Nonetheless, the popular idea of Lucan literary telescoping is 
possible given the lack of explicit temporal markers in Luke 24:44, 50 and 
Luke’s love of retelling major events (e.g., Saul’s conversion and the offer 
of the gospel to Cornelius; C. A. Evans 1990: 360--62). Seeing the 


ascension as an event that is telescoped here allows one to see how the 


different Galilean appearances suggested by Matthew and John fit into the 
timing of events more easily. See also Osborne 1984: 137-38, 266-70. 
28 Parsons 1987: 29-52 has a long, thoughtful discussion of the Western 


haga 


noninterpolations and accepts them all on the premise that p’ 
doctrinal reason for including them. He sees codex D as adding to the 
Christology of the chapter, especially the physical reality of the 
resurrection. But he fails to see that the omission of Kal ġ&vegépeto eic TOV 
oùpavóv (and he was carried up into heaven) in 24:51 means that the 
ascension is no longer explicit in Luke (though it is alluded to in Acts 1:2). 
Parsons also assumes that p’> or a text like it is responsible for these 
additions, but this conclusion seems to put too much weight on pe 
reversing the way this manuscript is generally treated. The widespread lack 
of witnesses for the Western noninterpolations in Luke 24, however, stands 
against their originality. It is the presence of X* that makes this example so 
debatable. 

18 The debate over the original wording of the tradition is complex and 
ultimately irresolvable, since it rests on so much speculation about what is 
likely. Marshall 1978: 804 and Schürmann 1955: 30-34, 123-28 argue for 
originality, Patsch 1972: 142-50 against it. Nolland 1993b: 1047 sees it as a 
later but quite accurate gloss, since Jesus looks to affirm his ongoing 
relationship to them despite his coming suffering. 

9 On the relationship of Luke to Mark, see Marshall 1978: 318. The 
differences in wording show interpretive paraphrasing by the evangelists in 


this material, but it is in line with Jesus’ original teaching and authentically 


reflects his teaching. For major arguments defending the authenticity, see P. 
Payne 1980. 

12 Jub. 11.11, 24; m. Sab. 7.2; Linnemann 1966: 115-16; Kistemaker 
1980: 17; Jeremias 1966-67; and Jeremias 1963a: 11-12. P. Payne 1978-79 
discusses the debate about the Palestinian order of sowing and plowing. 

17 Any charge today that dispensationalism sees two ways of salvation 
or sees too great a law/grace contrast in the sermon grossly misrepresents 
where many of its adherents are now. Such a monolithic view of 
dispensationalism fails to see the variations that have long been a part of 
this approach. Gerstner 1991 irresponsibly engages in such confusion and 
minimizes the significance of such differences, which dispensationalists like 
C. C. Ryrie and J. D. Pentecost have long noted. Gerstner’s charge of 
antinomianism is a distortion that warps his ability to appreciate the 
distinctions in the movement. The charge also underestimates the 
significance of the current discussion about the function of the law within 
covenant theology, as well as its debate with theonomy; see D. Turner 1991; 
J. Martin 1986; and J. Martin 1992. 

7 Fitzmyer notes that there is no evidence for this third view, which goes 
back to Perles 1919-20; see also Black 1967: 207-8. SB 1:489 rejects the 
suggestion. 

27 Gressmann 1911 notes the nature of the customs. Perles’s attempt 
(1919-20) to suggest an Aramaic element ?2N (tbl) behind the tradition that 
should be translated “seasoning” instead of “soil” fails on lexical grounds. 


The ?2n/yfi interchange is found in Isa. 14:21; 26:9, 18; 1 Chron. 16:30; cf. 


x11QtgJob 24.8; 29.3 with Job 34:13; 37:12. Correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 
1069-70 and Black 1967: 166-67. 

29 Perrin 1963: 64-66; Acts 21:33; Luke 12:33; 22:47; 24:15, 28. Luke 
15:1 and 18:40 show that Luke often uses €yyiG@ to mean “arrive.” 
Fitzmyer 1985: 848—49 argues that when the verb is tied to a time reference 
it speaks of the approach of an event in the near future. 

16 On Matthew, see Hill 1972: 200-201. Perrin 1963: 172—74 does not 
discuss Luke 16:16b because, in his view, it is a later addition to the 
tradition, a view that grows out of his identifying the two texts as the same 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 630 argues almost single-handedly for a positive 
sense in Matthew: “Men of violence seize at the opportunity of entering the 
kingdom.” This is not likely. 

40 For refutation of France’s attempt (1971: 227—39) to tie this remark to 
a.d. 70, see Marshall 1978: 776-77, who notes that the presence of cosmic 
signs, the force of Dan. 7:13, and the context all argue against such a view. 
Marshall also defends the saying’s authenticity and rightly questions 
attempts to reject the saying because of the Synoptic mixture of OT text (Ps. 
110 and Dan. 7) or by holding that other sayings such as Mark 8:38 or 
14:62 are earlier. Colpe, TDNT 8:450, and Perrin 1967: 173-85 deny 
authenticity; Hooker 1967: 148-59 and Borsch 1967: 361-64 defend it. 

8 Carson 1984: 223-24, in critique of Pesch’s view. Fitzmyer 1981: 590 
is uncommitted, though he appears to lean toward equating the two names, 
calling two names “theoretically possible,” while noting the debate of the 


early church. For examples of double names, see Acts 1:23; 12:25; 13:9; 


double Semitic names include Joseph Barnabas (Acts 4:36) and Joseph 
Caiaphas (Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 835). 

7 Bultmann 1963: 210 classifies it as a miracle of healing. Bovon 1989: 
432 and Theissen 1983: 321 call it an exorcism. Theissen also speaks of the 
liberation of an enslaved personality (pp. 89-90). Berger 1984: 311 puts it 
in his “epideixis/demonstratio” category (where he puts many miracles). He 
also speaks of the account as a “mandatio” that highlights Jesus’ authority 
and power. Pesch 1971: 354 notes the form elements in Mark: encounter 
(5:1-2), demon’s defensive reaction (5:6-7), exorcist’s command (5:8), exit 
of demon (5:13), crowd amazement and spread of exorcist’s fame (5:14a, 
18-20). 

8 The addition of the missionary emphasis at the end is called secondary 
on the assumption that multiple forms are not in the original tradition. But 
most now see that the tradition did reach Mark already in this form. This is 
an example against the supposed rule, which raises questions about the rule! 
But for development, see Kertelge 1970: 107. Another key study of this 
event also seeing stages in the development of the account is Pesch 1972; 
an earlier English version is Pesch 1971. However, Nolland 1989: 404 
rightly sees the double purpose tied to the influence of eyewitness memory, 
an observation that applies to many fixed-form accounts. The appeal to 
major stages of development is not necessary. 

7 Also, the Jewish prayer Kaddish is often cited as relevant, but it is 
uncertain that its roots go back this far (for discussion, see Petuchowski and 
Brocke 1978). 

4 Nolland 1993b: 957 notes one exception: Petzke 1975. 


8 Pickl argues for this distinction by comparing Josephus, Antiquities 
3.10.5 8249 and 2.15.1 8317. Jeremias argues that the second text addresses 
Diaspora practice about all festivals and as such does not apply. 

28 For a balanced treatment of this passage as it relates to current 
sociopolitical issues, see Pilgrim 1981: 64-84. 

34 On this topic in the Synoptics, see T. Schmidt 1987. In arguing 
against making too much of the criticism, Schmidt is correct, but his book 
perhaps overreacts in the other direction. More balanced is Pilgrim 1981. 

9 Pilgrim 1981: 94 says that it is selling all “in the service of the 
kingdom and the discipleship of Jesus” and that the remark is for all 
disciples. 

3 So, e.g., Jeremias 1963a: 45-48. Marshall 1978: 622-23 notes that 
even if, as he believes, this is a compilation, the teaching still comes from 
traditional material. Since he defends the authenticity of 16:13, this seems 
to imply the authenticity of the whole of 16:9-13. Pilgrim 1981: 127, 
however, alludes to the work of a Christian preacher or teacher. Talbert 
1982: 153 is probably incorrect to call 16:8b an initial interpretation of the 
parable, since it is really an observation that produces an application only 
by implication. The phrase but I say to you in 16:9 is the start of the 
parable’s formal application and is not a Lucan expression (Jeremias 1980: 
106). 

3 For unity are Marshall 1978: 633-34 and Grobel 1963-64. Bultmann 
1963: 178 denies unity (although he says that Luke received a unified 
story), wrongly assuming that a parable can only have one point. Crossan 


1973: 66-67 and B. Scott 1989: 142—46 argue that 16:19-26 go back to 


Jesus and 16:27-31 to the early church, citing conceptual ties to Luke 24. 
The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 360-62) makes a similar break, 
printing 16:19-26 in gray type (arguing that its roots may go back to Jesus) 
and 16:27-31 in black type (arguing that these verses were added later and 
are inauthentic). For refutation, see Pilgrim 1981: 114-15 and Hock 1987: 
454-55. 

24 See Plummer 1896: 4 for a defense of napakoAoud&o with this 
meaning; BAGD 619 83 cites other ancient texts; also BAA 64. Among 
them are the already noted texts by Josephus: Against Apion 1.10 853 and 
1.23 8218. See Du Plessis 1974: 267. 

13 Lev. 21:7, 14 discusses the laws regarding priestly marriages and 
restricts the priests to virgins (Marshall 1978: 52). SB 2:68-71 notes that 
this type of priestly union was encouraged; Plummer 1896: 9. For ancient 
Jewish rules of marriage, including reference to some Jewish texts after the 
first century, see G. Moore 1927-30: 2.119-22 and Safrai 1976a: 752-60. 

16 Gen. 26:5; Exod. 15:26; Num. 36:13; Deut. 4:40; 10:13; 27:10; 2 
Kings 17:13. In Judaism: 1 Macc. 2:21; T. Levi 14.4; T. Judah 13.1; 
Schrenk, TDNT 2:220; Klostermann 1929: 6; Plummer 1896: 9 (who notes 
that the terms are synonymous in this usage). 

18 Lev. 20:20-21; Jer. 22:30; 1 Sam. 1:5-6; 2 Sam. 6:23; Plummer 1896: 
10; Fitzmyer 1981: 323; J. Schneider, TDNT 5:239. Contrast Gen. 1:28; Ps. 
127, 128. 

34 Plummer 1896: 12; Marshall 1978: 55. The reaction to Orson 
Welles’s broadcast of the “War of the Worlds” is a good illustration of this 


phenomenon. 


35 In Luke’s writings: Luke 1:30; 2:10; Acts 18:9; 27:24; elsewhere in 
the NT: Matt. 1:20; 28:5, 10; Mark 6:50; Rev. 1:17; in the OT: Gen. 15:1; 
26:24; Josh. 8:1; Isa. 43:1, 5; 44:2; Jer. 46:27—28; Dan. 10:12. See Balz, 
TDNT 9:212 §D2c; Marshall 1978: 56; Plummer 1896: 12; Creed 1930: 10. 

54 Plummer 1896: 18; the plural English verb is a result of the collective 
noun Ao6g, which though singular in form is plural in sense. Luke loves to 
use a vivid, progressive imperfect. 

55 Ev t@ xpovileiv is probably a temporal infinitive and translates as “as 
he delayed” or “while he delayed,” though a causal idea is possible, which 
would mean they wondered “because of” his delay. Plummer 1896: 18 
argues for a temporal infinitive. 

60 For this meaning, see Luke 5:22; 7:37; 23:7; 24:16, 31, as well as six 
times in Acts (with a different force); Plummer 1896: 18; Marshall 1978: 
61. 

61 Luke 24:23; Acts 26:19; 2 Cor. 12:1; Dan. 9:23; 10:1, 7, 8, 16 [all 
Theodotion]; Plummer 1896: 18. The experience is called a vision because 
Zechariah saw an angel, a being that normally goes unseen; Michaelis, 
TDNT 5:372. Luke is not psychologizing here; it is an angelophany. See 
Luke 1:11. 

65 Num. 8:22; 16:9; 18:4; 2 Chron. 31:2; also Heb. 8:6; 9:21; Plummer 
1896: 18; Fitzmyer 1981: 329; Strathmann, TDNT 4:219-22, 227. 

67 The term is used with a similar sense in 1:31, 36; 2:21; Plummer 
1896: 19. 

71 Ageaeiv is the object of enteidev and functions as a purpose infinitive, 


while ev avOparotc is tied to Öveiöog, as the positive note in 1:36 shows; 


Fitzmyer 1981: 329-30; Plummer 1896: 20. Acts 15:14 is a grammatically 
parallel verb-object-infinitive construction. 

21 The use of the article as a pronoun is rare, but usually involves the 
singular “he” or “she”; Plummer 1896: 22; BDR 83.6. 

31 Plummer 1896: 23. Godet’s argument is correct, since a Christianized 
version would not focus so exclusively on Israel. The remarks belong in the 
context in which Luke has them. 

33 Zechariah asks “how shall I know this?” versus Mary’s “how can this 
be?” Zechariah asks for a sign; Godet 1875: 1.92; Plummer 1896: 24; 
Schiirmann 1969: 49. 

47 The relationship between Mary and Elizabeth is not specified. 
Wycliffe seems to be responsible for associating the two as cousins; 
Plummer 1896: 25; R. Brown 1977: 292. On the problem of a supposed 
contradiction between John and Jesus as relatives and the statements of 
John 1:31, 33, see the additional note on 1:25. 

13 Plummer 1896: 30. Other beatitudes are 6:20-22; 7:23; 10:23; 11:27— 
28; 12:37-38, 43; 14:14-15; 23:29. 

15 Plummer 1896: 29; Marshall 1978: 81. BDF 8189.3 speaks of an 
ellipsis in the verse. 

16 Plummer 1896: 29. Luke 10:11 and 12:39 are syntactically parallel 
but use ðt, not iva; BDF 8394; BDR 8394.3.3. “Iva is epexegetical. 

13 Charts detailing the various OT parallels in the hymn can be found in 
Plummer 1896: 30-31; Klostermann 1929: 18-19; and R. Brown 1977: 
358-60. The fullest chart including Qumran parallels is Bemile 1986: 116— 


33. For the connection to 1 Sam. 2, see Goulder 1989: 225-29, who also 
notes parallels to Ps. 88 and 102. 

15 Plummer 1896: 32. The remarks made here are always true of God’s 
character (1:50) and apply to anyone who shares in the promise of the 
covenant. 

23 Danker 1988: 43-44; Ellis 1974: 76; Klostermann 1929: 20; Godet 
1875: 1.104-5; Plummer 1896: 33; Marshall 1978: 84. It must be 
remembered that Luke presented the passage as Mary’s words, so he must 
expect them to be read prophetically. Here is another failure of the view 
(1b) that argues for a reference to Jesus’ work in the past. 

25 SB 1:892; Schweizer 1984: 42; Plummer 1896: 41. One could argue 
that the figure means “for the sake of the fathers,” but this rendering seems 
too soft in light of the belief that the righteous experience resurrection 
(16:19-31). 

29 Danker 1988: 48—49; Plummer 1896: 42; Hauck, TDNT 5:491 n. 24, 
493. The combination is found elsewhere in Wis. 9:3 and Eph. 4:24. God 
seeks righteousness and worship even among the heathen: Acts 13:10, 16; 
24:25; 10:35, 43; Schrenk, TDNT 2:199. In the OT, Josh. 24:14 is similar in 
thrust; Nolland 1989: 88. 

35 Plummer 1896: 42. The NT refers to this concept in alternative ways: 
Mark 1:4; Matt. 26:28; Luke 1:77; 24:47; Acts 2:38; 5:31; 10:43; 13:38; 
26:18; Col. 1:14; Heb. 10:11 (“take away sin”); Eph. 2:17 (“peace”); 
Bultmann, TDNT 1:511. 

36 Plummer does not cite anyone who argues for this option. 


“Knowledge of salvation” in Hebrew idiom refers to the experience of 


salvation; Ps. 98:2; Nolland 1989: 89. 

38 Prov. 12:10; Sir. 30:7; T. Naph. 4.5; T. Levi 4.4; 1QS 1.22; 2.1; 
Plummer 1896: 43; Marshall 1978: 94; Fitzmyer 1981: 386; K6;ster, TDNT 
7:556. The English equivalent term is heart. 

2 Major discussions can be found in Fitzmyer 1981: 392-93; R. Brown 
1977: 411; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Creed 1930: 30-32; Schürmann 
1969: 103-4, 108-9, 118-19; Marshall 1978: 96-97; Plummer 1896: 46; 
Nolland 1989: 98-103; and Ernst 1977: 99. 

7 Plummer 1896: 46. Mary is not the only possible option, since sources 
could include the family or the shepherds, making this view more like view 
3. 

15 Only one LXX context refers to Bethlehem as David’s city: 1 Sam. 
20:6 (“his city”). David’s connection with Bethlehem is noted in the MT of 
1 Sam. 17:12, 58, but these verses are absent from the LXX; 1 Sam. 16:18 
LXX connects the city with Jesse, not David. Even Judaism did not have a 
Bethlehem-Davidic-Messianic connection; SB 1:82-83; Plummer 1896: 52; 
Bock 1987: 75. 

18 Plummer 1896: 53. Bovon 1989: 120 n. 36 notes that expansions on 
the birth miracle occur in the second-century Protevangelium of James 4— 
10, 19-20. 

24 Fitzmyer 1981: 406; ANET 489. Schiirmann 1969: 102 n. 30 notes 
that Plummer’s option is a popular etymology. 

25 Hendriksen 1978: 141; Godet 1875: 1.129; Plummer 1896: 52. 
Schrenk, TDNT 5:1016-17, esp. n. 7, argues similarly. The term oikoc refers 


to the whole house of a ruler, while matpid is added, so that the reference to 
the whole house is clearly seen as a specific reference to ancestry. 

16 Plummer 1896: 57. Traub, TDNT 5:537-38, discusses the “heavenly 
host.” A singular noun joined to a plural participle is an ad sensum 
construction; BDR 8134.1b. 

26 Plummer 1896: 60 gives all the combinations: human to human (1 
Sam. 15:30); human to God (Exod. 15:2); God to human (Ps. 91:15 [90:15 
LXX)). 

32 The KJV reflects a three-part division by reading nominative evdéoxia; 
so Godet 1875: 1.132-33. Many recent translations reflect a two-part 
division by reading genitive eböoklag; so Plummer 1896: 57—58; Fitzmyer 
1981: 410-12; and R. Brown 1977: 403-5. 

11 Most commentators note that Mary’s association with purification 
argues against a view that sees her as an “intact virgin” after Jesus’ birth; 
see 1:34; Creed 1930: 39; Plummer 1896: 63; R. Brown 1977: 436; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 421. 

12 Godet 1875: 1.137; Plummer 1896: 65; Fitzmyer 1981: 426. In favor 
of this view is Cutler 1966. New Testament uses of the name include Luke 
3:30; Acts 13:1; 15:14; 2 Pet. 1:1; Rev. 7:7. Simon is a variation of the 
name. 

15 Bultmann, TDNT 2:753; Plato, Statesman 311B; Luce 1933: 101; 
Plummer 1896: 66, who notes that Philo used the term to describe Abraham 
in Who Is the Heir? 6 822. 

25 On the grammar of Kata npóoconov, see BAGD 406 8II.1b; BAA 825 
SII.1b; BDF 8140; Plummer 1896: 69. 


26 See Plummer 1896: 69 for four grammatical options for the genitive; 
Farris 1985: 149. R. Brown 1977: 440 notes that the peculiarity of the 
syntax here is a reflection of Semitic style; BDF 8259.3. 

9 Danker 1988: 74; Plummer 1896: 74. BDF 8305 discusses the 
distributive use of kata that is present here. 

10 Josephus, Antiquities 17.9.3 §213; Jeremias, TDNT 5:898 81. The 
reference in the verse to the Passover, t éopt tod maoya, is grammatically 
to be taken as a dative of time: “at the time of the feast of the Passover” 
(Plummer 1896: 74; Luke uses a dative of time at 8:29 and 12:20). 

11 Ellis 1974: 85-86. Plummer 1896: 75 cites a source describing 
contemporary, not ancient, Bedouin. 

14 Plummer 1896: 75 cites H. B. Tristram. Wight 1953: 121 also 
mentions a split travel custom of children spending time with kin and 
neighbors, but without citing ancient evidence. 

5 Plummer 1896: 94 n. 1 notes that the use of the redundant ovtod is a 
Semitism. In translation the repetition is omitted, because it sounds 
awkward. 

1 Plummer 1896: 106; Manson 1949: 46 (who strongly defends this 
view); Dupont 1968: 97-115 (who argues for a middle course between 
literalism and parable); Carson 1984: 111; Nolland 1989: 177 (who defends 
the plausibility of Jesus’ reporting this event to his disciples). On the other 
end of the spectrum apparently is Crossan (1991), who does not even 
discuss this event in his portrayal of Jesus. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 133-34 [Matt.], 278-80 [Luke]) places all the sayings of this 


unit in black type, thereby indicating rejection of a tie to Jesus. The 


consensus of the seminar is that the text is legendary, like Greco-Roman 
biography, and that the sayings were authored by Q following the LXX. The 
seminar calls it an “ordeal story,” but this generic form category does not 
explain the explicit uniqueness of this confrontation account, a point that 
negates this argument. Manson 1949: 45-46 rightly challenges the 
description of the account as legendary (see the discussion of form below). 
LXX citations reflect only Luke’s sensitivity to his Greek audience and are 
not evidence of the text’s origin, since MT renderings would work (Nolland 
1989: 177). 

17 Note that €pot is also in the emphatic position; Plummer 1896: 111. 
Matt. 4:8 speaks of the kingdoms and their glory, while Luke stresses what 
they have: “authority.” 

22 Bovon 1989: 200 n. 36. IIpookuv&o is also found in Acts 7:43; 8:27; 
10:25; 24:11. It always has a religious force for Luke. Ev@mov with a 
genitive is common in Luke (twenty-two times, including 1:15, 17, 19, 75, 
76; 5:18, 25; Plummer 1896: 112). 

25 Plummer 1896: 113 raises the suggestion, but is not sure of it, while 


Glickman 1983: 234 is for it. 


40 Plummer 1896: 128 notes two grammatical-stylistic points: ¿ni plus 
the accusative refers to duration of time: “the heavens were closed for three- 
and-a-half years” (Acts 13:31 and 19:10 are stylistically parallel); and Auuög 
is masculine, which reflects common usage over the use of the feminine. 
These points do not influence the passage’s meaning. 

19 Ellis 1974: 100; Plummer 1896: 134. Compare Tob. 8:1-3; Josephus, 
Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49 (where the reference is to the powers that 
Solomon—a regal figure—possessed over evil forces); Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 85. Nolland 1989: 210 notes eight different methods 
that Jesus used in his various healings in Luke, all of which involve his 
word or personal touch. 

27 Tlapaypfpa occurs sixteen times in Luke—Acts and elsewhere in the 
NT only twice at Matt. 21:19-20; Plummer 1896: 157; Creed 1930: 71. 
'Eolotnni appears eighteen times in Luke—Acts and not at all in Mark or 
Matthew; Schramm 1971: 88. 

30 Plummer 1896: 138; Schneider 1977a: 116; Fitzmyer 1981: 553. 
Against this argument is Farmer 1964: 128-30, who sees Mark combining 
both Matthew and Luke; but see Fitzmyer 1972. 

2 Plummer 1896: 147 lists seven points of dissimilarity between these 
accounts. My parenthetical comments in Brown’s list above show some of 
the questions raised about this connection. Note also the similarities listed 
by Bovon 1989: 228-29: Jesus face to face with Peter, Peter’s prominence, 
Jesus’ instruction, the new attempt to catch fish, the obedience of the 


fishermen, the miraculous catch, the reaction of Peter, and the promise. He 


sees an original promise to Peter, which the church expanded in two 
directions: Luke in terms of discipleship and John in terms of call. 

17 BAGD 443 82; BAA 901 82; Luke 12:27; Acts 20:35; John 4:6; Matt. 
6:28; Josh. 24:13; Plummer 1896: 143. 

9 Nor should the name Tax@Bou([son] of James) be read as the brother 
of James; but so T. Beza, an approach rightly rejected by Plummer 1896: 
175. 

10 Simon-Peter, Thomas-Didymus, Matthew-Levi, Bartholomew- 
Nathanael (apparently, see the exegesis of 6:14); Plummer 1896: 172, 174; 
Schürmann 1969: 317-18 n. 49; Jeremias 1971a: 232-33. These variations 
suggest that the tradition of the list of the Twelve existed in various forms. 

58 For katavoćo, see Luke 12:24, 27; 20:23; Acts 11:6; Plummer 1896: 
191. Nolland 1989: 307 argues that the force is that one should attend to 
nonjudgment and love of the enemy, not ethical minutiae. This is correct 
contextually, but the remark is so proverbial that the application is broader. 
Sin in general is in view. 

70 ’Ioybo with the infinitive occurs in 8:43; 13:24; 14:6, 29, 30; 16:3; 
20:26; and four times in Acts; Plummer 1896: 193; BAGD 383 82b; BAA 
778 82b. 

7 BAGD 189; BAA 379-80; Foerster, TDNT 7:990 §D.II.1a. Of eight 
NT uses of 61a0@Ca, six are in Luke—Acts: Matt. 14:36; 1 Pet. 3:20; Luke 
7:3; Acts 23:24; 27:43, 44; 28:1, 4; Plummer 1896: 195. 

8 Matt. 9:36; 14:14; 15:32; 18:27; 20:34; Mark 1:41; 6:34; 8:2; Plummer 
1896: 199; Bovon 1989: 362 nn. 43-44. The other Lucan uses of 
omAayxvidopo, Luke 10:33 and 15:20, are both in parables. 


29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to areal game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 
Légasse 1969: 299-301. 

39 Luke 3:18 and 6:6 seem to ignore any clean distinction. In favor of 
the distinction are Godet 1875: 1.345 and Plummer 1896: 202; against it are 
Elliott 1969 and BDF 8306. 

6 Plummer 1896: 210 suggests that she is a prostitute, citing Matt. 21:32 
as support. Rengstorf, TDNT 1:327, says that this interpretation of the 
terminology fits rabbinic expression, but gives no specifics at this point; 
Rengstorf’s article shows &LaptwAdc to refer to a wide variety of the 
ungodly, including the Sadducees (m. Ketub. 7.6). 

17 Plummer cites Socrates’ phrase as návv 6p80c; so also Godet 1875: 
1.359 and Bovon 1989: 393 n. 53. However, no reference is given in any of 
these sources. A check of Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, an electronic 
database containing most of the extant ancient Greek literature, did not 
surface the phrase in Socrates. This classical comparison should not be 
made until the texts are revealed. However, the general rhetorical pattern 
does fit a type of Socratic interrogation; see Daube 1956: 152; Aristotle, 
Rhetoric 3.18.2. 

18 Plummer 1896: 212 notes that the question whether he sees her 


(PAeErteıc) is also a call to consider her actions. 


16 Plummer 1896: 219 notes that figures as large as three-hundredfold 
are given for grain in Babylon; Herodotus 1.193. 

36 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 9:29-33; Plummer 1896: 220. The imagery of 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 8:41—44 is close to this parable; Fitzmyer 1981: 712; 
Schiirmann 1969: 463 n. 131. 1 Enoch 62.8 speaks of sowing saints. 

39 So Ernst 1977: 269. Some see a Paulinist touch here. Plummer 1896: 
220 suggests that the Lucan conclusion in 8:12 may go back to Paul; Arndt 
1956: 230. Others suggest that Luke is using church terminology to make 
clear what Jesus means, a point that seems likely; Marshall 1978: 325; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 713. 

1 So Plummer 1896: 222 sees Luke gathering in one place Matthew’s 
distinct texts. 

2 Creed 1930: 120 and Luce 1933: 170—71 both call it a “strange story” 
and a “popular tale”; see also Bultmann 1963: 210-11. Plummer 1896: 228 
lists nine explanations offered for the material. 

11 On this title, see Luke 1:32, 35, 76. According to Josephus, 
Antiquities 16.6.2 8163, this was the Gentile way to refer to the God of the 
Jews; Luce 1933: 172. So also Plummer 1896: 229-30, citing Dan. 3:26; 
4:24 [4:21 MT]; 5:18; 7:18; Bovon 1989: 429 n. 4. 

32 So Cranfield 1959: 176. Plummer 1896: 227 speaks of Kersa, a locale 
near the lake, but he rejects Origen’s association of it with Gergesa. Arndt 
1956: 239-40 and Bovon 1989: 434 accept Gergesa as original in Luke. 
Liefeld 1984: 914-15 is rightly cautious about a solution, as is Nolland 
1989: 407. No clearly superior option exists between reading a regional 


reference or concluding that Gergesa is intended. 


2 Plummer 1896: 233 cites the Acts of Pilate (= Gospel of Nicodemus) 
1.7 as the first text to name her Bernice (= Latin Veronica); Schneemelcher 
1991-92: 1.511. This apocryphal work is available in a fifth-century 
edition, though its roots may reach back to the second century. 

33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445-46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

9 On nuepa (day) with KAivo (to decline), see BAGD 436 82; BAA 887— 
88. Luke 24:29 speaks of the day “wearing down”; Plummer 1896: 243; cf. 
Jer. 6:4; Judg. 19:11. 

4 Plummer 1896: 249-50 actually lists seven views, but the four below 
are the most prevalent. In fact, some of his options are variations of the 
same view (see view 2). Scholars cited without documentation are listed in 
Plummer. 

1 On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 
563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 
136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 
especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 


tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 


change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 
the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 
Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 
(i.e., the facial appearance). 

5 The identity of the child is not given or known. Plummer 1896: 258 
mentions a tradition that the church father Ignatius was the child, but this 
tradition dates from the ninth century: Anastasius Bibliothecarius (PL 
129:42); Nicephorus Callistus (PL 143:848); Lightfoot 1889-90: 2.1.27, 
2.2.22. Chrysostom and Eusebius lack this tradition. 

10 Fitzmyer 1981: 825 uses this division, but says it is one of 
“convenience, since the division at these points is otherwise insignificant 
and somewhat arbitrary.” Plummer 1896: 261 also speaks of “convenience.” 
Such markers do not really note a shift of themes, and so are less than 
adequate. 

9 Plummer 1896: 264 notes that Luke makes nothing of this nickname. 
Marshall 1978: 406 rejects the suggestion of the nickname’s connection 
with this incident, noting that the name is absent and that it is not likely that 
Jesus would give them a derogatory nickname. In addition, Mark 3:17 does 
not say that the name came from Jesus. Nolland 1993a: 536 notes that the 
concern of James and John in Mark 10:35-45 also revolves around power. 
But disciples are to serve. The nickname may allude to their character, 
which is undergoing reformation. 

4 Plummer 1896: 266 argues correctly that efforts to identify this man as 
Philip or Thomas are speculative and cannot be confirmed, though the 


identification dates back to Clement of Alexandria, Stromata 3.4.522. 


10 Plummer 1896: 271 notes that early church historians attempted to 
name some of the seventy-two. Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 1.12, 
mentions Barnabas, Sosthenes, Matthias, Joseph Barsabbas, and Thaddaeus. 
But the tradition is problematic, since it also includes the Cephas of Gal. 
2:11—as distinct from the apostle Peter! Even though some later fathers 
(beginning with Clement of Alexandria) argue that a different Cephas was 
in view in Galatians, the Cephas of Galatians must be Peter, since he is 
called a “pillar.” It may be that the fathers wanted to spare Peter the 
criticism that he received from Paul, since they found it hard to believe that 
he erred so publicly. 

45 Plummer 1896: 279 notes two later traditions about John’s being 
preserved from boiling oil and his failing to succumb to hemlock, but the 
origin of these accounts is uncertain. Tertullian, Prescription against 
Heretics 36, records the first incident. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155— 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444—45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 


Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25—28 is probably rooted in 


Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 


4 Plummer 1896: 293 argues that if the prayer was delivered only once, 
then Luke has the original setting, which came earlier in Jesus’ ministry. I 
agree that this is the next best option, given the possibility that the Sermon 
on the Mount is an anthology or a preaching summary. 

14 Jeremias 1971a: 63-68 notes no example of “my Father” in the 
literature. In fact, in Judaism such intimacy was avoided. Jeremias 1967b: 
16-29 lists the potential Jewish parallels. Dunn 1975: 21-26 notes that 
Jeremias overstates the case in allowing no exceptions, but suggests that 
Jeremias’s general portrait is correct. Plummer 1896: 296 remarks that God 
as the Father of Israel is an OT image; the concept of God as Father to 
individual people begins to appear only in intertestamental Judaism (see the 
texts in the previous note). Jesus’ reference to “my Father” is highly 
unusual, though not unprecedented: x4Q372; 3 Macc. 6:3; Wis. 14:3; and 
Sir. 23:1 use “my Father” or “Father.” In the NT, see Luke 2:49; 10:22 = 
Matt. 11:27; Luke 22:29; 24:49; Matt. 7:21; 10:32-33; 12:50; 15:13; 16:17; 
18:10, 35; 20:23; 25:34; 26:29, 39, 53. The contrast is striking and 
significant. 

22 Fitzmyer 1985: 906 notes similar usage at Qumran and suggests that 
Luke refers to sins to prevent confusion for his Greek audience. The use of 
auaptiac looks like the LXX, esp. Ps. 24:18 [25:18 Eng.]; also Gen. 50:17; 
Exod. 32:32; Num. 14:19; Plummer 1896: 297. 

27 Plummer 1896: 298 notes the shift from the awkward future 
indicative to a deliberative subjunctive in reporting the call to the friend. 


See also n. 30. 


30 Battle imagery with evil angels in the OT includes Isa. 24:22—23; in 
Judaism, T. Sim. 6.6 and T. Zeb. 9.8. Plummer 1896: 303; Danker 1988: 
233; and Schürmann 1994: 243 see an allusion to Isa. 49:25-26. The battle 
imagery is similar, but the application to spiritual forces does not fit Isaiah’s 
language in 49:26a, which clearly pictures humans. At best, Isaiah shows 
the principle involved. Such a move with imagery, however, is not 
surprising; see Luke 1:67—79 and Bock 1993. The point in the language for 
Luke is how Jesus, as God’s representative, is God’s victorious warrior. 

36 Plummer 1896: 303 and Hendriksen 1978: 622 cite Matt. 9:36; Isa. 
40:11; and John 10:16 in support of a figure about sheep. To these could be 
added Ezek. 34 (where God is the Great Shepherd) and Zech. 13:7-9 (with 
its image of scattered sheep). 

5 Liefeld 1984: 952 and Plummer 1896: 304 argue that spiritual renewal 
is the issue, not exorcism. For Liefeld, exorcism would lead to Spirit 
indwelling. But demons formerly at home now looking for a home suggests 
exorcism, and there is no guarantee that exorcism automatically produces 
Spirit indwelling. 

8 Plummer 1896: 306 argues that resurrection is implied at the end of the 
verse by the giving of a sign, but the Lucan context alone does not make 
such a reference clear. Hendriksen 1978: 627 and Arndt 1956: 302 make 
resurrection the only point, though Arndt admits that only Matthew makes 
this connection clear. 

14 Ps. 14:1; 53:1 [53:2 MT]; 92:6 [92:7 MT]; 94:8; Prov. 6:12; Luke 
12:20; Rom. 2:20; 1 Cor. 15:36; 2 Cor. 11:16, 19; 12:6, 11; SB 1:280; 2:102 


(discusses Jewish warnings about having an arrogant heart, with Deut. 


8:11-14 being the key text); Schweizer 1984: 199; Plummer 1896: 310; 
Bertram, TDNT 9:230-31; Fitzmyer 1985: 947. On the OT background, see 
Donald 1963. 

25 Plummer 1896: 313 speaks of divine providence. Marshall 1978: 
502-4 distinguishes between the view that sees God speaking in his wisdom 
and one that sees “divine wisdom” like that found in Prov. 8. But the views 
are very close, since Prov. 8 is a figurative reference. 

8 On the coin, see BAGD 117; BAA 235; Matt. 10:29 (the only other NT 
use). Wiefel 1988: 233 puts its worth at five pfennigs, one of the smallest 
German coins. A denarius was a day’s wage, so this is very little money. 
The most basic worker would earn this in roughly a half hour. The term for 
Sparrow (otpovGiov) may also indicate simply a “little bird”; Plummer 
1896: 319-20; Ps. 11:1 [10:1 LXX]; 84:3 [83:4 LXX]; MM 594; 
Bauernfeind, TDNT 7:730, 732 n. 19; Fitzmyer 1985: 960. 

10 Only the verbal forms differ: Matthew has npi8unpevon eioiv and 
Luke ñpiĝunvta (both meaning “are numbered”). 1 Sam. 14:45; 2 Sam. 
14:11; 1 Kings 1:52; and Dan. 3:27 use the idiom for the total protection 
indicated by not one hair being lost; Plummer 1896: 320; Fitzmyer 1985: 
960; Luke 21:18; Acts 27:34. Luke’s idiom is a variation on the OT idiom 
and means “God knows exactly where you stand.” 

8 This stands in contrast to Prov. 11:26; Jer. 17:11; 1 Enoch 97.8-10. Sir. 
11:18-19 is especially close to Jesus’ picture, except that wealth comes 
through self-denial and diligence (lit., “from afflicting himself”), not simply 
fortune as in Luke. The LXX renders the key phrase “by his wariness and 


pinching,” referring to frugality; Schweizer 1984: 207. Note also Ps. 49:16— 


20 [49:17-21 MT]; Plummer 1896: 323; Fitzmyer 1985: 972 (noting 1 
Enoch 97.8-10, which rebukes unrighteous wealth); Nickelsburg 1978-79: 
334-37. See n. 11 below for the Sirach and 1 Enoch texts. 

1 The dative is to be read as “for yourself” not “in yourself,” as the 
repetition of woyn in 12:23 shows; Plummer 1896: 326. 

5 See Exod. 12:11 (of Israelites eating Passover); 1 Kings 18:46; 2 Kings 
4:29; 9:1; Isa. 59:17; Eph. 6:14; 1 Pet. 1:13; Danker 1988: 253. Plummer 
1896: 330 notes the emphatic position of budv (your) to indicate a 
condition: “your loins are to be girded.” 

9 For options, see BAGD 868 84; BAA 1730; Fitzmyer 1895: 988; and 
Plummer 1896: 331. Josephus uses both approaches: three watches in 
Jewish War 5.12.2 8510 and four in Antiquities 18.9.6 8356. 

10 Aioptboow is used elsewhere at Matt. 6:19, 20; 24:43; BAGD 199; 
BAA 400; cf. Exod. 22:2 [22:1 MT]; Job 24:16; Jer. 2:34. The image of 
Jesus returning as a thief is common in the NT: 1 Thess. 5:2, 4; 2 Pet. 3:10; 
Rev. 3:3; 16:15; Grundmann 1963: 265; Plummer 1896: 331. 

4 Tlapfjoov (arrived), from népe (to arrive; BAGD 624 81a; BAA 
1261 81), refers to the crowd’s arrival, not only its presence as many 
translations suggest; so correctly Plummer 1896: 337; Acts 10:21; 12:20; 
17:6; 24:19, Marshall 1978: 553. In addition, &mayyéAA@ (to announce) 
usually refers to recent news; Marshall 1978: 553; Matt. 2:8; 28:8, 11; Mark 
5:14 = Luke 8:34; Mark 16:10, 13; Luke 7:18; BAGD 79; BAA 157. 

7 For example, Job’s friends wrongly but naturally assumed that his 


initial travail was the consequence of some past sin: Job 4:7; 8:4, 20; 22:5; 


also Exod. 20:5; Prov. 10:24-25; John 9:1-3; Plummer 1896: 338; Danker 
1988: 259; Manson 1949: 273. 

18 The omission of the apodosis is common in Semitic style; BDF 
8454.4; Acts 23:9; Rom. 9:22-24; Plummer 1896: 340. The apodosis in this 
case reads “well and good”; Manson 1949: 275. 

6 BAGD 608 and BAA 1230-31 list the options. Klostermann 1929: 
144-45 cites Heb. 7:25 as a grammatical parallel. Plummer 1896: 342 notes 
that mavteAncs always appears next to the term it modifies in Josephus: 
Antiquities 1.18.5 §267; 3.11.3 8264; 3.12.1 8274; 6.2.3 §30; 7.13.3 8325. 

16 On the figurative use of “bound” and “loosed,” see Fitzmyer 1985: 
1013; MM 142, 144. The length of the woman’s condition is underlined by 
the use of the interjection idov (behold). On Satan’s activity, see Job 2:1-7; 
Acts 10:38; 1 Cor. 5:5; 2 Cor. 12:7; 1 Tim. 1:20; Plummer 1896: 343. 
Fitzmyer notes that the verse argues against Conzelmann’s view (1960: 27— 
28, 80) of a “Satan-free” period during Jesus’ ministry. 

14 On Bpvypoc (gnashing), see BAGD 147-48; BAA 294-95; Rengstorf, 
TDNT 1:642; Prov. 19:12; Sir. 51:3; Plummer 1896: 347. On kAauduög 
(weeping), see BAGD 433; BAA 882; Rengstorf, TDNT 3:726; Job 30:31; 
Jer. 3:21. The verb Bpbya@ (to gnash) is used as an expression of anger in 
Job 16:9; Ps. 35:16 [34:16 LXX]; 37:12 [36:12 LXX]; 112:10 [111:10 
LXX]; Marshall 1978: 567. On darkness and judgment in Judaism, see 1 
Enoch 103.7-8; 108.5-14; Ps. Sol. 14.9; 15.10; Lev. Rab. 27.1 on 22:27; 
and Exod. Rab. 14.2 on 10:22. Leviticus Rabbah cites Ps. 35:6; Gen. 1:2; 


Isa. 29:15; and Eccles. 6:4 in describing Gehenna’s darkness. Exodus 


Rabbah cites Job 10:22; Ezek. 31:15; Isa. 29:15; and Gen. 1:2. The partial 
overlap of OT texts is interesting. 

18 Beasley-Murray 1986: 171-72; 1 Chron. 9:24; Ps. 96:3; 107:3 (the 
gathered are dispersed Jews); Isa. 2:2; 25:6-9; 40:5; 43:5-6; 45:6, 14; 
49:12; 51:4; 52:10; 55:5; 56:7; 59:19; 66:19-20; Mic. 4:1-2; Zech. 2:13 
[2:17 MT]; Mal. 1:11; Luke 14:15; 22:16, 29-30; Rev. 19:9; Plummer 
1896: 348. 

1 Plummer 1896: 353 notes that Luke has five of the seven Sabbath 
healings in Scripture: 4:31-37, 4:38-39, and 6:6-11 have Synoptics 
parallels, while 13:10-17 and 14:1--6 are unique to Luke (the other two are 
John 5:10 and 9:14). 

4 Plummer 1896: 356 notes that two to four people could recline on a 
couch. SB 4:617-20 cites the variety of customs and notes another 
configuration with the host at the head of the table. 

12 Avärteıpog probably describes the severely maimed or mutilated 
(BAGD 59; BAA 117; LSJ 116; elsewhere in the NT only at Luke 14:21), 
as opposed to ywAoc, which refers to all the lame (BAGD 889; BAA 1772; 
Plummer 1896: 359). 

2 So Blomberg 1990: 237-39; Kistemaker 1980: 193-201; Plummer 
1896: 359-60; Liefeld 1984: 979. Those accepting one parable but distinct 
sources are Luce 1933: 248; Grundmann 1963: 296 (L); Ernst 1977: 442 
(L); Marshall 1978: 584; Tiede 1988: 266 (apparently). Ellis 1974: 194 is 
uncertain. Blomberg 1990: 233-36 has a good discussion of this parable. 

16 For the view that this is still a part of the parable, see Plummer 1896: 


363, who incorrectly argues that the final remark here is not like others 


where Jesus is clearly marked out as speaking. Marshall 1978: 590-91 
argues that the host is speaking but is pictured as the Lord. Another 
“hidden” parabolic application appears in 16:8b-13. 

4 Fuyrtopebonan (to accompany) is Lucan, since he has three of its four 
NT occurrences: Luke 7:11; 14:25; 24:15; Mark 10:1; Gen. 13:5; 14:24; 
18:16; Plummer 1896: 364; BAGD 780 81; BAA 1556 31. 

26 Plummer 1896: 366 notes that three distinct settings of the salt image 
“may be right” in terms of its historical background. He includes Mark 9:50 
in his remark. This warns us not to assume that multiple sayings on a topic 
must have one point of origin. 

18 To speak of sinning before heaven is to acknowledge that one has 
sinned against God; SB 2:217. OT conceptual or idiomatic parallels are 
found in Exod. 10:16; 1 Sam. 7:6; 20:1; Tob. 3:3; Jdt. 5:17; Sus. 23; 
Plummer 1896: 374; Manson 1949: 288; Lohfink 1975. Jer. 31:18-20 
shows the proper attitude of repentance. In Hos. 2:7 [2:9 MT], Israel returns 
to her first husband. 

23 So also Plummer 1896: 375 argues that the father’s warm reception 
prevents the son from finishing, since it is clear that he is accepted. 

27 “Otis used twice, first in indirect discourse (“that”) and then causal 
(“because”); Plummer 1896: 377. "Yyıatvo refers to physical well-being: 
the younger son returned “safe and sound”; BAGD 832; BAA 1660. 

7 "Eyvov is a dramatic use of the aorist: “I have determined what I will 
do,” which might be idiomatically rendered, “I’ve got it!” (Kistemaker 
1980: 230-31; Burton 1900: 845; Zerwick 1963: 8258). The asyndeton in 
the verse suggests that the idea came to him suddenly; Plummer 1896: 383. 


11 This was the most popular position until recently, though it is making 
something of a comeback (e.g., Blomberg 1990: 244-45; Blomberg 1994; 
Ireland 1992: 73-82). Plummer 1896: 383 holds a quite plausible variation 
of this view, arguing that the steward simply lessened the excess cut he took 
from the debtors, a view close to the “righteous” cut option (no. 3 below), 
except it suggests that the steward did take something additional. The 
inflationary trend may suggest that the debtors knew that not all of the 
money was getting to the owner. Jeremias 1963a: 181 speaks of the steward 
covering up his previous embezzlements by the new accounting, a view that 
requires that the master does not have proof for his firing the steward in 
16:1-2. Such an internal inconsistency in the parable is unlikely. 

15 Measures in the ancient world varied somewhat, so an exact figure is 
uncertain; see Plummer 1896: 383 and Marshall 1978: 619. BAGD 445 
places the measure of a cor at 393 liters or 10-12 bushels. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1101 points out that Josephus defines kopoc variously: Antiquities 15.9.2 
§314 says that it equals 10 medimnoi, while Antiquities 3.15.3 8321 says 
four-sevenths of a medimnos—a significant difference (a medimnos was an 
Attic measure that equaled about 1.5 bushels, a figure that seems very high 
and is thus questioned). Fitzmyer figures the amount on Josephus’s smaller 
standard, which produces a debt of slightly more than 100 bushels, but he 
notes that the variation makes certainty difficult. 

18 Eig (toward) looks to the treatment of the people of this generation; 
Plummer 1896: 384. The phrase oi viol tod aidvoc is found in the NT only 


here and in 20:34. 


22 Berger 1972: 209-26 argues that the law refers to the “will of God.” 
Schweizer 1984: 258 says the law is newly interpreted by Jesus’ kingdom 
preaching and is valid as a moral norm (at least in some of its elements). 
Plummer 1896: 389 and Arndt 1956: 361 see a distinction between moral 
law and defunct ceremonial law. 

17 Plummer 1896: 393 notes correctly that Abraham’s bosom is not a 
synonym for paradise, but that Abraham is there shows that Lazarus is 
among the righteous. The image indicates the story’s Jewish flavor; so also 
Jeremias, TDNT 5:769 n. 37, citing T. Abr (A) 20.13-14. 

6 The grammatical construction tod un plus the infinitive here means the 
inability to do something or to hinder something from happening; BDF 
8400.4; BDR 8400.4.6; Plummer 1896: 398. Conceptually similar 
expressions are found in Luke 4:42; 24:16; Acts 10:47; 14:18; 20:20, 27. 

14 Grundmann 1963: 333 and Luce 1933: 273, 292 are clear on the 
sycomore/sycamore distinction. Plummer 1896: 400-401 is uncertain about 
the difference and argues that the hyperbole is more natural for a sycomore 
tree. Manson 1949: 141 sees an original sycamore tree, appealing to an 
Aramaic mistranslation and to the use of the term in the LXX as a rendering 
of Hebrew 1179)2W (Sigmä) for the sycamore, not to mention rabbinic 
discussions like m. B. Bat. 2.11. Schneider 1977a: 347 agrees with Manson 
and cites SB 2:234 for rabbinic images. Nonetheless, many use sycamore 
when they mean sycomore (Fitzmyer 1985: 1143-44 is uncertain). 

9 Fitzmyer 1985: 1168-69 defends the ordinal iav as meaning “one,” 
not “first” (against Plummer 1896: 407) or “very much” (against Torrey 


1933: 312; Manson 1949: 142) or “just one” (against Rigaux 1970: 410). 


21 Marshall 1978: 664 and Plummer 1896: 409 deny the idea of escape, 
arguing that the point is a prohibition against coming down to collect 
possessions; but are the two points mutually exclusive? The comparison 
with Lot’s wife in 17:32 suggests an escape. Nolland 1993a: 861 argues that 
part of the point is a willingness to flee and leave one’s possessions behind, 
which reinforces earlier teaching about how riches can ensnare their 
possessor. 

25 Marshall 1978: 666 speaks of the possibility of different recensions of 
Q. Manson 1949: 145 argues that the Lucan saying reflects Q and that 
Matthew moved it. But is this any better, given the double use of this saying 
in Matt. 10:39 and 16:25, with neither being in an eschatological context? 
Plummer 1896: 409 suggests that the idea was often repeated. If he is right, 
a special Lucan source is just as likely. The theme gives evidence of going 
back to Jesus through such a source. 

7 This point makes it unlikely that the judge was a Gentile, but so 
Plummer 1896: 411 and C. A. Evans 1990: 269. On the historical 
background, see B. Scott 1989: 184, citing Chajes 1892, who notes that 
most cases were heard by one judge (though he uses late texts). 

4 So the aorist passive participle otaQeic (as he stood); BAGD 382 
8II.1b; BAA 775 8I1.1b. The circumstantial aorist passive participle of 
totnpt is found in the NT only in Luke’s writings: Luke 18:40; 19:8; Acts 
2:14; 5:20; 11:13; 17:22; 25:18; 27:21; Fitzmyer 1985: 1186. In the Jewish 
world, it was not unusual to stand and pray (1 Sam. 1:26; 1 Kings 8:14, 22; 
Plummer 1896: 416; SB 1:401-2; 2:240; Marshall 1978: 679). 


8 Aic tod oaßßatov (lit., twice per Sabbath) is a distributive genitive 
meaning “per week”; Mark 16:9: 1 Cor. 16:2; Plummer 1896: 417. 

5 1 Chron. 16:34; 2 Chron. 5:13; Ps. 34:8 [34:9 MT]; 106:1; 118:1, 29; 
136:1; Nah. 1:7; m. -Abot 6.3 (God and his teaching). Plummer 1896: 422 
argues that a rabbi is never called good in Judaism, but this is wrong; see b. 
Ber. 5a; b. Ta.an. 24b; Lachs 1987: 331 nn. 2-3. 

5 ’EyyiG@ (to come near) is often used to denote approach, especially in 
conjunction with the preposition eig (to); Luke 19:29 = Matt. 21:1 = Mark 
11:1; Luke 24:28; Tob. 11:1; Plummer 1896: 430. See the introduction to 
this unit for the possibility that this remark is a condensation of Mark 10:46 
and for the linkage of Luke 18:35-43 and 19:1—10. 

4 Mépxyopar is common in Luke’s writings: Luke 2:15, 35; 4:30; 5:15; 
8:22; 9:6; 11:24; 17:11; 19:4; Acts 12:10; 13:6; 14:24; plus eighteen more 
times in Acts; BAGD 194; BAA 391; Fitzmyer 1985: 1223-24; Plummer 
1896: 432. 

3 This view goes back to D. F. Strauss (1972: 352-53 [orignally 1840]), 
as Plummer 1896: 437 notes. Ellis 1974: 221—22 holds out the possibility of 
two parables. Marshall 1978: 702 holds that this text supports his two- 
versions-of-Q theory. 

21 Jeremias 1963a: 62 holds that Jesus’ audience interrupted him; so also 
Plummer 1896: 442, who argues that the crowd thinks Jesus is spoiling the 
parable; so also Nolland 1993b: 916-17. Klostermann 1929: 189; Marshall 
1978: 708; and Danker 1988: 309 hold that the interruption comes from 
attendants in the parable. If 19:26-27 maintains the parabolic perspective, 


and 19:27 looks as if it does, then those who react here come from within 


the parable and comment as a crowd to the king. Of course, since the king 
represents Jesus, there is no real difference in sense in the choice. If Jesus 
speaks, he simply gives the parable’s lesson. 

13 On the unusual and emphatic placement of the attributive genitive 
avtov (their), see Plummer 1896: 447 and BDR 8271.1c n. 5. 

17 On ei (if) with the aorist, see BDF 8454.4; BDR 8360.5. On 
aposiopesis, the breaking off of the remark because of emotion, see BDF 
§482; Luke 22:42; John 6:62; 12:27; Plummer 1896: 450. 

19 Dodd 1947: 49 argues that all the language is from the OT, as does 
Gaston 1970: 359, citing a catena of verses: Jer. 8:18; 9:1; 6:14, 6, 15, 8. 
Manson 1949: 319-20 cites Jer. 8:18-22, although the whole of Jer. 8:13- 
22, along with Jer. 6:6-21 and Isa. 29:1—4, might also be relevant. See also 
Plummer 1896: 451-52. Tiede 1980: 68-86 challenges Gaston’s view that 
Luke has four stages here: salvation to part of Israel, fulfillment of threat, 
salvation to Gentiles, and the end. He sees a theodicy in Luke—Acts, where 
Luke explains how Jerusalem crumbled and yet Luke argues that God still 
will be faithful by restoring Israel. This is quite possible, though Tiede 
argues for a post—a.d. 70 date for the book, which is less likely. 

8 Plummer 1896: 454 notes other examples of the periphrastic tiv 
816A0KW@V (was teaching) are 4:31; 5:17; 13:10. Temple teaching is 
mentioned elsewhere in Luke 21:37; 22:53 = Mark 14:49; Marshall 1978: 
722. 

6 "Tva (so that) with the future indicative Saoovov (they shall give) 


indicates purpose and is not like classical style; BDF 8396.2; Plummer 


1896: 459. A minor textual variant uses the more common construction and 
is the result of the unusual style. 

5 Seeing a rhetorical argument, Plummer 1896: 472-73 holds that Jesus 
condescended to current opinions—a view that has changed little since 
Plummer wrote. 

15 Grundmann 1963: 376 argues that the question’s force is “why does 
one say. . . ?” But this could be taken erroneously as a denial of Davidic 
sonship, a view that goes back to D. F. Strauss (see Plummer 1896: 473). 
The interrogative mac is better understood to press for “in what manner?” 

22 Josephus records that when the temple burned, a bright star 
resembling a sword stood over the city and that comets were visible for a 
year; Jewish War 6.5.1-3 §8274—89, esp. 83288-89; Manson 1949: 326; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1337; Plummer 1896: 479. Note also Tacitus, History 5.13; 
2 Macc. 5:2-3; Nolland 1993b: 992. 

28 Josephus, Jewish War 5-7, esp. 6.5.1 88271-73; 6.9.3 8420; 7.5.3 
8118; 7.5.5 8138; 7.5.6 8154. Plummer 1896: 482 thinks that Josephus’s 
numbers are too high. Arndt 1956: 421-22 accepts them, arguing that many 
people had fled to the city, thus inflating its population. Regardless, it is 
clear that the city was leveled and much of its population slain. On the 
suggested population of Jerusalem during feast time, see excursus 11. 
Current scholarly estimates for feast-day population are 110,000-150,000. 

15 Danker 1988: 345 and Jeremias 1966: 208—9 argue that in preparation 
for his coming suffering Jesus did not drink the wine. Schürmann 1952: 63— 
65, Plummer 1896: 495-96, and Marshall 1978: 798 argue that he did drink 


the wine. 


19 On interpreting the action, see Fitzmyer 1985: 1401-2. Plummer 
1896: 498 argues that the instruction to observe the supper came from the 
risen Lord later, but there is no record of such a later instruction. 

7 Fitzmyer 1985: 1407 sees “independent traditions” about such a 
discourse at the supper, though he also notes the conceptual parallelism 
with John. Plummer 1896: 500 speaks of the confusion about its location 
within the tradition, though he argues that such contention at the meal may 
have occurred when the disciples chose seats at the meal. But, he argues, 
such contention after the footwashing is unlikely. Of course, it may be that 
Jesus was addressing a contention from a previous occasion. Perhaps the 
tradition had it in this latter location as part of the summary of what was 
actually said at the meal, even though Jesus said it during the meal. 

25 Plummer 1896: 505 and Luce 1933: 335 make this connection, while 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1426 says that there is no need to do so. Nolland 1993b: 
1073 suggests 2:30 a.m. for the initial crowing and notes that the reference 
inm. B. Qam. 7.7 forbidding chickens in Jerusalem is probably a later 
idealization and thus not a historical challenge to this detail. 

28 The perfect passive participle yeypannevov (is written) refers to 
Scripture in Luke 18:31; 20:17; 2 Cor. 4:13. The reference is often plural, 
but here it is singular because it focuses on a specific passage; Plummer 
1896: 506. 

33 Plummer 1896: 507 and Marshall 1978: 827 see the idiom here 
(based on Gen. 45:28; Exod. 9:28; Deut. 3:26; 1 Kings 19:4; 1 Chron. 
21:15; 1 Macc. 2:33). Doubt about its presence is expressed by Fitzmyer 
1985: 1434 and Rengstorf, TDNT 3:295-96. 


34 Plummer 1896: 507 and Arndt 1956: 445 note that this passage 
helped create the two-realms theory of papal power, one secular, the other 
spiritual. This doctrine was formalized by Boniface VIII in his 1302 Unam 
Sanctam, though it was discussed much earlier. This theory parallels the 
disciples’ misunderstanding, but in a different direction. The disciples 
would use the sword to defend and gain power, but the papacy was trying to 
hold on to complete power. 

13 On amo as cause, see 19:3; 21:26; 24:41; Plummer 1896: 511. 

15 Plummer 1896: 517 plausibly notes that the evening testimony would 
be repeated in the morning. The detail may reflect an additional Lucan 
source. 

31 Ilavteg is again peculiar to Luke: 7:35; 19:37; 20:18; Plummer 1896: 
518. 

6 On the syntax of rjpgavto (they began), which Luke often uses to speak 
of a fresh reaction, see 4:21; 5:21; 7:15; 12:45; 13:25; 19:37; Plummer 
1896: 520; Grundmann 1963: 422. Katnyop&o (to accuse) is used 
elsewhere by Luke at Luke 6:7; 23:10, 14; Acts 22:30; 24:2, 8, 13, 19; 25:5, 
11, 16; 28:19; Büchsel, TDNT 3:637. 

10 Luke uses ‘Iovéaia for either the smaller specific region (Luke 2:4; 
Acts 1:8; 8:1) or the broad area (Luke 1:5; 7:17; Acts 2:9; 10:37; 11:1, 29); 
Plummer 1896: 521. 

1’Eruywvooko is frequently used by Luke with the sense “to thoroughly 
ascertain”; Luke 7:37; Acts 19:34; 22:29; 24:11; 28:1; Plummer 1896: 521. 


Here it almost has the force of “to discover.” 


6 Xtdo1c means “rebellion or uprising” elsewhere at Mark 15:7; Luke 
23:25; Acts 19:40 (elsewhere in the NT at Acts 15:2; 23:7, 10; 24:5; Heb. 
9:8; BAGD 764 82; BAA 1526 82). This is the only NT expression of 
periphrasis with v (was) and an aorist participle; BDR $355.1; BDF 
8355.1; Plummer 1896: 526 (although X* in John 18:30 also has this 
construction). 

11 ’Em«pivo can have the technical meaning “to issue a sentence” (2 
Macc. 4:47; 3Macc. 4:2; Fitzmyer 1985: 1492; Plummer 1896: 527), 
although it was also used of determining whether a person was fit for 
military service or exempt from a poll tax (MM 240). 

11 Filling in details of this story became popular in some circles. In the 
Old Latin, these two bandits are variously named Ioathas and Maggatras 
(Luke 23:32), Zoathan and Chammatha (Mark 15:27), or Zoathan and 
Camma (Matt. 27:38) (Plummer 1896: 530), while the Acts of Pilate 9 
records their names as Dysmas and Gestas (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 
1.512). Still other traditions speak of Jesus falling, meeting Mary, and 
speaking with a women named Veronica (called Bernice in Acts of Pilate 
8), who testified before Pilate because Jesus had healed her issue of blood 
(cf. Luke 8:43-48). See also the Arabic Infancy Gospel 23 (R. Brown 1994: 
969; Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.460). 

13 The name Calvary comes from calvaria, the Latin translation of 
Kpaviov; Plummer 1896: 531; Geldenhuys 1951: 613. R. Brown 1994: 938- 
40 discusses the location of Golgotha and decides for the traditional 


location associated now with the Church of the Holy Sepulchre in what is 


called the Christian quarter of Jerusalem. Nolland 1993b: 1145 expresses 
less certainty about the locale. 

16 Plummer 1896: 532 notes that in the entire account four groups 
engage in different activities: the people watch, the leaders sneer, the 
soldiers mock, and the robber blasphemes. Two people from a later subunit 
could be added to this list: a robber exercises faith and a centurion observes 
injustice. 

22 This is the only place where Jesus addresses a single person with 
aunv A€yo, though he likes the expression: 4:24; 12:37; 18:17, 29; 21:32; 
Plummer 1896: 535. 

24 Luke uses woei (about) frequently to show approximate time; Luke 
3:23; 9:14 (twice), 28; 22:41, 59; 24:11; cf. Acts 2:15; 3:1; 10:3, 9; 23:23). 
"Hôn (already) is also frequent: Matthew uses it seven times, Mark eight 
times, Luke ten times, elsewhere in the NT thirty-six times; Plummer 1896: 
536; Untergassmair 1980: 85 n. 372. 

33 Matthew uses 6084(@ (to praise) four times, Mark once, and John 
twenty-three times. Of Luke’s fourteen uses, five are in Acts, five are in 
unique Lucan material (2:20; 4:15; 7:16; 13:13; 17:15), one in agreement 
with Mark (5:26), and three in pericopes parallel to Mark but Mark lacks 
the term (5:25; 18:43; 23:47); Untergassmair 1980: 91 n. 408; Plummer 
1896: 539. 

8 In the Gospel of Peter (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.223, 224), 
ETULP@OKW (to break, shine forth) indicates the approach of Sabbath (2.5) or 
the dawn of day (9.34-35); BAGD 304; BAA 617; elsewhere in the NT 
only at Matt. 28:1; Marshall 1978: 881. Lohse, TDNT 7:20 n. 159, sees an 


allusion to the dawning of the evening star, a view that Plummer 1896: 543 
rejects. 

2 Plummer 1896: 547 points out that Mark has only one figure in all 
three cases of numerical variation in the Gospels: the Gerasene 
demoniac(s), the blind man (men) at Jericho, and the angel(s) at the tomb. 
In Acts 1:10, two “men” are present. 

10 Plummer 1896: 548 notes that most NT uses of €ugoBoc (BAGD 257; 
BAA 520) are Lucan: Luke 24:37; Acts 10:4; 24:25; Rev. 11:13; cf. Luke 
1:12, 29-30; 2:9. On the genitive absolute with an accusative object, see 
BDR 8423.2.8. 

18 Meals are frequent in Luke: simple meals (7:36; 11:37; 14:1), feasts 
(5:29), miraculous provisions (9:16), cultic meals (22:14), wedding feasts 
(14:8-9), and the eschatological banquet (12:37; 13:29); Osborne 1984: 123 
n. 26; Plummer 1896: 556. That Jesus ate such meals with the “wrong 
people” is noted in 15:1 and 19:1. 

24 The distributive singular kapdia indicates that the heart burned in 
each of them; Marshall 1978: 898; Col. 3:16; BDF 8140. The periphrastic 
idiom pictures a running emotion; Plummer 1896: 557-58. On the sense of 
Kapdia in Luke, see 1:51, 66; 2:19, 35, 51; 3:15; 5:22; 9:47; 24:25; Tiede 
1988: 437. 

27 Plummer 1896: 558 rhetorically suggests that Thomas left in the 
middle of Peter’s and other disciples’ earlier reports, while expressing his 
doubt, thus missing the meal that starts in 24:36. Saying that only ten were 
present, Arndt 1956: 491 identifies this meeting with John 20:19-24. He 


takes “Eleven” to be a general way to refer to the group of apostles without 


Judas, without insisting that all those who remained were present. If 
Thomas left or if the term is general, then the connection is possible. The 
latter is likely. 

9 PnAagdaw occurs elsewhere in the NT only at Acts 17:27; Heb. 12:18; 
1 John 1:1 (BAGD 892; BAA 1779-80); cf. Gen. 27:12; Judg. 16:26; 
Ignatius, Smyrneans 3.2. Plummer 1896: 560 wonders if 1 John 1:1 knows 
of this event, given its use of this rare term. See also C. F. Evans 1970: 108- 
9. 

12 Dillon 1978: 192 argues that the reference to joy is Luke’s, but why 
Luke should be responsible for such an insertion is not clear. On the syntax 
of ano (from) with the force of nó or mapa, see BDR 8210.1.1; cf. Matt. 
13:44; 14:26; Luke 21:26; 22:45; Acts 12:14; Plummer 1896: 560. 

13 ’Ev@d6e is a Lucan term (Acts 10:18; 16:28; 17:6; 25:17, 24); the only 
use outside Luke’s writings is twice in John 4:15-16; Plummer 1896: 560; 
Marshall 1978: 903. 

8 My translation of 3:21-22 is deliberately nonidiomatic in the bracketed 
portion above to show this point. The mention of prayer fits a decidedly 
Lucan emphasis: 1:10, 13; 2:36-38; 5:16; 6:12; 9:18, 28; 10:21-23; 11:2-4; 
22:32, 41, 44; 23:46. Note also the parables in 18:1-8 and 11:5-13. On this 
theme, see Plymale 1991. Jesus’ attitude of prayer shows the solemnity with 
which he takes the baptism. 

9 Though exceptions do exist; see Jeremias 1963a: 129 and Daube 1955: 
334, though his explanation that the father gave property to the younger son 
but not to the older is not correct, given the end of this verse. On this 


custom, see Horowitz 1953: 402-21 and Pö;hlmann 1979. 


2 See, e.g., the treatments of Creed 1930: lvi-lxx; Klostermann 1929: 49; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 75-81. Detailed studies are Schulz 1972; Polag 1982; 
Kloppenborg 1988; and Kloppenborg 1987. A commentary on Q is Manson 
1949. On the rationale for Q, see Stein 1987. These analyses differ in detail 
and approach, but all agree that an independent source or set of sources is 
involved. 

31 Recent affirmation of this approach is found in Porter 1990 and noted 
by Blomberg 1994: 90 n. 81. 

42 Schwarz 1974 sees these commendatory remarks as ironic; they are 
really condemnatory. This interpretation is forced and is not a possible 
rendering of Ertawv&o (to praise); BAGD 281; BAA 569 (elsewhere in the 
NT at Rom. 15:11; 1 Cor. 11:2, 17, 22 [twice]). Also failing is Bailey’s 
attempt (1976: 107) to argue that Ertaıveo has eschatological force in 
picturing approval at the judgment. Other than the use of praise in Matt. 
25:21, 34, the Gospels do not have this eschatological force, and in this 
Matthean context the eschatological force is clear, not inferred as it would 
have to be here. Porter 1990: 146-47 recognizes that the term must be 
positive, for the steward is commended for choosing to associate with the 
sons of this age, a comment dripping with bitter irony from the master. If 
one is to argue the irony position, this is the best way to do it. Against it, 
however, is the comparison in 16:8-9, which makes the steward look like a 
positive example through the commendation, not a negative one. 

3 The case for this approach is enhanced syntactically if eyyllo can mean 


“to be in the vicinity of” rather than “to draw near,” as Porter 1992 argues. 


16 BAGD 471 (with bibliography); BAA 957; Van Der Loos 1965: 465- 
68; Michaelis, TDNT 4:233-34; Harrison, NIDNTT 2:463-66; SB 4:745- 
63; Pousma 1975: 138-39. AErıpa occurs in the NT only in Matt. 8:3 = 
Mark 1:42 = Luke 5:12-13. A related term, Aertpög, appears in Luke 4:27; 
7:22; 17:12; Matt. 8:2; 10:8; 11:5; 26:6; Mark 1:40; 14:3. 

23 M. Power 1912 mentions this approach, while Cortés and Gatti 1970 
and Bover 1951 suppose that the missing saying was that Jesus told his 
parents he would remain in Jerusalem, but they had not understood him on 
that point. 

2 Danker 1988: 275 cites F. Preisigke’s edition of an ancient letter in 
which an impecunious son pleads with his mother to be received back into 
the family: “I am writing to tell you I am naked. I plead with you, forgive 
me. I know well enough what I have done to myself. I have learned my 
lesson.” 

13 On evpiokw in the NT, see Preisker, TDNT 2:769. 

5 See the exegesis of 19:29 for detail on the Mount of Olives. Luke 
21:37 mentions Jesus’ custom of lodging at the Mount of Olives; Preisker, 
TDNT 2:373. 

41 Bertram, TDNT 8:619 n. 48, cites 1QH 7.6-7 (where God’s power as 
Most High and the Spirit are linked; see 1QH 6.33) and T. Levi 16.3 (where 
a man who brings renewal to the Law is said to work by “the power of the 
Most High”). Some think that T. Levi 16 has been reworked by a Christian 
editor to allude to Jesus; H. Kee in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.794 n. 16a. 
Grundmann, TDNT 2:300, 311 n. 91, notes the tie between power and the 


Spirit. Procksch, TDNT 1:101, speaks of a “supranatural origin.” 


20 Procksch, TDNT 4:328 n. 3; Creed 1930: 41. Bovon 1989: 143 n. 35 
adds Sophocles, Antigone 1268, 1314. 

17 Procksch underplays, however, the messianic sense of the title. Note 
especially 1:35. 

12 Many follow Ranke 1901: 1.1—9 in seeing this saying as Jesus’ most 
significant political statement. Fitzmyer 1985: 1292 objects to the two- 
kingdoms view (which appeals to Prov. 8:15-16; Dan. 2:21, 37-38; Wis. 
6:1-11 for support), arguing that it makes Caesar and God equals. 

1 Bovon 1989: 30 n. 1 notes that these comparisons with ancient 
prologues date back to the eighteenth century with G. Raphelius and J. J. 
Wettstein. C. F. Evans 1990: 116-19 cites several of these “scientific 
prefaces.” 

3 Reicke 1968: 228—34. On these distinctions, see Sherwin-White 1963: 
1-23 (who cites a variety of relevant ancient texts); C. F. Evans 1990: 233; 
Tacitus, Annals 15.25. 

4 Reicke 1968: 138, 228-29. F. F. Bruce 1972: 16-17 notes that the term 
procurator is later than this period, coming into use with the emperor 
Claudius (41-54). 

5 Reicke 1968: 183-84 lists the key reasons for a 33 date: (1) the year of 
Herod Antipas’s divorce, which John criticizes, is probably 32 and (2) the 
removal of the anti-Semitic dictator Sejanus by Tiberius in 31 made Pilate 
treat the Jews with more sympathy. See also Hoehner 1977: 95-111 and the 
sources and historicity section of 23:6-12. 

1 For solid overviews of this area, see McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 
McKnight is slightly more confident than I am of Marcan priority, though I 


still regard it likely that Mark was the first Gospel written. Still, his and 
Stein’s overviews show why many think Mark’s Gospel is first. For a 
comparative study of the two major options in the debate, see Bellinzoni, 
Tyson, and Walker 1985 and Dungan 1990. A study making significant 
points about Q and the complex interrelationship of the Gospel writers is 
Reicke 1986. For the case for Matthean priority, see Farmer 1964. 

14 Note also the Gospel of Thomas 33. This repetition shows that Luke 
is not averse to repeating sayings and also suggests that he is aware that 
certain sayings were said by Jesus in different settings with slightly 
differing force. The possibility of the tradition having several such 
duplications cannot be excluded. Not every parallel is a genuine overlap, 
but might be what has been called “alibi analogies,” where the saying looks 
like a parallel, but really is not (see Reicke 1968: 26-30 for a detailed 
discussion). 

5 Despite the current consensus, the case for a.d. 33 is strong (Reicke 
1968: 183-84). For the connection to other chronological issues in Jesus’ 
life, see excursus 3. 

14 Rengstorf, TDNT 8:543; also Michaelis, TDNT 5:348, 373. Luke will 
call these men “witnesses” later in Luke-Acts (Luke 24:44-48; Acts 1:8). 
Such eyewitnesses were important to ancient historians: Thucydides 1.22.2; 
Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 855; and Lucian’s parody in How to Write 
History 4. See Du Plessis 1974: 265. 

16 Rengstorf, TDNT 4:435 n. 152. Bovon 1989: 157 believes that the 
probable locale is the portico of Solomon (Acts 3:11; 5:12, 21, 25). 


21 Rengstorf, TDNT 1:330, says that Peter is regarded as a sinner “by the 
community.” Van Der Loos 1965: 671 agrees with the above assessment of 
the fishing occupation, while Schürmann 1969: 270 n. 54 disagrees, noting 
that no evidence exists for this view of fishermen in the first century; so 
also SB 1:187. Schürmann is surely right here. 

68 Guelich 1982: 412, 404; Marshall 1978: 275; Rengstorf, TDNT 6:603. 
For Bpoyn (only in Matt. 7:25, 27 in the NT), see BAGD 147 and BAA 294. 
6 On the idea of &ttooTEAA® not referring to a special commission, see 
Rengstorf, TDNT 1:403—4. The main reason for rejecting a commission is 

that the simpler synonym néuno is used in 7:10. 

34 Rengstorf, TDNT 1:327; Michel, TDNT 8:104. On Jesus and table 
fellowship, see Stählin, TDNT 9:161. 

6 Plummer 1896: 210 suggests that she is a prostitute, citing Matt. 21:32 
as support. Rengstorf, TDNT 1:327, says that this interpretation of the 
terminology fits rabbinic expression, but gives no specifics at this point; 
Rengstorf’s article shows &LaptwAdc to refer to a wide variety of the 
ungodly, including the Sadducees (m. Ketub. 7.6). 

11 On seven as denoting severe possession, see Marshall 1978: 316; 
Rengstorf, TDNT 2:630-31; cf. Mark 5:9. 

2 The suggestion that Aöyoug (words, matters) refers to the recent 
miraculous events (so Rengstorf 1968: 126) is to be rejected, since yap 
looks ahead. 

1 On NT structures with the use of “seven,” see Rengstorf, TDNT 2:632 
§B4d. On other points of Lucan structure, see Nolland 1989: 168 and 
Goulder 1989: 283-90. 


13 Manson 1949: 83-84. Friedrich, TDNT 6:847, argues that the office 
of eschatological prophet was the issue. Matthew’s discussion of David 
seems to envision something more; for a discussion of the test, Rengstorf, 
TDNT 7:234. 

17 The phrase oi vioi budv refers to “your own people” (Arndt 1956: 
300), although most see it as referring to the “sons of the Pharisees” 
(Rengstorf, TDNT 4:443) or more broadly to “countrymen” (Godet 1875: 
2.64) (see BAGD 833 81ca; BAA 1663 81ca; Heb. 12:5; 1 Pet. 5:13). 
Nolland 1993a: 639 states the question this way: “What will other Jewish 
exorcists, in light of their own exorcizing activity, make of such a view?” 
For a different (and I think more preferable) view, see n. 19 below. 

14 On ßpuyuög (gnashing), see BAGD 147-48; BAA 294-95; Rengstorf, 
TDNT 1:642; Prov. 19:12; Sir. 51:3; Plummer 1896: 347. On kAauduög 
(weeping), see BAGD 433; BAA 882; Rengstorf, TDNT 3:726; Job 30:31; 
Jer. 3:21. The verb Bpbya@ (to gnash) is used as an expression of anger in 
Job 16:9; Ps. 35:16 [34:16 LXX]; 37:12 [36:12 LXX]; 112:10 [111:10 
LXX]; Marshall 1978: 567. On darkness and judgment in Judaism, see 1 
Enoch 103.7-8; 108.5-14; Ps. Sol. 14.9; 15.10; Lev. Rab. 27.1 on 22:27; 
and Exod. Rab. 14.2 on 10:22. Leviticus Rabbah cites Ps. 35:6; Gen. 1:2; 
Isa. 29:15; and Eccles. 6:4 in describing Gehenna’s darkness. Exodus 
Rabbah cites Job 10:22; Ezek. 31:15; Isa. 29:15; and Gen. 1:2. The partial 
overlap of OT texts is interesting. 

6 Rengstorf, TDNT 1:327, speaks of üuapt@aAoi as murderers, robbers, 
deceivers, and those of dishonorable vocation, which would include tax 


collectors; also Herrenbriick 1981. 


10 Rengstorf 1967 suggests as allusion to the Jewish custom of qes;äs;ä 
(1XXP), which cut off from society a member who sold a family heirloom to 
an outsider or who married beneath their social rank (Jastrow 1903: 1407— 
8). There is no indication that such a custom applies here, though 
Rengstorf’s study does show the parable’s social context and background in 
terms of the familial symbolism of the ring and robe in 15:22. For 
refutation, see Marshall 1978: 606 and Bailey 1976: 167-68. 

33 Plummer 1896: 507 and Marshall 1978: 827 see the idiom here 
(based on Gen. 45:28; Exod. 9:28; Deut. 3:26; 1 Kings 19:4; 1 Chron. 
21:15; 1 Macc. 2:33). Doubt about its presence is expressed by Fitzmyer 
1985: 1434 and Rengstorf, TDNT 3:295-96. 

20 Sloan 1977: 39-41; Rese 1969: 219. Isa. 58 has Sabbath imagery, 
while Isa. 61 has Jubilee imagery. 

15 Levey 1974 lists the Jewish passages. Rowley 1950 has a full 
discussion of the historical issues. Jeremias, TDNT 5:677—700, is more 
optimistic in his appraisal of this theme in Judaism, but most note that his 
sources are later than the first century; see Rese 1963. See the discussion of 
Isa. 53 in the exegesis of Luke 22:37. 

17 For a study of the hermeneutic of Luke’s OT use, see Bock 1987, in 
which I build on P. Schubert’s 1957 thesis that Luke’s theme is “proof from 
prophecy” (but the apologetic motif is not so strong in Luke as the 
declarative function of these texts, thus my modification to “proclamation 
from prophecy and pattern”). My work contrasts with that of Rese 1969, 
who underestimates the appeal to pattern and therefore understates a 


prophetic approach to Luke’s OT. Soards 1994: 201 misconstrues the proof- 


from-prophecy position by describing it as linear, which does not reflect my 
view of the interaction between text and event in the proclamation-from- 
prophecy-and-pattern theme; see Bock 1987: 273. 

3 For the debate about its ending, see Egelkraut 1976: 3-11 and 
Resseguie 1975: 3 (a good survey of the history of interpretation). 

4 The amount of material in these groups can be variously measured, 
depending on the division of the pericopes and one’s judgment about the 
presence of parallels. Egelkraut 1976: 27 bases the percentages in Luke’s 
central section (for him 9:51—19:48) on the pericope delineation in two 


common synopses: 


Lucan Parallels Unique Lucan Lucan Parallels 


to Matthew (i.e., Material to Mark 
Q) 
Aland 1985 26 of 75 27 of 75 22 of 75 


pericopes (35%) pericopes (36%) pericopes (29%) 


Huck and 25 of 60 24 of 60 11 of 60 
Lietzmann 1936 pericopes (42%) pericopes (40%) pericopes (18%) 


Resseguie 1975: 4 calculates the same section this way: of 60 Lucan 
pericopes, 31 (52%) parallel Matthew/Q and 29 (48%) are uniquely Lucan. 
Resseguie argues that only one-tenth of the material in 9:51-18:14 has even 


a possible Marcan connection. Teaching material that is capable of being 


repeated might slightly alter the exact count. Nonetheless, the numbers of 
Huck-Lietzmann and Resseguie are closer to the real percentages, since 
Luke 9:51-18:14 lacks any significant Marcan parallels. In addition, most 
ofthe Q pericopes and unique Lucan material are long units. Conceptual 
overlap with Matthew and unique Lucan material abound (see the 
introduction in vol. 1, pp. 10-12). Goulder (1989: 455) notes that in 9:51— 
13:21 one of every three words comes from Q or L, while in 13:22-18:14 
(where Goulder ends the unit) one in six words comes from this material. 

7 Resseguie 1975 puts five of fourteen possible interpretations in this 
category. C. F. Evans 1990: 433 points out the lack of chronological notes, 
especially at the end of the section. Vague indications of time and place are 
provided only in the beginning of the section: 9:52, 56-57; 10:1, 21, 38; 
11:14, 27; 13:10, 31; 14:1, 25. Schürmann 1994: 1 speaks of a metaphorical 
journey account in which Jesus goes his way to Jerusalem as an itinerant 
prophetic teacher who divides Israel. On Luke’s use of journey and way 
terminology, see Schneider 1977a: 227. 

39 This seems similar to a view that Bovon 1989: 318-19 calls the 
existential view, held by R. Bultmann, P. Ricoeur, and M. Buber. Practically 
speaking, it leads to a cosmopolitan philanthropy. This kind of activity 
might be an implication of this passage, but it is hardly the point. 

23 Schürmann 1969: 117 n. 160; Riesenfeld, TDNT 8:151; B. Meyer 
1964: 43. The remark argues that the events, like revelation of an 
apocalyptic secret, transcend human understanding and require reflection. 

36 Riesenfeld, TDNT 8:147; Schürmann 1969: 306 n. 48; Bovon 1989: 
274 n. 24; Ps. 37:12 [36:12 LXX]; Dan. 6:12 (with tnpém); BAGD 622 


81aB; BAA 1258 $1aß. Today, mapatnpéw (to watch lurkingly) makes one 
think of a spy novel. 

56 On Dep as a comparative meaning “greater than,” see Riesenfeld, 
TDNT 8:515; BAGD 839 82; BAA 1672 82. 

12 So Leaney 1958: 230; Fitzmyer 1985: 1161-62; Mattill 1979: 201; 
Roberts 1948; Riistow 1960; Cadbury 1950; Tertullian, Against Marcion 
4.35.12. Beasley-Murray 1986: 102-3 takes this view, though he fails to 
evaluate this option when it is taken with a present force. Riesenfeld 1949 
does not mention the evidence from Aquila noted in n. 13 below—a grave 
omission—in arguing that “in your midst” is not possible. Schlosser 1980: 
1.202—4 argues that “in one’s power” is a possible first-century meaning, 
but he opts for “in the midst of.” His discussion is the latest careful 
examination of the evidence. 

9 Fitzmyer 1985: 1168-69 defends the ordinal iav as meaning “one,” 
not “first” (against Plummer 1896: 407) or “very much” (against Torrey 
1933: 312; Manson 1949: 142) or “just one” (against Rigaux 1970: 410). 

4 On the history of this discussion, including the church fathers and the 
various views, see Orchard and Riley 1987. Goulder’s detailed 1989 work is 
unique, arguing that the order is Mark-Matthew-Luke, but that Luke used 
only Mark and Matthew, not Q. One of the goals of his study is to challenge 
the existence of Q. 

7 Guthrie 1970 deals with these issues from a conservative, evangelical 
viewpoint, while the introduction of Kiimmel 1975 serves as a good survey 


of common critical approaches to these issues. See the introduction on 


“Sources” for these issues as they relate to Luke. Orchard and Riley 1987 
detail the ancient testimony of the church on this question. 

5 Rist 1978. J. Wenham 1992b: 223 dates Matthew in 42, Mark in 45, 
and Luke in 55 at the latest—dates that are much earlier than typically 
assigned to the Gospels. Most conservatives place the Synoptics in the 
sixties, while most others have dates ranging from 60 to 90. 

12 So Leaney 1958: 230; Fitzmyer 1985: 1161-62; Mattill 1979: 201; 
Roberts 1948; Rüstow 1960; Cadbury 1950; Tertullian, Against Marcion 
4.35.12. Beasley-Murray 1986: 102-3 takes this view, though he fails to 
evaluate this option when it is taken with a present force. Riesenfeld 1949 
does not mention the evidence from Aquila noted in n. 13 below—a grave 
omission—in arguing that “in your midst” is not possible. Schlosser 1980: 
1.202—4 argues that “in one’s power” is a possible first-century meaning, 
but he opts for “in the midst of.” His discussion is the latest careful 
examination of the evidence. 

25 Robertson believes that Luke may have been an eyewitness to some 
events, but the language of the earlier verses makes this unlikely for the 
events in Luke’s Gospel. The “we” sections of Acts are another matter. 

22 BDF 8333; Hendriksen 1978: 108, 112 defends this sense and cites 
Robertson 1923: 836-37, though Robertson says “maybe” to this view. For 
Grigsby 1984: 167 n. 29, this force is impossible, and he notes that the BDF 
discussion of the gnomic aorist does not mention the Magnificat. He 
apparently failed to read the fine-print portion of 8333.2, where the hymn is 
mentioned. His omission undercuts the key reason he offers for rejecting a 


pre-Christian setting for the hymn. 


6 On this passage and various views on the authenticity issue, see also 
Roloff 1970: 55-62; Lohse, TDNT 7:21-24; Lohse 1960: 84-85; Daube 
1972-73: 7-8; and France 1971: 46-47. 

20 So Cadbury 1956-57: 131, who argues that the meaning “to 
investigate” is unattested in Greek; so also Ropes 1923-24: 70-71; Luce 
1933: 82; Maddox 1982: 4-5; and RSV. Cadbury’s argument has roots in an 
earlier article (1922b), where he notes the six possibilities for the verb. 

15 Levey 1974 lists the Jewish passages. Rowley 1950 has a full 
discussion of the historical issues. Jeremias, TDNT 5:677—700, is more 
optimistic in his appraisal of this theme in Judaism, but most note that his 
sources are later than the first century; see Rese 1963. See the discussion of 
Isa. 53 in the exegesis of Luke 22:37. 

20 On the various views, see the summary in Marshall 1978: 805-6, who 
argues that in general Luke’s form is the most primitive, but notes the 
difficulty of the decision. Fitzmyer 1985: 1402 prefers Mark’s originality, as 
does Nolland 1993b: 1047, who mostly follows Ruckstuhl 1980. 

19 The preposition €x here means “by means of”; Fitzmyer 1985: 1109; 
Rüger 1973. 

12 So Leaney 1958: 230; Fitzmyer 1985: 1161-62; Mattill 1979: 201; 
Roberts 1948; Rüstow 1960; Cadbury 1950; Tertullian, Against Marcion 
4.35.12. Beasley-Murray 1986: 102-3 takes this view, though he fails to 
evaluate this option when it is taken with a present force. Riesenfeld 1949 
does not mention the evidence from Aquila noted in n. 13 below—a grave 
omission—in arguing that “in your midst” is not possible. Schlosser 1980: 


1.202—4 argues that “in one’s power” is a possible first-century meaning, 


but he opts for “in the midst of.” His discussion is the latest careful 
examination of the evidence. 

17 Any charge today that dispensationalism sees two ways of salvation 
or sees too great a law/grace contrast in the sermon grossly misrepresents 
where many of its adherents are now. Such a monolithic view of 
dispensationalism fails to see the variations that have long been a part of 
this approach. Gerstner 1991 irresponsibly engages in such confusion and 
minimizes the significance of such differences, which dispensationalists like 
C. C. Ryrie and J. D. Pentecost have long noted. Gerstner’s charge of 
antinomianism is a distortion that warps his ability to appreciate the 
distinctions in the movement. The charge also underestimates the 
significance of the current discussion about the function of the law within 
covenant theology, as well as its debate with theonomy; see D. Turner 1991; 
J. Martin 1986; and J. Martin 1992. 

13 Lev. 21:7, 14 discusses the laws regarding priestly marriages and 
restricts the priests to virgins (Marshall 1978: 52). SB 2:68-71 notes that 
this type of priestly union was encouraged; Plummer 1896: 9. For ancient 
Jewish rules of marriage, including reference to some Jewish texts after the 
first century, see G. Moore 1927-30: 2.119-22 and Safrai 1976a: 752-60. 

24 Schürer 1973-87: 2.287 n. 74; m. Yoma. 2.2—4; m. Tamid 1.2; 3.1; 
5.2; Safrai 1976d: 887—90; Hanse, TDNT 4:1. 

10 SB 1:45-47; m. Ketub. 4.4-5; Jeremias 1969: 364-67; Safrai 1976a: 
752-60. The mishnaic text is suggestive for Matt. 1, since the initial 
realization of her pregnancy might suggest that Mary should be punished 
(Deut. 22:23-26) or, more leniently, be betrothed, given that premarital 


intercourse could result in betrothal (Deut. 22:28-29). Cases of rape were 
handled differently (Deut. 22:25-27). 

23 Hendriksen 1978: 144-45. On the ancient house, though inns are not 
explicitly discussed, see Safrai 1976a: 728-35. 

4 Fitzmyer 1981: 524 has a bibliography on the synagogue. See also 
Safrai 1976c; C. F. Evans 1990: 264-65. 

17 Schrage, TDNT 7:810—26, 828-33; Schürer 1973-87: 2.423--63, esp. 
447-54; Safrai 1976c: 927-33; Billerbeck 1964. 

4 On women and the synagogue, see Safrai 1976c: 919-20; m. Ber. 3.3. 
Midr. ha-Gadol on Deut. 29:10 [29:11 MT] pictures women and children 
receiving teaching by hearing the readings of the Targums. Safrai notes that 
these late rabbinic texts are confirmed by Acts 16:13 and 17:4. Schweizer 
1984: 222 is thus wrong to suggest that the woman is outside the 
synagogue. 

72 Marshall 1978: 62, citing Sahlin 1945a: 96-97. Klostermann 1929: 11 
cites B. Weiss, while he seemingly rejects the view. 

24 Michel, TDNT 8:94-105; M. Stern 1974: 330-34; Donahue 1971; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 469-70; Badian 1972. E. Sanders 1992: 146-69 notes that 
the tax system in Palestine was not more oppressive than in other regions. 
He estimates that taxes consumed somewhere between 20 percent and 30 
percent of one’s income. For a more skeptical view that sees toll collectors 
as a symbolic representation of Jesus’ outreach to archetypal sinners, see 
Neale 1991: 110-15. I regard Neale’s dichotomy between symbolic 


representation and history as false for reasons made clear below. In this 


approach Neale follows Horsley 1987, and both underestimate the 
connections between John and Jesus in terms of audience. See also 5:29-32. 

13 Liefeld 1984: 883-84. E. Sanders 1985: 174-211 connects the idea of 
sinners to those who charge interest against the command of Lev. 25:36-38 
and argues that, whoever they are, not all of them are “common people.” He 
sees Jesus’ offense as offering sinners hope of God without requiring the 
legal restitution that Judaism asked for from sinners. If later Jewish 
materials are a help in understanding the Jewish attitude, the view was that 
such sinners would have used their money or their bodies for immoral 
purposes: Tg. Ong. Gen. 13:13; t. Dem. 3.4-9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.88— 
89); SB 1:498-99. On a difference of opinion within Judaism about 
association with “common people,” see m. Dem. 2.2-3. This last text shows 
that clean food was also a key concern. Not every religious Jew would have 
been disturbed by Jesus’ effort, but some clearly would have been. Table 
fellowship, along with clean and unclean food, would be a key concern to 
some of Jewish background. Appeal may have come from a broad reading 
of Lev. 10:10. As the rest of the passage makes clear, Jesus does not ignore 
the need to turn to God (Luke 5:32), but he emphasizes God’s grace and its 
availability to help as the first step, rather than as a later result. 

14 Strathmann, TDNT 4:235; Luce 1933: 134; Fitzmyer 1981: 591; 
Schürmann 1969: 289-90; Vö;lkel 1978; Jeremias 1931; E. Sanders 1985: 
174-211. 

11 Washings took place before and after the meal. According to later 
tradition in the Talmud, only the washing after the meal was commanded by 


the Torah, the other was commanded by the rabbis; b. Hul. 105a. What is 


unclear is whether such rules applied to all meals or just to Sabbath and 
festival meals (y. Ber. 12a [8.2-3] [= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 1.284-91]); 
the real issue here is meals on the eve of Sabbath or at festival. E. Sanders 
1990: 31 argues that there is no evidence of washing before every meal. 
Evidently the Pharisees’ concern for contracting impurity from a dead 
swarming thing in liquid (Lev. 11:31—38) caused them to expand the 
biblical injunctions. But such a danger was not limited to the Sabbath or 
festal meals. As such, it is likely that such care was present at every meal. 
Booth 1986: 119-50, 194-203 cites t. Dem. 2.11-12 (= Neusner 1977-86: 
1.84) as key evidence. 

12 The issue for some Jews was to avoid “fly-impurity,” contact with a 
dead swarming thing from water, which if present, made the hands unclean. 
Just to be sure, the cup’s outside and inside was washed; E. Sanders 1990: 
29-42; t. Ber. 5.26 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.31). On Jewish cup tradition, see 
Maccoby 1982. 

18 Three main OT texts deal with the tithe (E. Sanders 1990: 43-45). (1) 
According to Deut. 14:22-27, ten percent of farm produce, oil, and wine 
was to be tithed, except in the seventh year (Lev. 25:2-7). It was to be spent 
and enjoyed in Jerusalem or another appropriate locale. Every third year, 
this tithe was given to the Levites and the needy (Deut. 14:28-29). Whether 
“third year” meant only the third of the seven-year cycle or years three and 
six was debated, but the latter view was more popular. (2) Lev. 27:30-33 
required that ten percent of crops and animals be tithed to the priesthood 
(Josephus, Antiquities 4.4.4 8869-75). (3) Num. 18:21-32 declared that 
food be set aside for the Levites and their families. Other OT passages that 


give the background of tithes are Deut. 12:6-9; 26:12-15; Num. 18:12; 
Neh. 10:37-38 [10:38-39 MT]; 12:44; 13:5, 12; 2 Chron. 31:5-12; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 948. 

20 In fact, in many traditions “overshadowing” such a corpse rendered 
one unclean; E. Sanders 1990: 33-35. Pharisees were particularly sensitive 
to this issue (Num. 19:11—22; Lev. 21:1-3; m. Dem. 2.3), as were the 
Essenes at Qumran (CD 12.15-18). This was a common Jewish concept; 
Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.3 8336-38. 

2 Sanders correctly calls this action blasphemous from a Jewish point of 
view. He is right not to decry the presence of money changers per se, since 
sacrifices and payment of the temple tax were required at the temple (i.e., 
sacrifices had to be unblemished, and a long trip might injure the sacrificial 
animal). Sanders, however, too quickly dismisses Jesus’ Son-of-Man reply 
at his trial (22:69), for this remark was also blasphemous to Jews (Sanders 
is guilty of either/or thinking, when both/and applies). Luke ignores the 
temple issue at the trial and focuses on Jesus’ person. Rejecting that Jesus 
purifies the temple, E. Sanders 1985: 61-71 holds that Jesus simply pictures 
its approaching destruction. But to put forth this view, Sanders must deny 
the authenticity of the OT sayings and argue that the “house of prayer for 
Gentiles” is impossible for this early historical context. Isaiah 56:6 refers, 
however, to worshiping foreigners who are also the subjects in 56:7. The 
saying is authentic, looking to the day when all nations will gather to 
worship God in Jerusalem, a key OT prophetic hope (Isa. 2:2—4; 19:23-25). 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 


association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 


temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28-40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77—90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; 4QsPs? 
[= 4QpPs 37]; 11Q Temple? 29.8-10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

5 The temple area was large (over 100 yards by 150 yards), so if Jesus 
acted quickly, there may have been little time to react. In addition, he may 
have intended only a prophetic sign, not a comprehensive cleansing. A brief 
symbolic action may have sufficed to express his intent, as even E. Sanders 
1985: 70 acknowledges. Witherington 1990: 109-10 notes six historical 
questions that influence this passage and argue for its plausibility. One of 
the most basic is, Why invent such an event? Nolland 1993b: 935-36 notes 
nine views on this issue and opts for a modest, symbolic action against 
long-standing temple practice (pace Eppstein 1964) that thwarted true 
worship and called for purification, if not temple replacement. 

6 For a methodological assessment of this debate, see R. Miller 1991. 
Sanders is unaware of Eppstein’s 1964 article (see n. 1). Some in Judaism 
saw the temple as corrupt; 1 Enoch 89.73-90.29; 4Q174 [= 4QFlor] 1.1-12. 
Meier 1994: 886 rightly calls the cleansing “prophetic action,” but opts for 
a rejection of the temple rather than a cleansing. This ignores the 
connection to Isa. 56. 

4 J. Green 1988: 282 calls Luke the most primitive form of the tradition. 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-59 is agnostic on historicity, saying that it is 


impossible to prove. The most detailed English study, Catchpole 1971: 153- 
220, gives the nod to Luke. For a more skeptical appraisal, giving seven 
reasons not to accept these accounts as authentic, see E. Sanders 1985: 296— 
99. For a detailed response to most of his objections, see Bock 1994b. The 
Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 392-93) rejects Jesus’ prediction 
(22:61) and the trial dialogue (22:67—69, 70) as inauthentic because 22:61 
recalls 22:34 and the absence of disciples at the trial means that no 
witnesses were present. Jesus’ anticipation of Peter’s failure, however, 
reflects his knowledge of how pressure would cause Peter to wilt (the 
disciples’ past record of inconsistency might also contribute to Jesus’ 
expectation). The presence of people like Joseph of Arimathea at the trial 
makes an internal witness possible. 

28 This background to the blasphemy charge and the real possibility of 
ancient sources show that E. Sanders’s basic objections (1985: 296—99) do 
not merit acceptance. His remaining key objections related to the timing of 
the trials were dealt with in the exegesis of 22:54, 66. For a full response, 
see Bock 1994b. 

29 E. Sanders 1990: 65 argues that this distinction renders suspect that 
Jesus was charged because of this reply. On the Son-of-Man title, see 
excursus 6 and Bock 1991c. 

22 For details, see Bock 1987: 319 n. 68; J. A. Sanders 1975: 80-81. The 
idea of anointing, the establishment of justice, and the picture of restoration 
are shared in Isa. 42:1, 3-4; 49:4, 7; 61:1-2. Tg. Isa. 61:1 clearly reads the 
text this way: “The spirit of prophecy from before Lord Elohim is upon 


me.” But it is wrong to read the OT passage as only about Isaiah, as C. F. 


Evans 1990: 269 does. Salvation in Isaiah is depicted in terms of God’s 
exodus pattern and is too comprehensive to refer only to Isaiah. Judaism 
was right to read the text ultimately in terms of the eschaton. This is another 
typologically fulfilled text like Luke 3:4-6; see the discussion of typology 
there. 

26 11QMelch applies Isa. 61 to Melchizedek; J. A. Sanders 1975: 89-91 
(who adds 1QH 18.14-15); M. Miller 1969; Nolland 1989: 196 (who notes 
CD 2.12 and 1QM 11.7). In 1QM 11.7, the figure has priestly and messianic 
qualities. 

27 J. A. Sanders 1975: 83-88, where he mentions six passages, three of 
which have an eschatological focus: Lam. Rab. 3.9 on 3:49-50, Yalqut ha- 
Makhiri on Isa. 61:1, and Tg. Ps.-J. Num. 25:12, where Isa. 61 is linked 
with Mal. 3:1. 

1 Bovon 1989: 357—58 notes the OT similarities (returning the son to the 
parent, the widow, and recognition that God’s messenger is present) and 
differences (Jesus’ taking the initiative, instantaneous resuscitation, and the 
crowd’s response). Bovon references the key study of this passage by 
Harbarth 1978. For the connections to 1 Kings, see Brodie 1986, though he 
overdraws the case for framing around this OT book. The differences 
between the OT and the event reveal that the event controls the details (see 
C. A. Evans 1990: 115 and Evans in Evans and Sanders 1993: 223-24). 

4 Marshall 1978: 405 notes that the Hebrew idiom may suggest a source 
behind Luke’s remarks. Appealing to Ezek. 6:2; 13:17; 15:7; 20:46 [21:2 
MT], C. A. Evans 1987a argues that the force is “to dispatch,” a view 


possible for the term but awkward for this context. In a reworking of this 


article in Evans and Sanders 1993: 93-105, Evans makes less of the lexical 
argument and argues for an allusion to Ezek. 21:2-6 [21:7-11 MT], with the 
implication that with the journey comes not only destined suffering for 
Jesus but also judgment for Israel (he also adds Ezek. 25:2; 28:21; 29:2; and 
38:2, while emphasizing the parallel in 20:46 [21:2 MT]; p. 100). If so, then 
Jesus’ act is like that of the prophet and has a place in the divine drama of 
Israel’s history. This view is possible, but not certain. For a denial of 
judgment here, see Giblin 1985: 31-32. 

28 Moessner 1989: 127, 131, 176, 211 details this view. J. A. Sanders 
1974 and C. A. Evans 1990: 166--69 tie the portrait to the themes of election 
and the true people of God. C. F. Evans 1955 is responsible for raising the 
connection to Deuteronomy and argues for it throughout his commentary 
(1990: 34-37, 435). 

33 Cf. “times of the age” in Tob. 14:4-5 and “season of visitation” in 
1QS 4.18-19. C. A. Evans 1990: 313 notes that this hope is a decisive 
argument against J. T. Sanders’s claim (1987: 216-19) that Luke is anti- 
Semitic (he does see a future time when Israel will have a key role). 

32 On eig TODG aidvac as a plural expression that stresses eternality, see 
Sasse, TDNT 1:199. For the grammar of the phrase, see BDR 8141.1.3. 

9 Friedrich, TDNT 2:721. The tie between humans and good news 
appears in a variety of texts: Matt. 26:13; 28:19; Acts 1:8; Mark 14:9; 
16:15; Sasse, TDNT 3:890. 

16 Sasse, TDNT 3:888 §8C3a; Michel, TDNT 5:158; Bovon 1989: 199 n. 
35. K dopoc is found in Luke 9:25; 11:50; 12:30; and Acts 17:24. 


37 Though millennium is not a Lucan term, it is used to describe the 
earthly character of this future rule; Bock 1992a. The kingdom of God in 
Luke refers to a total program—promised in the OT and detailed in the NT 
—that is inaugurated and then realized in stages. There are not two different 
kingdoms offered during Jesus’ ministry: one before rejection like the OT 
earthly kingdom and another more spiritually focused kingdom offered after 
Israel’s rejection. Jesus always offered the same kingdom. It was always 
coming in two stages, since Jesus’ suffering and rejection by his own were 
in the OT design (Isa. 52:13-53:12). This view is contra Saucy 1994 and his 
explanation of Matthew. To make his distinction work, Saucy underplays 
the kingdom of heaven/God language and its implication in Matt. 18:1, 3-4, 
23; 19:12, 14, 23-24; 21:31, 43; 23:13; esp. the parable introduced in 20:1 
—texts that come after Israel’s rejection. The kingdom to come is the full 
kingdom, with Israel possessing a central role. But the present kingdom is 
grounded in the messianic hope presented in Ps. 110:1 and 132:11, 17 (Acts 
2:14-41; Eph. 1:19-23; 4:7-10). The arrival of the Spirit is the sign of the 
arrival of the Christ and his kingdom with blessing (Luke 3:15-18; 24:49; 
Acts 2:30-36). One should be careful about stating Matthew’s theology 
without reflecting on how the Book of Acts contributes canonically to the 
biblical teaching about the church and the kingdom. The change in 
emphasis within Matthew’s kingdom portrait does show the changing role 
for Israel in that program during the church era. 

13 Lev. 21:7, 14 discusses the laws regarding priestly marriages and 
restricts the priests to virgins (Marshall 1978: 52). SB 2:68-71 notes that 


this type of priestly union was encouraged; Plummer 1896: 9. For ancient 


Jewish rules of marriage, including reference to some Jewish texts after the 
first century, see G. Moore 1927-30: 2.119-22 and Safrai 1976a: 752-60. 

20 Leaney 1958: 80; SB 2:71. Gen. Rab. 38.14 on 11:29-30 attributes 
the remark to Rabbi Levi, an ascription that dates the remark to ca. A.D. 
300. 

51 1 Enoch 40.9 names four angels: Michael, Raphael, Gabriel (the 
angel of strength), and Phanuel (alternately called Uriel); 1 Enoch 20 names 
these four as well as Saragael, Raguel, and Suruel (Gabriel is described as 
caring for the Garden of Eden and the cherubim). See Tob. 12:15; Fitzmyer 
1981: 327-28; Bousset 1926: 325-31; SB 2:89--97. 

10 SB 1:45-47; m. Ketub. 4.4-5; Jeremias 1969: 364-67; Safrai 1976a: 
752-60. The mishnaic text is suggestive for Matt. 1, since the initial 
realization of her pregnancy might suggest that Mary should be punished 
(Deut. 22:23-26) or, more leniently, be betrothed, given that premarital 
intercourse could result in betrothal (Deut. 22:28-29). Cases of rape were 
handled differently (Deut. 22:25-27). 

5 Y. Sota 20c (5.4) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 27.153); Creed 1930: 21; 
SB 2:101. The idea of singing babies does represent a major expansion of 
this motif, not paralleled in the OT or NT. On ßp&9og as fetus, see Oepke, 
TDNT 5:637; BAA 293-94; Luke 1:44; Sir. 19:11. In later Judaism, Tg. Ps. 
68:27 calls on the fetus in the womb to praise God, while Odes Sol. 28.2 
speaks of a child leaping in the womb; Bovon 1989: 85 n. 35. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 369; SB 4:23-40. M. Sab. 19.5 indicates that 
circumcision could take place between the eighth and twelfth days. So 


important was this act that rabbinic texts speculated why it had not been 


included among the Ten Commandments; Pesikta Rabbati 23.4 (= Braude 
1968: 479). 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 380; Klostermann 1929: 23; SB 2:107. Efforts to prove 
that the grandfather was the most frequent choice, as argue Creed 1930: 24 
and Nolland 1989: 79, are not substantiated. Examples of naming after a 
relative are numerous: after the father: Tob. 1:1, 9; Josephus, Life 1 85; 
Jewish War 5.13.2 8534; Antiquities 14.1.3 810; after a grandfather: 1 
Macc. 2:1-2; Jub. 11.15. C. F. Evans 1990: 179, positing Hellenistic 
assimilation, is entirely too skeptical about the details here. 

18 Michel, TDNT 5:129; Jeremias, TDNT 5:681 n. 184, 700; SB 4:213. 
Lohse, TDNT 8:481, cites the Jewish benediction; cf. also pp. 482, 485. 

25 SB 1:892; Schweizer 1984: 42; Plummer 1896: 41. One could argue 
that the figure means “for the sake of the fathers,” but this rendering seems 
too soft in light of the belief that the righteous experience resurrection 
(16:19-31). 

15 Only one LXX context refers to Bethlehem as David’s city: 1 Sam. 
20:6 (“his city”). David’s connection with Bethlehem is noted in the MT of 
1 Sam. 17:12, 58, but these verses are absent from the LXX; 1 Sam. 16:18 
LXX connects the city with Jesse, not David. Even Judaism did not have a 
Bethlehem-Davidic-Messianic connection; SB 1:82-83; Plummer 1896: 52; 
Bock 1987: 75. 

18 Jer. 31:31-33 [as writing the law on the heart]; Joel 2:28-32 [3:1-5 
MT]; 1QS 4.21-22; Danker 1988: 64; SB 2:126-27; R. Meyer, TDNT 
6:816—20, 826-27. On the view of some in ancient Judaism that the Spirit’s 


revelatory work ceased sometime before the Maccabean period, see 1 Macc. 
9:27; 14:41. 

15 SB 1:96-97; 2:154; Lam. Rab. 1.23 on 1:2; Legah Tob on Num. 
24:17 (2.129b, 130a) (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 389-90); Pesikta 
Rabbati 29/30B.4 (= Braude 1968: 587-90). On the OT roots of the concept 
of renewal in the wilderness, see Ezek. 20:33-38; Hos. 2:14-23 [2:16-25 
MT]; Nolland 1989: 143; Mauser 1963. 

9 Ps. 58:4 [58:5 MT]; 140:3 [140:4 MT]; Matt. 3:7 [the parallel to this 
pericope]; Luce 1933: 110; Danker 1988: 86; SB 1:114-15; Foerster, TDNT 
2:815-16. Acts 28:3 refers to a poisonous snake. 

14 O. Betz, TDNT 9:288-90, 298. Some cite Tg. Song 2:12; SB 1:123- 
24, but Sjöberg, TDNT 6:382, notes that the Spirit never appears in the form 
of a dove in rabbinic writings. 

38 Euripides, Fragments 1086, 1071; Oepke, TDNT 3:205; Creed 1930: 
68; Marshall 1978: 187; Cicero, Letters to His Friends 4.5.5; Gen. Rab. 
23.4 on 4:23; SB 2:156; P. Oxy. vol. 1 #1 logion 6; Gospel of Thomas 31; 
Nolland 1979. On iatpöc, see BAGD 369 81; BAA 750. 

23 On mupetoc, see BAGD 730-31; BAA 1462; Van Der Loos 1965: 
553; K. Weiss, TDNT 6:956-59; Galen, De Differentiis Febrium 1.1; SB 
1:479; Hobart 1882: 3-5. 

21 Rengstorf, TDNT 1:330, says that Peter is regarded as a sinner “by the 
community.” Van Der Loos 1965: 671 agrees with the above assessment of 
the fishing occupation, while Schürmann 1969: 270 n. 54 disagrees, noting 
that no evidence exists for this view of fishermen in the first century; so 


also SB 1:187. Schiirmann is surely right here. 


16 BAGD 471 (with bibliography); BAA 957; Van Der Loos 1965: 465- 
68; Michaelis, TDNT 4:233-34; Harrison, NIDNTT 2:463-66; SB 4:745- 
63; Pousma 1975: 138-39. AErıpa occurs in the NT only in Matt. 8:3 = 
Mark 1:42 = Luke 5:12-13. A related term, Aerıpög, appears in Luke 4:27; 
7:22; 17:12; Matt. 8:2; 10:8; 11:5; 26:6; Mark 1:40; 14:3. 

13 Liefeld 1984: 883-84. E. Sanders 1985: 174-211 connects the idea of 
sinners to those who charge interest against the command of Lev. 25:36-38 
and argues that, whoever they are, not all of them are “common people.” He 
sees Jesus’ offense as offering sinners hope of God without requiring the 
legal restitution that Judaism asked for from sinners. If later Jewish 
materials are a help in understanding the Jewish attitude, the view was that 
such sinners would have used their money or their bodies for immoral 
purposes: Tg. Ong. Gen. 13:13; t. Dem. 3.4-9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.88— 
89); SB 1:498-99. On a difference of opinion within Judaism about 
association with “common people,” see m. Dem. 2.2—3. This last text shows 
that clean food was also a key concern. Not every religious Jew would have 
been disturbed by Jesus’ effort, but some clearly would have been. Table 
fellowship, along with clean and unclean food, would be a key concern to 
some of Jewish background. Appeal may have come from a broad reading 
of Lev. 10:10. As the rest of the passage makes clear, Jesus does not ignore 
the need to turn to God (Luke 5:32), but he emphasizes God’s grace and its 
availability to help as the first step, rather than as a later result. 

15 SB 1:500-18; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1101-3; Bovon 1989: 260. Jeremias 
notes that nowhere in Judaism is Messiah the bridegroom. Stauffer, TDNT 


1:654 n. 39, cites 2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 2:15, 38; Deut. Rab. 3.12 on 10:1; Pirge 


de Rabbi Eliezer 41 (= Friedlander 1916: 322); Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Bahodesh 3 on Exod. 19:17 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.219), where 
God comes forth as a groom to meet Israel his bride. In Mekilta de Rabbi 
Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 15:2 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.26-27), 
Akiva cites several texts from the Song of Songs as applying to Israel as the 
bride of God, making it clear that this book was read as a marriage between 
Israel and God. 

27 Fitzmyer 1981: 609. Josephus, Antiquities 6.12.1 88242--43, does not 
mention the bread in describing the account. SB 1:618-19 notes the 
rabbinic accounts; b. Menah. 95b cites a remark by Rabbi Shim<on (ca. 
A.D.. 150). 

7 Semahot 8-11 (= Zlotnick 1966: 57—80; see Lerner 1987: 389-91), an 
extratalmudic tractate, deals with the deceased. M. Ber. 3.1—2 and b. Ketub. 
17a say that if a procession is small, one is to interrupt the study of Torah to 
participate, but if the group is large enough, one should continue studying; 
SB 1:1047—48. Though the Ketubot tractate is late, it reveals the importance 
to Jews of community involvement in mourning. 

5 The talmudic text is late, but that the woman in Luke is allowed in 
makes it likely that this was the custom. B. Ber. 31b relates a parable of a 
poor man who requests food from a king, suggesting a form of limited 
access, since he was able to force his way in to see the king (SB 4:615; 
Jülicher 1899: 2.291). However, it must be admitted that the parallel is 
distant. B. Ber. 41b relates an exchange between rabbis during a meal, but it 
is not clear that anyone else is there to hear it. Also relevant is b. B. Bat. 8a, 


where during a famine a rabbi opens his home to students, but not to the 


unlearned. When chastised by another rabbi for this, the rabbi relents and 
allows all to enter. The dilemma of the rabbinic passage is whether one 
should be generous. Thus, the extrabiblical evidence for an open meal is not 
great. Still, within the text the evidence suggests such an occasion. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 696; SB 2:164; Wiefel 1988: 157-58. Grundmann 
1963: 174 notes that women could not go into the synagogue or say the 
Shema.. The late Tosepta text just cited gives the remark of a Jewish leader 
who rejoices that he is not a pagan, a woman, or unlearned. See also 
Leipoldt 1955: 69-114 and Witherington 1979. 

13 BAGD 303; BAA 615; LSJ 669; Josephus, Jewish War 1.24.6 8487; 
Antiquities 18.6.6 8194; SB 2:164; Marshall 1978: 317; Fitzmyer 1981: 
698; Hoehner 1972: 120, 303-5, 317 n. 4. 

15 Luce 1933: 174 is close to this and in addition regards such details as 
“legendary.” He suggests a cure by “auto-suggestion,” a rationalistic 
description that rejects the account’s portrait. On the Jewish tradition of 
healings by touch, see SB 1:520; Schürmann 1969: 491 n. 139. On such an 
attitude reflecting popular belief, see Nolland 1989: 417. Nolland 1986 
shows that the idea of “grace” as reflecting divine power is not a late 
Hellenistic concept; he cites Homer, Odyssey 6.235-36; Martyrdom of 
Polycarp 12.1; Protevangelium of James 7.3, as well as the OT: Gen. 39:21; 
Exod. 3:21; 11:3; 12:30; and Ps. 84:11 [84:12 MT]. He notes with particular 
care Ps. 45:2 [45:3 MT]; Sir. 12:16; Bar. 2.14; and T. Judah 2.1. 

12 John 6:9 mentions barley loaves. On this kind of food, see Van Der 
Loos 1965: 622 n. 3. SB 1:683-84 notes that barley bread was not well 
liked. 


3 Luce 1933: 186 is wrong to say that the remark is more literal in Mark 
than in Luke, for the contexts are identical. Fitzmyer 1981: 788 notes the 
OT parallels to saving one’s Woyn: Gen. 19:17; 1 Sam. 19:11; and Jer. 31:6 
LXX [48:6 MT]; Schiirmann 1969: 543 n. 111. Jewish parallels are found in 
b. Tamid 32a (“What shall a man do to live? They replied: Let him mortify 
himself. What should a man do to kill himself? They replied: Let him keep 
himself alive [i.e., indulge in luxuries]”) and b. Ber. 63b (“whoever abases 
himself for the words of the Torah will in the end be exalted”); SB 1:587- 
88. Bovon 1989: 482 speaks of the OT picture of the two ways (Deut. 
30:15-18) and compares Luke’s emphasis to the structure of Luke 6:47—49. 
Note how the Jewish emphasis on the law is replaced with an emphasis on 
Christ in the NT. 

12 In late Judaism, Moses and Elijah are linked eschatologically in Deut. 
Rab. 3.17 on 10:1; SB 1:756; Schtirmann 1969: 557. 

6 For a similar intimate linkage of Jesus and God, see Luke 10:16; John 
17:3, 18. To receive an emissary is to receive the person who sends the 
emissary; m. Ber. 5.5 (“a man’s emissary is like the man himself”); Philem. 
15-18; SB 1:590; Fitzmyer 1981: 817. 

4 Y. Hag. 77d (2.2) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 20.57-58); Geldenhuys 
1951: 154; SB 2:155; Godet 1875: 1.202. Another reference is y. Sanh. 23c 
(6.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982—93: 31.182). If this view were correct, then the 
Protevangelium of James 1—5 is wrong to name Mary’s father as Joachim. 
But the origin and value of this NT apocryphal tradition are uncertain. 

5 SB 2:155 gives it only a “perhaps,” while Geldenhuys 1951: 154 


rejects it. 


5 On Jewish “works of love” and for the key ancient texts, see Egelkraut 
1976: 139 nn. 3, 5; SB 1:487-88; 4:578-92; Hengel 1981: 8-10 and n. 21. 
Quick burials are mentioned in Acts 5:5-6, 10; John 11:1, 14, 17. On 
Jewish burial customs, see the exegesis of Luke 7:12. The OT notes periods 
that might demand that burial not take place, e.g., the time of exile (Jer. 
16:5-7; Ernst 1977: 321). 

7 Fitzmyer notes that there is no evidence for this third view, which goes 
back to Perles 1919-20; see also Black 1967: 207-8. SB 1:489 rejects the 
suggestion. 

16 Note that Luke 10:10-16; John 4:31-38; Rom. 11:16-24; 1 Cor. 3:6— 
7 use the same image, although the last three texts lack judgment overtones. 
A similar usage is found at Qumran (1QS 8.5-6; CD 1.7; 1QH 8.4-11) and 
in Judaism (Odes Sol. 38.17-21; SB 1:720-21). Hauck, TDNT 3:133, and 
Wiefel 1988: 197 note Joel 3:13 [4:13 MT]; Hos. 6:11; Isa. 27:11-12, as OT 
texts where Israel is seen as wheat among Gentile chaff. For an 
eschatological use of the imagery that looks at consummation, see Matt. 
13:36-43; Rev. 14:15. Nolland 1993a: 550-51 argues for a slightly distinct 
use from the OT, since the call is to enter the kingdom with less concern 
about judgment. But the options are clear in Luke 10:8-11. 

22 See Matthew’s synonymous phrase child of the kingdom (Matt. 
13:38). Child of peace focuses on what one has, while child of the kingdom 
describes where one resides. Danker 1960-61; Klassen 1980-81. SB 2:166 
notes parallel Semitic phrases like child of power, child of knowledge, child 
of Haggadah, and child of the future world. 


47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619—20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

10 Egelkraut 1976: 154 n. 5 notes that none of SB’s examples are about 
prayer. Although 17:5 is similar, it is not a direct request for teaching but 
encouragement. 

7 In Luke 1:20 the impediment is said to be from God; in Mark 7:32 no 
cause is stated, but Mark 9:17 links demonic activity with the lack of 
speech. On Jewish thinking about the association of disease or disability 
and demons, see SB 4:501-35; Van Der Loos 1965: 351-53; Ernst 1977: 
373. 

12 Nolland 1993a: 637 adds other signs like turning back the sun (2 
Kings 20:8-11) or providing manna like Moses (cf. Luke 9:12-17). SB 
1:726-27 discusses this category in later rabbinic writings. 

15 SB 1:635 cites Derek;eres Zutta 5 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 
251): “A house in which there is disunity will assuredly be destroyed at the 
last.” 

4 In b. Git. 52a, Satan says of Rabbi Meir’s work of reconciling two 
men, “Woe is me; he has driven me out of my house”; cited in SB 1:217. 


See b. Hul. 105b on the “demon of the poor.” 


7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
§149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

9 Grundmann 1963: 242 argues that Jonah was seen as a sign in Judaism 
because of his miraculous deliverance from the whale; see SB 1:642-49. 
But these Jewish references are late, as Fitzmyer 1985: 935-36 notes, 
adding that Josephus’s account of Jonah (Antiquities 9.10.2 88208-14) 
makes nothing of the fish episode. 

16 On ärtoög as “clear, pure, healthy,” see BAGD 86 and BAA 171. 
When the eye is clear, it is healthy and takes in light. The eye is a figure for 
spiritual condition in Matt. 6:22; Prov. 4:18-19; 11:25 (ünAoög with a 
different sense); T. Iss. 3.4; 4.6; Bauernfeind, TDNT 1:386; Michaelis, 
TDNT 5:377; Harder, TDNT 6:556; SB 1:302, 431-32, 722, 833. 

14 Ps. 14:1; 53:1 [53:2 MT]; 92:6 [92:7 MT]; 94:8; Prov. 6:12; Luke 
12:20; Rom. 2:20; 1 Cor. 15:36; 2 Cor. 11:16, 19; 12:6, 11; SB 1:280; 2:102 
(discusses Jewish warnings about having an arrogant heart, with Deut. 
8:11-14 being the key text); Schweizer 1984: 199; Plummer 1896: 310; 
Bertram, TDNT 9:230-31; Fitzmyer 1985: 947. On the OT background, see 
Donald 1963. 

4 On leaven as an evil disposition in Judaism, see SB 1:728—29; 


Windisch, TDNT 2:905-6; Manson 1949: 270. 


8 Tob. 2:14; 4:7-11; 12:9; 14:8-11; Sir. 3:30; 29:12; 2 Enoch 50.5; Ps. 
Sol. 9.5; m. Pe.a 1.1; t. Pe>a 4.17-21 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.45, 72-75); 
SB 1:430; Grundmann 1963: 262-63; Talbert 1982: 142; Wiefel 1988: 241; 
Matt. 19:21 = Mark 10:21 = Luke 18:22; 12:21. On the custom of alms, see 
BAGD 249-50; BAA 504. ’EAenhooüvn refers literally to “acts of mercy”; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:486; Dan. 4:27 [4:24 MT]. Interestingly, the refrain of t. 
Pe>a 4.18 is, “My ancestors stored up treasures of money, but I have stored 
up treasures.” The object of the last clause is not clear (“for heaven,” “of 
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benefits,” “of souls,” or “for myself in the world to come”), but the point 
about the value of alms is clear. 

26 For the various degrees of breaking Sabbath, see m. Sab. 7.1; b. B. 
Bat. 60b; Manson 1949: 119; Schweizer 1984: 214; Talbert 1982: 144; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 992; SB 2:192. 

5 "Enıgev (he mixed) comes from either neiyvunı (BAGD 499) or 
uiyvuunt (BAA 1055), both meaning “to mix.” The expression is an idiom 
for two events occurring together; so Ellis 1974: 185, who cites Exod. Rab. 
19.5 on 12:43-44, SB 2:193, and Blinzler 1957-58: 28-29. The midrash 
refers to a mixture of circumcision blood and Paschal blood to indicate the 
need of a person who eats Passover to be circumcised. Philo, Special Laws 
3.16 §91, discusses the inappropriateness of mixing the blood of murderers 
and sacrifices at the temple (Nolland 1993a: 717-18). Wiefel 1988: 252 n. 
11 calls the expression “Palestinian.” 

9 On the building of aqueducts to improve the city’s water supply, see 
Josephus, Antiquities 18.3.2 860; Jewish War 2.9.4 8175; SB 2:197; 
Klostermann 1929: 143. 


13 Deut. 22:9; Judg. 9:7-15; 1 Kings 4:25 [5:5 MT]; 2 Kings 18:31; SB 
1:872—73 8g; Marshall 1978: 555. On fig trees and vineyards, see Pliny, 
Natural History 17.35 8200 and Nolland 1993a: 718. Theophrastus, De 
Causis Plantarum 3.10.6, advises against mixing figs and vines. 

6 Jesus’ introduction of the parable compares with rabbinic introductions 
of similar material; SB 2:7—9; note also Isa. 40:18; Marshall 1978: 561; 
Hauck, TDNT 5:753-54. 

7 On the mustard seed as proverbial for a small quantity in Judaism, see 
m. Nid. 5.2; b. Ber. 31a; Manson 1949: 123; Michel, TDNT 3:810-12, esp. 
810 n. 1; SB 1:669. Citing Lev. Rab. 31 on 24:2, Lachs 1987: 225 notes that 
the mustard seed is proverbial in Judaism for the smallest size, a stark 
contrast to the strong image of the cedar. Lachs’s citation of Lev. Rab. 31, 
which deals with the production of olive oil, is not clear. Is the mustard seed 
implied in the oil excluded as worthy in Lev. Rab. 31.10? 

19 Ellis 1974: 189 notes that Qumran had a similar banquet expectation, 
but with a very different and exclusive audience, namely Messiah, the high 
priest, the priests, the chief of the tribes, and the congregation of Israel’s 
righteous; 1Q28a [= 1QSa = Rule Annex] 2.11—22. Fitzmyer 1985: 1026 
and Marshall 1978: 568 add other Jewish references: 1 Enoch 62.14; 2 
Enoch 42.5; 2 Bar. 29.4; m. ‚Abot 3.17; SB 4:1148, 1154-59. 

15 In ancient Judaism, Ps. 118 was seen as messianic; SB 1:849—50, 876; 
m. Suk. 3.9; Midr. Ps. 118.19-20 on 118:21-22 (= Braude 1959: 2.243-44); 
Jeremias 1966: 256-597. 

4 Plummer 1896: 356 notes that two to four people could recline on a 


couch. SB 4:617-20 cites the variety of customs and notes another 


configuration with the host at the head of the table. 

9 Prov. 25:6-7 (NRSV) says, “Do not put yourself forward in the king’s 
presence / or stand in the place of the great; / for it is better to be told, 
‘Come up here,’ / than to be put lower in the presence of a noble.” For 
Jewish parallels, see Sir. 3:17—20; 4:8; 12:11; 29:5; Lev. Rab. 1.5 on 1:1 
(fifth century); »Abot de Rabbi Nathan A.25 (= Goldin 1955: 110); 
Bultmann 1963: 104; Fitzmyer 1985: 1047; SB 1:916. 

12 Some see a problem in the shepherd’s leaving behind the ninety-nine, 
but this is probably a detail omitted in the abbreviated telling of the story. 
"Epnpos is an open field, a heath, where the animals grazed; Manson 1949: 
283; 1 Sam. 17:28. On the use of the numbers ninety-nine and one, see SB 
1:784-85; m. Pe.a 4.1—2; Fitzmyer 1985: 1076. 

14 Marshall 1978: 600-601 has details and notes the views. Bultmann 
1963: 171 and Linnemann 1966: 67-70 opt for Matthean originality, while 
Jeremias 1963a: 40 and Ellis 1974: 197 are convinced that Luke has the 
original form. Marshall is undecided, as is Nolland 1993a: 769. All of this 
assumes that only one tradition of the story originally existed, which may 
not be true, as Marshall notes. Bultmann 1963: 202 also notes a similar 
parable in the later Gen. Rab. 86.4 on 39:2, where one of twelve cows is 
lost; also SB 1:785. 

20 The phrase in heaven parallels the idiom before the angels in 15:10 
(SB 2:209). Both expressions are used to avoid direct mention of God. 

24 SB 2:212 narrates a similar Jewish parable from a later period in Song 
Rab. 1.1.9 on 1:1, where the subject is seeking wisdom like silver, a 


reference to the Torah. 


14 Aypög refers to fields associated with a farm where animals graze; 
BAGD 14 83; BAA 24 83. BooKw means “to tend animals”; Matt. 8:33 = 
Mark 5:14 = Luke 8:34; BAGD 145; BAA 289. SB 1:492-93 cites several 
Jewish texts that condemn or forbid Jews to raise swine, including b. B. 
Qam. 82b: “Cursed is the man who raises swine, and cursed is the man who 
teaches his son Greek philosophy.” 

18 To speak of sinning before heaven is to acknowledge that one has 
sinned against God; SB 2:217. OT conceptual or idiomatic parallels are 
found in Exod. 10:16; 1 Sam. 7:6; 20:1; Tob. 3:3; Jdt. 5:17; Sus. 23; 
Plummer 1896: 374; Manson 1949: 288; Lohfink 1975. Jer. 31:18-20 
shows the proper attitude of repentance. In Hos. 2:7 [2:9 MT], Israel returns 
to her first husband. 

8 In t. Menah. 13.22 (= Neusner 1977-86: 5.162), the leadership’s love 
of money and hatred of one another is why the temple came to be 
destroyed; also SB 1:937; 2:222; 4:336-39; Jeremias 1969: 49, 114. Luce 
1933: 264 objects to this description, but fails to interact with the ancient 
sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 245 is right that a story about the afterlife would 
hardly be a meaningful rebuke to the Sadducees. 

24 Marshall notes that Jesus’ reference to not marrying a divorced 
person goes beyond what Judaism allowed; SB 1:320-21. 

11 For discussion of the name Lazarus, see Dunkerley 1958—59; Derrett 
1970: 78-99; Cave 1968-69; B. Scott 1989: 149 n. 28; SB 2:223; Meier 
1994: 825, 868 n. 158. 

12 This view sees the name as introduced into the story later, but it is 


hard to substantiate such interpolations. SB 2:223 traces the name’s usage 


and popularity. Fitzmyer 1985: 1131 notes that the name exists on numerous 
ossuaries, so it is clearly very common. 

15 T. Job 47.11; 52.2, 5; T. Abr (A) 20.11-12. For the reprobate, a 
satanic escort to hell is also a possibility; T. Asher 6.4-6 (Marshall 1978: 
636 notes that this text is textually disputed); SB 2:223-27; Tg. Song 4.12. 

18 1 Enoch 22.10-11 speaks of a place for the dead who have sinned and 
yet have received a proper interment; SB 2:227. Not unlike Jesus’ warning, 
1 Enoch 103.5-8 delivers a stinging indictment of wealthy Sadducees who 
live extravagantly only to descend to Sheol. 

33 On the phrase “Moses and the prophets,” see Luke 16:16, 31; 24:27, 
44; 1QS 1.3; 8.15-16; CD 5.21-6.1. The combination is not found in formal 
Judaism; SB 4:415-17; Marshall 1978: 639. On the theme that God has so 
revealed himself in the OT that neglect makes one culpable, see Lorenzen 


1975-76. 


14 Grundmann 1963: 333 and Luce 1933: 273, 292 are clear on the 
sycomore/sycamore distinction. Plummer 1896: 400-401 is uncertain about 
the difference and argues that the hyperbole is more natural for asycomore 
tree. Manson 1949: 141 sees an original sycamore tree, appealing to an 
Aramaic mistranslation and to the use of the term in the LXX as a rendering 
of Hebrew mR (Sigmä) for the sycamore, not to mention rabbinic 
discussions like m. B. Bat. 2.11. Schneider 1977a: 347 agrees with Manson 
and cites SB 2:234 for rabbinic images. Nonetheless, many use sycamore 
when they mean sycomore (Fitzmyer 1985: 1143—44 is uncertain). 

5 Though not accepting this view, Schweizer 1984: 272 notes a rabbinic 
tradition that if two Sabbaths were perfectly observed the kingdom would 
come, citing Isa. 56:4—7; b. Sab. 118b; SB 1:600 §B. Against this view is 
the late tractate Derek ‚eres Rabbah 11.13 (= A. Cohen 1965: 2.565), which 
cites Rabbi Jose as saying, “Whoever calculates the end has no portion in 
the future world.” This fits the later rabbis’ tendency to discourage 
apocalyptic speculation. 

8 In everyday Greek, mapatnpnoic was used of the symptoms or signs of 
disease. To make such calculations, Judaism played off chronological 
imagery in Ps. 90:4 (seven thousand years); Jer. 25:11; 29:10 (seventy exile 
weeks); Dan. 9:2 (seventy year-weeks), although Ernst 1977: 486 notes that 
not all rabbinic Jews accepted such speculation (for which, see SB 4:977- 
1015 and n. 5 above). 

15 T. Naph. 3.4-5; 3 Macc. 2:4-5; Wis. 10:4-6; Philo, Life of Moses 
2.10-12 8852-65; Gen. Rab. 27 on 6:5-6; m. Sanh. 10.3; SB 1:574; 


Marshall 1978: 662; Lührmann 1969: 75-83. In the NT see 1 Pet. 3:20; 2 
Pet. 2:5-7; at Qumran see 1QapGen 6.6. 

4 So the aorist passive participle otaQeic (as he stood); BAGD 382 
81I.1b; BAA 775 8I1.1b. The circumstantial aorist passive participle of 
totnpt is found in the NT only in Luke’s writings: Luke 18:40; 19:8; Acts 
2:14; 5:20; 11:13; 17:22; 25:18; 27:21; Fitzmyer 1985: 1186. In the Jewish 
world, it was not unusual to stand and pray (1 Sam. 1:26; 1 Kings 8:14, 22; 
Plummer 1896: 416; SB 1:401-2; 2:240; Marshall 1978: 679). 

13 Later Judaism used a similar saying about an elephant passing 
through the eye of a needle to refer to an impossible dream or an illogical 
argument; Lachs 1987: 331-32; b. Ber. 55b; b. B. Mes\;. 38b; SB 1:828; 
Marshall 1978: 687. 

3 Most of the passages from the Talmud and Genesis Rabbah listed in 
SB 1:842—44 are late (from the fourth century a.d. at the earliest). No 
messianic use of Zech. 9:9 is found in the Pseudepigrapha. 

16 In Gen. 4:10 Abel’s spilled blood cries out, and esp. in Hab. 2:11 
Jerusalem’s stones cry out against Israel’s injustice and sin. Marshall 1978: 
716 notes the possibility that creation will speak out against the sin of the 
Pharisees (Jeremias, TDNT 4:270), an option that is less satisfying 
contextually than the standard OT use of the image; so correctly SB 2:253, 
which notes the use of this figure in Judaism: Tg. Hab. 2:11; Midr. Ps. 73.4 
on 73:10 (= Braude 1959: 2.4). 

1 For the Pharisee view of resurrection, see Josephus, Jewish War 3.8.5 


8374; Against Apion 2.30 8218; Antiquities 18.1.3 814. For the Essene 


view, see Jewish War 2.8.11 8154; Antiquities 18.1.5 818. Cf. SB 1:885-86; 
1 Enoch 15.6-9. 

10 For the contrast between judgment of the righteous and the sinner, see 
Prov. 11:31; 1 Pet. 4:17--18; SB 2:263; Gen. Rab. 65.22 on 27:27. 

8 1 Chron. 15:24; 2 Chron. 35:8; Neh. 11:12; Fitzmyer 1981: 322; 
Leaney 1958: 79; Creed 1930: 8. ABD 6:1057--61 records thirty-one 
individuals with the name Zechariah in the OT and Judaism, four of whom 
are also mentioned by Josephus (who knows of two more); Schalit 1968: 
49. 

1 Marshall 1978: 491-93 sees different recensions of Q. Manson 1949: 
96 sees most of Matt. 23 coming from a special Matthean source. Ellis 
1974: 170 and Schlatter 1960: 303-5 see a combination of Q and special 
Lucan material. But Wiefel 1988: 227 objects to this because of the 
material’s similarity to Matt. 23. 

4 F. E. D. Schleiermacher also held this view. On the history of 
interpretation, see Thiessen 1934; Weinert 1977: 505; and Zerwick 1959. 

21 Schlier, TDNT 1:639-40. God’s arm is also an image for the second 
exodus (Ezek. 20:33-34; Isa. 51:5, 9; 53:1); Nolland 1989: 71. 

40 Schlier, TDNT 1:352-53; Schürmann 1969: 92; BDB 855. When a 
plant is the image in the OT, a Davidite is in view; Nolland 1989: 90. 

40 1 Macc. 11:43; 1 Enoch 5.4; BAGD 126-27; BAA 254; Schlier, 
TDNT 1:513. Braun, TDNT 6:252, says that åọiotnpı Means apostasy. 

15 Egelkraut 1976: 143, esp. n. 1; Miyoshi 1974: 59-61. For example, 
età TADTA occurs nine times in Luke-Acts, but not at all in Matthew and 


Mark (unless one counts the textually uncertain Mark 16:12). The use of 6 


Küpıog (the Lord) in narrative introductions is Lucan; see the exegesis of 
Luke 2:11. The verb dvaödeikvuni (to appoint) appears only here and in Acts 
1:24; Schlier, TDNT 2:30. 

7 To erıßaAAov means “that which falls to me”; Tob. 3:17; 6:12; P. Oxy. 
vol. 4 #715 lines 13-15; Creed 1930: 198; Hauck, TDNT 1:529; MM 235; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1087. As a noun, ovotac refers to property; Tob. 14:13; 3 
Macc. 3:28; Josephus, Antiquities 7.5.5 8114. On d1eiAev (he divided), see 
Schlier, TDNT 1:184. 

12 So Leaney 1958: 230; Fitzmyer 1985: 1161-62; Mattill 1979: 201; 
Roberts 1948; Rüstow 1960; Cadbury 1950; Tertullian, Against Marcion 
4.35.12. Beasley-Murray 1986: 102-3 takes this view, though he fails to 
evaluate this option when it is taken with a present force. Riesenfeld 1949 
does not mention the evidence from Aquila noted in n. 13 below—a grave 
omission—in arguing that “in your midst” is not possible. Schlosser 1980: 
1.202—4 argues that “in one’s power” is a possible first-century meaning, 
but he opts for “in the midst of.” His discussion is the latest careful 
examination of the evidence. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 436. Bovon 1989: 154 prefers to speak only of a 
biographical interest, calling the account an anecdote. He compares it to the 
Infancy Story of Thomas 2, an account of a five-year-old Jesus fashioning 
twelve sparrows from clay. Though this account is much more fanciful than 
the Lucan pericope, its ending (19), stressing Jesus’ wisdom, is similar to 
but less restrained than Luke’s emphasis on wisdom (Schmahl 1974; see the 
exegesis of 2:46). In this case, the Infancy Gospel of Thomas is influenced 


by Luke (R. Brown 1977: 481). 


35 Fitzmyer 1981: 300; Creed 1930: 5; Marshall 1978: 44. K. Schmidt, 
TDNT 1:506, cites the Lucan usage noted above. In the LXX, dodAeia 
normally refers to something that is safe or secure (2 Macc. 3:22), as it does 
in Acts 5:23. Its use in Luke with a verb of knowing points to a 
psychological goal. It refers to knowing the truth, but doing so securely. 

29 BDF 8177, §233.2; BDR 8177.1-2; Marshall 1978: 68; Klostermann 
1929: 14. Luke 1:33 is the only use of the verb in the Gospels with 
reference to Jesus; K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:590. References to his “kingdom” 
are found in 22:30 and 23:42. Despite the absence of this term, regal reign 
imagery is found in several other terms and concepts, especially in Luke’s 
use of Ps. 110:1 in Luke-Acts, as well as in the picture of Jesus’ victory 
over Satan. In the OT, 2 Sam. 2:4 comes closest to this wording; Nolland 
1989: 52. 

8 XvyKQAE® (to call together) occurs elsewhere in Mark 15:16; Luke 
15:6, 9; Acts 5:21; elsewhere in the middle voice at Luke 23:13; Acts 
10:24; 28:17; K. Schmidt, TDNT 3:496. 

10 On the various ways to express the idea of preaching the kingdom, 
see K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:583 §3b, who notes that these expressions are 
most plentiful in Luke—Acts. 

8 Fitzmyer 1981: 825-26 mentions the tension between matter and form 
in the travel account, citing K. Schmidt’s remark that “though Jesus is 
always traveling to Jerusalem, he never makes any real progress on this 
journey.” 

28 For the variety of ways the kingdom is said to come, see K. Schmidt, 


TDNT 1:584. 


11 The Semitic rhetorical idiom “not x ... but y” means “not so much x 
... but y” (also 10:20). On this use of @@vEw (to call), see O. Betz, TONT 
9:303. On AvTiKaAEo (to invite back), a NT hapax legomenon, see K. 
Schmidt, TDNT 3:496. 

15 On the various expressions used to say that the kingdom is near or 
present, see K. Schmidt, TDNT 1:584. Fitzer, TDNT 9:89 n. 10, sees the 
expression here as synonymous to that of 10:9. Note especially how the 
preaching of the kingdom and the gospel are linked in 9:1--6, while the 
kingdom and Jesus’ activity are associated in 11:20. Luke 7:18-23 (esp. 
7:22); 7:28; 11:20; and 16:16 seem to place the initial phase of fulfillment 
in the present. 

25 For other figurative uses, see Ps. 39:3 [39:4 MT]; 73:21; T. Naph. 7.4; 
K. Schmidt, TDNT 3:464. For literal uses of kaio, see Matt. 5:15; 13:40; 
Luke 12:35; John 5:35; 15:6; Heb. 12:18; Rev. 4:5; 8:8, 10; 19:20; 21:8. 

34 On this topic in the Synoptics, see T. Schmidt 1987. In arguing 
against making too much of the criticism, Schmidt is correct, but his book 
perhaps overreacts in the other direction. More balanced is Pilgrim 1981. 

35 Marshall 1978: 258, however, sees a shift of audience from outsiders 
to insiders in this verse; so also Ernst 1977: 224. But see T. Schmidt 1987: 
141. 

20 Xxnvn is the OT term used for “booths” and alludes to the picture of 
blessing that was tied to celebrating the exodus; Lev. 23:34. See also Mark 
9:5; Rev. 7:15; 21:3; 1 Enoch 39.4; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 2:11. On the 
eschatological use of oxnvn (booths or habitations), see Michaelis, TDNT 
7:378-79. T. Schmidt 1987: 154-55 argues that the passage refers neither to 


alms nor to the generous use of money, but to a prudent person acting in a 
“critical impermanent situation with that which has been entrusted to him in 
order to gain lasting benefits.” This may be the broad application if one had 
just this one verse, but the Lucan context suggests that using money 
generously is a central concern. 

2 L. Johnson 1977: 141—43 notes the link between this text and 16:14-18 
concerning the dispute over generosity and the law’s value. So also T. 
Schmidt 1987: 155-57 speaks of 16:14-31 as a unit to make the point about 
this connection. He calls this warning to the godless rich a “polemical blow 
to opponents [and an] ethical sting to” Luke’s readers. The parable is 
eventually a parable of rejection, and thus a parable of warning. 

27 Majestic rule is suggested by the term throne; Schmitz, TDNT 3:164 
§B2. 

16 Grundmann, TDNT 2:58. Schmitz, TDNT 5:798, argues that the 
phrase is Palestinian. 

12 As usual for Luke’s Gospel (four of seven occurrences), Trapekükeı is 
imperfect: “he was beseeching [him].” On such requests, see Matt. 8:5; 
14:36 = Mark 6:56; Matt. 26:53; Mark 1:40; 5:18; 7:32; 8:22; Luke 7:4; 
Schmitz, TDNT 5:794 SF1. 

11 Gospel of the Ebionites in Epiphanius, Panarion 30.13.7—8; Gospel 
of the Hebrews in Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah 84 (on Isa. 11:2); Gospel 
of the Nazareans in Jerome, Against the Pelagians 3.2; Funk 1985: 1.316; 
Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.169, 177, 160. 

2 Plummer 1896: 233 cites the Acts of Pilate (= Gospel of Nicodemus) 


1.7 as the first text to name her Bernice (= Latin Veronica); Schneemelcher 


1991-92: 1.511. This apocryphal work is available in a fifth-century 
edition, though its roots may reach back to the second century. 

5 Herod the Great was said to have suffered from dropsy; Josephus, 
Antiquities 17.6.5 88168-70. In the apocryphal Acts of Paul 4, Paul heals a 
man of this condition; Schneemelcher 1991-92: 2.247. 

23 Church tradition holds that Peter was crucified upside down (Acts of 
Peter 37-38 [Schneemelcher 1991-92: 2.315]), though this probably had 
not happened at the time of Luke’s writing. 

11 Filling in details of this story became popular in some circles. In the 
Old Latin, these two bandits are variously named Ioathas and Maggatras 
(Luke 23:32), Zoathan and Chammatha (Mark 15:27), or Zoathan and 
Camma (Matt. 27:38) (Plummer 1896: 530), while the Acts of Pilate 9 
records their names as Dysmas and Gestas (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 
1.512). Still other traditions speak of Jesus falling, meeting Mary, and 
speaking with awomen named Veronica (called Bernice in Acts of Pilate 
8), who testified before Pilate because Jesus had healed her issue of blood 
(cf. Luke 8:43-48). See also the Arabic Infancy Gospel 23 (R. Brown 1994: 
969; Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.460). 

21 In some church tradition, the confessing criminal’s name is given as 
Dismas or Dysmas; Acts of Pilate 10.2 (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.512); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1509. See n. 11. 

8 In the Gospel of Peter (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.223, 224), 
ETUO@WOKO (to break, shine forth) indicates the approach of Sabbath (2.5) or 
the dawn of day (9.34-35); BAGD 304; BAA 617; elsewhere in the NT 
only at Matt. 28:1; Marshall 1978: 881. Lohse, TDNT 7:20 n. 159, sees an 


allusion to the dawning of the evening star, a view that Plummer 1896: 543 
rejects. 

4 The Gospel of Peter 9.35-10.42 (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.224-25) 
gives details about the resurrection, an expansion that demonstrates the 
differences between canonical and noncanonical accounts and indicates 
what happened to the tradition in the postapostolic period; cf. also Barn. 
15.9. The glorified body is not a mere return to the former earthly existence 
(i.e., like the resurrection of Lazarus), but represents a transcendent form of 
real existence (1 Cor. 15:35—49, esp. 15:42—44). On the resurrection as 
event, see Stein 1977 and Craig 1980. 

5 On 6p8poc (dawn), see BAGD 580; BAA 1176; elsewhere in the NT at 
John 8:2 and Acts 5:21; cf. Gospel of Peter 12.50 (= Schneemelcher 1991- 
92: 1.225); T. Jos. 8.1; 1 Enoch 100.2. On Baðúç (deep), see BAGD 130 82; 
BAA 263 82; elsewhere in the NT at John 4:11; Acts 20:9; Rev. 2:24. 

31 Evaluation and rejection of views 4—7 can be found in Schneider 
1977b. To determine the difference between views 4 and 7 is hard, except 
view 4 says the account is full, while view 7 might suggest it is exhaustive. 
Dillon 1981: 218-23 agrees with Schneider (view 3 above) and argues that 
view 5 is incorporated into it. 

1 There are various ways to list the parallels. With only minor variations, 
I follow Schürmann’s list (1969: 59 n. 132). For other arrangements and 
discussions, see Tiede 1988: 45-47; R. Brown 1977: 293-98; Schneider 
1977a: 48; and Creed 1930: 13. 

5 The arguments here are complex, based on a variety of suppositions, 


and thus come in a variety of forms. Schürmann 1969: 56-57; Bovon 1989: 


64-70; and Schneider 1977a: 48-49 have brief discussions of the details, as 
does Marshall 1978: 63. Most discussions center on 1:34, so more detail 
awaits treatment of that verse. Other details related to the discussion are 
treated as they arise in the verses. 

12 So Schneider 1977a: 49. Against a reference to Isaiah in Luke are R. 
Brown 1977: 300 and Fitzmyer 1981: 336. The NT sees the virgin state as 
honorable (Acts 21:9; 1 Cor. 7:25; Rev. 4:14); Bovon 1989: 72. 

22 For this allusion, see Marshall 1978: 66; Leaney 1958: 83; Schneider 
1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 46, esp. n. 40; uncertain of itis R. Brown 
1977: 299-300; Laurentin 1967: 115. 

37 Creed 1930: 19; Schneider 1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 49—50; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 348-50; Wiefel 1988: 51-52; Ernst 1977: 72; R. Brown 
1977: 309. Gewiess, in an appendix to Laurentin’s German 1967 edition, 
interestingly takes a view opposite of Laurentin in the French original and 
omits Laurentin’s own discussion of the question. 

3 R. Brown 1977: 346-55; Wiefel 1988: 57; Farris 1985: 86-98; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 359-62; Jones 1968; Bemile 1986: 36. Fitzmyer, agreeing 
with Winter and Schneider, notes that the hymn is parallel to the psalms in 1 
Maccabees, the Qumran Thanksgiving hymns, and the Qumran War Scroll. 
The hymn also resembles the OT hymns of praise (Ps. 33, 47, 48, 113, 135, 
136; one could add to the list 1 Sam. 2:1-10; Jon. 2:2—9 [2:3-10 MT]; Isa. 
38:9-20; Tob. 8:15-17; and Sir. 51:1-12). Fitzmyer (p. 359) regards 1:48 as 
a Lucan insert. In fact, he seems favorable to R. Brown’s position that the 


hymn emerged out of the Jewish-Christian community. Schneider 1977a: 56 


sees a Hellenistic Jewish-Christian rewrite of Jewish material or a 
reworking by Luke himself; so also C. F. Evans 1990: 171-73. 

10 Farris 1985: 67—85 surveys the parallel examples in the OT and 
Judaism; Berger 1984: 242—43; Fitzmyer 1981: 359; Schneider 1977a: 56— 
58. Bovon 1989: 82-83 notes that the Magnificat focuses on the victory of 
the righteous; it does not praise God as Creator, as do the Qumranic hymns, 
and has less harsh criticism of enemies than do the Psalms of Solomon. 


Bovon notes many verbal parallels to the Psalms of Solomon: 


Motif Magnificat Psalms of Solomon 
fearing God 1:50 2.33; 3.12; 4.23; 15.13 
Israel or the nation as 1:54 12.6; 17.21 
servant 

Abraham and his 1:55 9.9; 18.3 
descendants 

the proud 1:51 2.1-31; 17.13, 23 
contrast of rich and 1:53 5.11 

poor 


reversal 1:52 11.4 


refrain 1:50 13.12 


power of God 1:51 17.3 
arm of God 1:51 13.2 
God’s seeing 1:48 18.2 
God’s help 1:54 16.3, 5 
God’s remembering 1:54 10.1, 4 
God’s speaking 1:55 11.7 


35 Hendriksen 1978: 172-73; Schneider 1977a: 72. The omission of the 
term €ac in D and the Itala shows some ancient manuscripts had this view 
too. But the omission is not attested widely enough to be taken seriously as 
original. 

1 The view is old. Those who hold it include Bultmann 1963: 300; Creed 
1930: 44; Klostermann 1929: 45; Schürmann 1969: 139; Schneider 1977a: 
76; Wiefel 1988: 82; and Fitzmyer 1981: 435-36. About the only one who 
raises doubts is Marshall 1978: 126. Despite the remarks about sources, 
Coleridge 1993: 187-213 is certainly correct that from a narrative 


viewpoint this pericope could not be dropped without substantial loss to the 


infancy narrative. Jesus’ remarks about himself are a fitting climax to the 
prologue. In Coleridge’s words (p. 189), this unit is “the most important” of 
the infancy narrative. 

2 For characteristic approaches to this issue, often appealing to Q, see 
Klostermann 1929: 50; Creed 1930: 46-48; Schneider 1977a: 82. Bovon 
1989: 165-66 speaks of Q, Mark, and other material. Distinctive is Goulder 
1989: 271-72, who argues for Luke’s use of Matthew. 

4 Schürmann 1969: 218; so also Schneider 1977a: 99; C. F. Evans 1990: 
256 (who incorrectly calls this the majority view); and Manson 1949: 42-43 
(but with no details other than the claim that Matthew’s order makes “a fine 
dramatic climax” so it is hard to imagine Luke’s altering it if it were the 
original). 

8 Bultmann 1963: 31-32 (where he calls the account an apophthegm or 
pronouncement story, which he believes grew into this full-blown account); 
Creed 1930: 65; Schneider 1977a: 106-7; Klostermann 1929: 62; Fitzmyer 
1981: 527; Tannehill 1972; C. F. Evans 1990: 266-67 (who notes a series of 
Lucan expressions in the account); Goulder 1989: 299. For a summary of 
the recent discussion and a full bibliography on this passage, see Schreck 
1989, while Corrington 1993 evaluates a redactional reading of this text 
with other types of readings. 

30 Plummer 1896: 138; Schneider 1977a: 116; Fitzmyer 1981: 553. 
Against this argument is Farmer 1964: 128-30, who sees Mark combining 
both Matthew and Luke; but see Fitzmyer 1972. 

6 So hold most scholars. For discussion, see Schneider 1977a: 122-23; 
Marshall 1978: 199; Fitzmyer 1981: 561 (who speaks of L, where the 


postresurrection tradition was already moved back; Luke simply used L and 
joined it to Marcan material); Ernst 1977: 184-85 (who goes on to say that 
Luke is not merely embellishing Mark); Van Der Loos 1965: 670; Schramm 
1971: 37—40 (who sees mostly Marcan material); Dietrich 1972: 25-38 
(who explains why Mark alone cannot be the source). 

15 So Fitzmyer 1981: 573 and Wiefel 1988: 116 rightly, against 
Conzelmann 1960: 43 and Schneider 1977a: 130, who see a reference to 
Judea, no doubt because of 4:44. Of course, if Judea is broadly understood 
in that verse, then Galilee is included in that earlier reference as well. See 
the exegesis of 4:44. 

2 Bovon 1989: 346 n. 5 notes that among many Protestant scholars this 
has been the major position for some time and that only recently have 
Catholic commentaries like those of Schürmann, Schneider, and Fitzmyer 
come to accept this approach. 

32 Van Der Loos 1965: 572 cites OT precedent (Judg. 15:19; 1 Sam. 
30:12); more correct is Schneider 1977a: 199. In Judaism, see 1 Enoch 
22.1-14; 39.4-8. Nolland 1989: 422 notes a possible contact with 1 Kings 
17:21-22. 

1 On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 
563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 


136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 


especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 
change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 
the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 
Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 
(i.e., the facial appearance). 

3 Schramm 1971: 139—40 also sees another source. Matthean prioritists 
see Luke working with Matthew and must speak of Marcan expansion. 
Schneider 1977a: 218 is against another source, but Nolland 1993a: 506 
regards it as possible. Nolland (pp. 506-8) also details the scholarly 
treatment of the parallel in Mark. 

4 On the possibility that Luke is from Antioch of Syria, a tradition that 
Jerome mentions in the prologue of his commentary on Matthew, see 
Hoehner 1972: 231-32 n. 9; Strobel 1958a; and the introduction to the 
Gospel of Luke abve, under “Origin and Purpose—Authorship—External 
Evidence.” Schneider 1977a: 83 and Hoehner 1977: 34 do not agree on the 
month in view in 27: Schneider has Oct. 1 and Hoehner has Sept. 21. 

7 Resseguie 1975 puts five of fourteen possible interpretations in this 
category. C. F. Evans 1990: 433 points out the lack of chronological notes, 
especially at the end of the section. Vague indications of time and place are 
provided only in the beginning of the section: 9:52, 56-57; 10:1, 21, 38; 
11:14, 27; 13:10, 31; 14:1, 25. Schiirmann 1994: 1 speaks of a metaphorical 
journey account in which Jesus goes his way to Jerusalem as an itinerant 
prophetic teacher who divides Israel. On Luke’s use of journey and way 


terminology, see Schneider 1977a: 227. 


62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 


two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 


is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25-28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

1 Ellis 1974: 163-64 attributes the original context to Luke, a view that 
is possible only if the Sermon on the Mount is a Matthean topical sermon 
(which, though possible, is not likely). In favor of one occasion or point of 
origin are Manson 1949: 265; Godet 1875: 2.47; Zahn 1920: 448—49 
(favoring a view like Ellis’s); Schneider 1977a: 256; and Wiefel 1988: 215. 
A good summary of recent discussion may be found in Meier 1994: 291- 
93, 353-57. Meier sees Luke as reflecting the original size and structure of 
the prayer, with Matthew expanding the petitions and Luke altering some 
wording. But unlike many, he sees two versions in circulation. The Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 325-27) sees Q as the source, with 
Matthew making additions and Luke introducing some changes in 
vocabulary. The seminar’s view of these details parallels many critics. 

1 Most argue for Q: Fitzmyer 1985: 953 (12:1 from L), 956 (12:2-9 
from Q), 962-63 (12:10 from Q or Mark; 12:11-12 from Q); Ernst 1977: 
392 (for 12:2-9); and Schneider 1977a: 277. Grundmann 1963: 252 says it 
is “probably” Q. Marshall 1978: 510 speaks of Q material conflated with 


Marcan elements and also argues that Q has various recensions and that 
Luke’s version is slightly different from that of Matthew. Nolland 1993a: 
675-76 sees Q for 12:2-9 and a mixture of Q and Mark for 12:10-12. 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238-42 and 
Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47-48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 
180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110-11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 
1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 
coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41—42a and 12:47-48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 
warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 
where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 
is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 
source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 
Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47-48, which others deny have 


such roots. 


25 Note the possible views mentioned in the exegesis of 12:41. The 
Matthean parallel of the hypocrite is enlightening, since a “play-actor” is 
addressed by ürtokpırnc; BAGD 845; BAA 1684. The term may well be 
Matthew’s rendering, since he uses it seven times uniquely (Schneider 
1975: 26 n. 14; Nolland 1993a: 704). Marshall 1978: 544 notes that 
Aramaic X317 (hnp,) can be translated with the sense that appears in each 
version of the account. On false teachers, see esp. 2 Pet. 2:1—2, 13-14, 17- 
22. 

3 For the presence of these verses in Q are Schneider 1977a: 324-25 and 
Wiefel 1988: 282. Fitzmyer 1985: 1073 sees 15:4-6 inQ and 15:8-9inL. 
Other parallels are found in the Gospel of Thomas 107 and the Gnostic 
Gospel of Truth 31.35-32.9. 

3 For Luke having Q’s original order and not Matthew, see Manson 
1949: 134; Fitzmyer 1985: 1114; Schneider 1977a: 337 (perhaps); Meier 
1994: 157; and Marshall 1978: 627. Ernst 1977: 469 speaks of Q material, 
special Lucan material, and Lucan redaction. Wiefel 1988: 294 speaks of Q 
in 16:16-17 and of Mark in 16:18. Godet 1875: 2.173 prefers Luke’s 
positioning of material to Matthew’s. However, the warnings are so general 
that parallel traditions may exist, reflecting a variety of settings. 

13 IIpootißnni (to add) is also Lucan, appearing thirteen times in Luke— 
Acts and only three times in the other Gospels; Schneider 1977a: 347; Isa. 
26:15. As Fitzmyer 1985: 1143 notes, the apostles would already have had 
some faith, so the idea is to add faith (against BAGD 719 82; BAA 1440 
82). 


14 Grundmann 1963: 333 and Luce 1933: 273, 292 are clear on the 
sycomore/sycamore distinction. Plummer 1896: 400-401 is uncertain about 
the difference and argues that the hyperbole is more natural for asycomore 
tree. Manson 1949: 141 sees an original sycamore tree, appealing to an 
Aramaic mistranslation and to the use of the term in the LXX as a rendering 
of Hebrew 1nPW (Sigmä) for the sycamore, not to mention rabbinic 
discussions like m. B. Bat. 2.11. Schneider 1977a: 347 agrees with Manson 
and cites SB 2:234 for rabbinic images. Nonetheless, many use sycamore 
when they mean sycomore (Fitzmyer 1985: 1143—44 is uncertain). 

43 This is the point of the connection to Luke 1:77; Godet 1875: 1.117. 
On the verse as a whole, see Danker 1988: 50-51. C. Schneider, TDNT 
3:443, argues that the image is a figure for mourning. Those who sit in 
darkness are those who mourn the presence of death. Whether this 
particular picture is present is less likely given the OT background. 

22 In the NT this figure is usually found in allusions to Ps. 110: Eph. 
1:19-23; Col. 3:1; Heb. 1:3; 8:1; 10:12; 12:2; C. Schneider, TDNT 3:442. 

28 Schneider argues that the ripping of the outer curtain would have had 
no significance, but the ripping of any temple curtain would surely be 
important. Regardless of the location, it suggests an opening up of access to 
God. 

18 Lev. 20:20-21; Jer. 22:30; 1 Sam. 1:5-6; 2 Sam. 6:23; Plummer 1896: 
10; Fitzmyer 1981: 323; J. Schneider, TDNT 5:239. Contrast Gen. 1:28; Ps. 
127, 128. 

20 On the idiom of heaven and earth passing away, see Matt. 5:18; 24:35 
= Mark 13:31 = Luke 21:33; J. Schneider, TDNT 2:682. 


10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

21 Note the continued use of dmayyéAA@ (to report; 8:34, 36, 47); 
Schniewind, TDNT 1:66 §B. Only in Luke does the woman mention that 
she touched him. 

8 The term ö1äyyeAde is a present imperative. On its meaning “to 
proclaim far and wide,” see BAGD 182; BAA 364; elsewhere only in Acts 
21:26 and Rom. 9:17. Schniewind, TDNT 1:68, speaks of proclaiming 
God’s eschatological lordship, that is, his sovereignty over humans in rule 
and in time. 

3 For effective refutation, see O’ Rourke 1971-72 and Jeremias 1971b. 
Marshall 1978: 605 rejects attempts to posit a Lucan origin for the parable, 
such as Schottroff 1971 defends. Goulder 1989: 614—16 argues for Lucan 
authorship of the parable, attempting to refute the various cases made for 
authenticity on linguistic grounds by Jeremias, O’Rourke, or Hofius 1977— 


78. Goulder (pp. 611-12) argues that Luke is relying consciously or 


unconsciously on the story of Joseph in Genesis, but the cause of the 
“lostness” of the son in the Joseph cycle of Gen. 39-50 and of the prodigal 
could not be more different. Nolland 1993a: 780-81 correctly rejects 
attempts to split the parable in two. 

17 Schrage, TDNT 7:310-26, 828-33; Schürer 1973-87: 2.423-63, esp. 
447-54; Safrai 1976c: 927-33; Billerbeck 1964. 

31 Maurer, TDNT 8:161; Schrage, TDNT 8:288 n. 129; Lohse, TDNT 
9:431-32 §C4. In the Marcan examples, this is often requested of Jesus; 
Nolland 1989: 213. 

40 Jesus often heals at synagogues: Mark 1:23-27 = Luke 4:33--36; 
Mark 1:39 = Matt. 4:23; Mark 3:1-5 = Matt. 12:9-13 = Luke 6:6-10; Matt. 
9:35; Luke 13:10-17; Schrage, TDNT 7:830 n. 210. 

8 Schrage, TDNT 7:813-14, 818 n. 123, remarks that such an attitude 
usually produced a gift to a synagogue. Luke 7 is unique in speaking of the 
synagogue itself as the gift. Schrage thinks it is a small synagogue. 

15 The synagogue is seen negatively in Matt. 23:34; 10:17 = Mark 13:9 
= Luke 21:12; Schrage, TDNT 7:834. The political leaders in view are 
largely Gentile: Luke 20:20; 21:12; Acts 4:26-30. 

12 On the synagogue leader (&pyiovvaywyoc), see Schrage, TDNT 7:847. 
This person was responsible for the order and progress of worship, so he is 
the right one to speak. The most learned member presents the official view 
on Jesus’ act. There is no need to argue for a redactional seam at the shift of 
address to the audience. The leader is responsible for the assembly’s 


worship (Nolland 1993a: 724). Nolland argues that “the directive fits only 


imperfectly in the flow of the story.” I disagree: practice and custom is the 
issue here. The issue cannot arise until Jesus heals. 

10 Schramm 1971: 37 n. 2 shows that the word order and word choice 
in Mark 6:4a are not close to Luke 4:24. Note especially Mark’s use of 
ätıuog in contrast to Luke’s dextdc, which is the key term in the verse. 
However, Luke’s term may be influenced by Luke 4:19. 

11 Schramm 1971: 37; Marshall 1978: 179. Ernst 1977: 168-69 sees 
Luke’s hand in many but not all changes. Bovon 1989: 207-8 sees an 
additional source beyond Mark, either Q or special Lucan material, and 
despairs of being able to sort out what came from where, beyond the basic 
elements in 4:18-22 and 4:25-27 originating in the additional source. 
Crossan 1991 fails to discuss this text, a significant omission in a life-of- 
Jesus study. This omission may well suggest that Crossan regards none of it 
as going back to Jesus. 

4 Aland 1985: 836. For the list of differences, see Fitzmyer 1981: 542; 
Schramm 1971: 85-88. 

27 Tlapayprhpa occurs sixteen times in Luke—Acts and elsewhere in the 
NT only twice at Matt. 21:19-20; Plummer 1896: 157; Creed 1930: 71. 
'Eolotnni appears eighteen times in Luke—Acts and not at all in Mark or 
Matthew; Schramm 1971: 88. 

28 Luke never uses Öwıoc, which is found in Mark’s account five times 
and in Matthew’s seven times, including the parallels in Mark 1:32 and 
Matt. 8:16; Schramm 1971: 88. 

32 On éxaotoc, see BAGD 236; BAA 476. Eig(pia/&v) éxaotoc is used 


in Luke—Acts eight times (of which six are in Acts); Matthew once; and 


Mark not at all; Schramm 1971: 88. 

6 So hold most scholars. For discussion, see Schneider 1977a: 122-23; 
Marshall 1978: 199; Fitzmyer 1981: 561 (who speaks of L, where the 
postresurrection tradition was already moved back; Luke simply used L and 
joined it to Marcan material); Ernst 1977: 184-85 (who goes on to say that 
Luke is not merely embellishing Mark); Van Der Loos 1965: 670; Schramm 
1971: 37-40 (who sees mostly Marcan material); Dietrich 1972: 25-38 
(who explains why Mark alone cannot be the source). 

8 Only Schramm 1971: 91-99 suggests that Luke used a written source. 

11 All we may have here is a Lucan stylistic introduction. In 5:12, Luke 
uses an equally ambiguous phrase: “one of the cities.” Schramm 1971: 125 
raises the possibility of another version of the tradition. It is possible, but 
not necessary. 

6 That Matthew may have accompanied Jesus lends credence to the 
added detail of the second demoniac. The extent of the agreement between 
Mark and Luke leads most to see Mark as the source for Luke; so 
Schürmann 1969: 487; Schramm 1971: 90; Marshall 1978: 335; Fitzmyer 
1981: 733; Wiefel 1988: 165-66. Bovon 1989: 432 is so impressed with 
these agreements that he argues that this account stands against the two- 
Gospel (or Griesbach) hypothesis. What could have caused Luke to go his 
own way against Matthew? 

21 Even Schramm 1971: 126 does not posit a distinct source here, 
though often he does. Some of these differences make one wonder if an oral 


source is not also behind Luke. 


5 Bovon 1989: 443 and n. 4 acknowledges the possibility of oral sources, 
especially for 8:44. Schramm 1971: 127 notes that 8:42 with its use of 
bmayelv (to go) and the direct speech of 8:46 are not Lucan and could be 
from an oral source. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 757 notes six Lucan modifications of Mark: (1) the 
Lucan use of the title tetpadpyne (tetrarch) (as in 3:1) versus the title 
Baoıdeüc (king); (2) a reference to tà yıvöueva návta (all that has 
happened) instead of just to miracles; (3) a unique reference to Herod’s 
perplexity; (4) the use of threefold 6ti for the reports of popular speculation 
about Jesus; (5) the “who is this?” question; and (6) the note about a desire 
to see Jesus. Most see no sources here outside of Mark; Schiirmann 1969: 
508; Bovon 1989: 461-62; Schramm 1971: 128. 

1 On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 
563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 
136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 
especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 
change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 
the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 
Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 


(i.e., the facial appearance). 


3 Schramm 1971: 139-40 also sees another source. Matthean prioritists 
see Luke working with Matthew and must speak of Marcan expansion. 
Schneider 1977a: 218 is against another source, but Nolland 1993a: 506 
regards it as possible. Nolland (pp. 506-8) also details the scholarly 
treatment of the parallel in Mark. 

1 Marshall distinguishes these oral sources from the presence of another 
written source, which is Schramm’s view; 1971: 130-31. 

21 Fitzmyer 1985: 1337 is against a source. Creed 1930: 255 and Leaney 
1958: 260 say Luke inserted the phrase because he was detailing what was 
sketched in previous verses. Marshall 1978: 764-65 speaks of the great 
puzzlement that this addition has caused and mentions the possible 
influence of another source (also Schramm 1971: 174-75). Perhaps this one 
source had the two eschatological discourses that Luke reflects. But what 
caused the difference? Did Luke or his source supply a clarifying stylistic 
break? Either option is possible. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 31-32 (where he calls the account an apophthegm or 
pronouncement story, which he believes grew into this full-blown account); 
Creed 1930: 65; Schneider 1977a: 106—7; Klostermann 1929: 62; Fitzmyer 
1981: 527; Tannehill 1972; C. F. Evans 1990: 266-67 (who notes a series of 
Lucan expressions in the account); Goulder 1989: 299. For a summary of 
the recent discussion and a full bibliography on this passage, see Schreck 
1989, while Corrington 1993 evaluates a redactional reading of this text 
with other types of readings. 

10 For details, see Schürer 1973-87: 2.246-50, 287; Wiefel 1988: 47; 
Schrenk, TDNT 3:262; and esp. Jeremias 1969: 199. 


14 Marshall 1978: 52; Schrenk, TDNT 2:189 8C2c (who notes Lucan 
parallels to the expression in Luke 2:25 and Acts 10:22). In addition, 
Schrenk notes NT parallels: Abel in Matt. 23:35; Lot in 2 Pet. 2:7-8; 
prophets in Matt. 13:17; 23:29; and martyrs in Matt. 23:35. The phrase has 
parallels in the OT (Deut. 6:25; 24:13; Ps. 106:31) and Judaism (Sus. 3; Sir. 
44:17); Nolland 1989: 26. 

16 Gen. 26:5; Exod. 15:26; Num. 36:13; Deut. 4:40; 10:13; 27:10; 2 
Kings 17:13. In Judaism: 1 Macc. 2:21; T. Levi 14.4; T. Judah 13.1; 
Schrenk, TDNT 2:220; Klostermann 1929: 6; Plummer 1896: 9 (who notes 
that the terms are synonymous in this usage). 

21 This is the one NT use of the verb iepatebo (to serve in the temple); 
Schrenk, TDNT 3:249. 

23 Exod. 30:1-9; Marshall 1978: 54; Michaelis, TDNT 4:264. For this 
narrow use of vaöc as “Holy Place,” see 1 Macc. 1:21-22; Fitzmyer 1981: 
323; Schrenk, TDNT 3:232. 

23 The fathers/patriarchs are mentioned in John 7:22; Acts 3:13; 7:32; 
Rom. 9:5; 11:28; the promise is noted in Acts 13:32; 26:6; Rom. 15:8; 
Schrenk, TDNT 5:976 nn. 178 and 182. In Judaism, see 4 Macc. 16:20; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 2:5-7; 3:10-17. 

29 Danker 1988: 48-49; Plummer 1896: 42; Hauck, TDNT 5:491 n. 24, 
493. The combination is found elsewhere in Wis. 9:3 and Eph. 4:24. God 
seeks righteousness and worship even among the heathen: Acts 13:10, 16; 
24:25; 10:35, 43; Schrenk, TDNT 2:199. In the OT, Josh. 24:14 is similar in 
thrust; Nolland 1989: 88. 


30 “Most High” is another way to speak of heaven. To speak of “glory in 
the highest” (2:14; 19:38) is to call heaven to praise; Matt. 21:9; Luke 1:32, 
35; Acts 7:48; Schrenk, TDNT 5:985 n. 253. 

25 Hendriksen 1978: 141; Godet 1875: 1.129; Plummer 1896: 52. 
Schrenk, TDNT 5:1016-17, esp. n. 7, argues similarly. The term oikoc refers 
to the whole house of a ruler, while matpid is added, so that the reference to 
the whole house is clearly seen as a specific reference to ancestry. 

19 1QH 4.32-33; 11.9; Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 17 
(= Schürer 1973-87: 2.458); Marshall 1978: 112; Fitzmyer 1981: 411-12; 
Jeremias 1929a; Jeremias, TDNT 1:364; Schrenk, TDNT 2:745-50; 
Fitzmyer 1958; Nolland 1989: 109. 

33 On the options, see Schrenk, TDNT 2:747-50, who also opts for the 
two-part line. 

14 Schrenk, TDNT 2:189 8C2c. Aixaioc is often used in the NT of the 
prophets or martyrs. 

24 Schrenk, TDNT 3:236; Hyldahl 1961. The expression for the locale is 
almost unique for Jewish sources. 

35 On öÖtaAoyıouög, see BAGD 186 81; BAA 372 81; Schrenk, TDNT 
2:97 $B1. The term is often negative in the NT (Rom. 1:21; 1 Cor. 3:20; 
Mark 7:21; Matt. 15:19; Luke 2:35; 6:8; 9:47), with Rom. 14:1, where it 
means “reasoning,” being the only neutral use of the term. Matt. 9:4 has a 
synonymous term: Ev8öhnotc. 

24 Creed 1930: 108. Against this idea is Schrenk, TDNT 1:635, who ties 
the phrase to God’s will, so that the idea is that “they rejected God’s will for 


themselves.” Word order favors Creed, though there is not much difference 
in the options. 

47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619-20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

13 In Sir. 23:1, 4; 51:10 natnp often occurs alongside Küpıog (Lord) or 
deonoörng (master) (Schrenk, TDNT 5:979 n. 209, 981, 984-85). Elsewhere 
in Judaism at Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] nos. 4-6 (= Schürer 
1973-87: 2.456-57, 460); Wis. 14:3; 3 Macc. 6:3, 8. In the OT at Deut. 
32:6; Isa. 63:16; 64:8 [64:7 MT]; Jer. 3:4; Ps. 68:5 [68:6 MT]; 89:26 [89:27 
MT] (of God’s relationship to the king, as also 2 Sam. 7:14); Mal. 1:6; 2:10; 
1 Chron. 29:10. As a NT term of intimacy, see Rom. 8:14-16; Gal. 4:6; 
Mark 14:36. 

22 On the expression the fathers in Judaism, see Schrenk, TDNT 5:976- 
77; 1 Esdr. 1:11 [1:12 LXX]; 4:60; 1 Macc. 2:19; 2 Enoch 33.12; 35.2. On 
the theme of holy graves, see Jeremias 1958a and 1961. 

7 Marshall notes that Levi’s devotion to Torah is expressed in terms of a 
similar commitment in Deut. 33:9 and 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 15-16. 
Schrenk, TDNT 5:983, defines pioćo as “to set aside for.” 


14 Similarly high interest for items is found in ancient Egyptian 
documents; Derrett 1972b. The term tà ypappata describes the promissory 
note; BAGD 165 82a; BAA 330 82b; Schrenk, TDNT 1:764-65; Fitzmyer 
1985: 1100. 

41 This key term links 16:9 and 16:11. In this context, &öıkla is a 
Hebraistic “genitive of quality,” describing the steward’s character; Zerwick 
1963: 840; Büchsel, TDNT 3:943 n. 2 (for kpitnc). Schrenk, TDNT 1:157, 
calls it a “genitive of definition.” 

14 On “the law and the prophets,” see Luke 16:29, 31; Acts 13:15; 
28:23; Schrenk, TDNT 1:756 n. 28; Friedrich, TDNT 6:832. 

15 So Schrenk, TDNT 1:612, argues, while opting for Matthew’s version 
as the more original form in Q. But Chilton 1979: 205-23 argues that 
Luke’s saying is from Lucan Q, a version distinct from but parallel to 
Matthew’s Q. Chilton also defends the originality of Luke’s form of the 
saying. Given all the other anomalies in the text, it is more satisfactory to 
argue for distinct sources and settings. 

14 So the comparative nap’ (than); Klostermann 1929: 181; Schrenk, 
TDNT 2:215 n. 16. Cf. mapa in Ps. 44:8 [45:7 Engl.]; Luke 13:2; BDF 
8185.3; BDR §185.3 n. 5 and 8246.5. 

4 Luke often mentions written Scripture: Luke 4:17; 7:27; 10:26; 20:17; 
21:22; 22:37; 24:44, 46; Acts 13:29; 24:14 (Schrenk, TDNT 1:748; Marshall 
1978: 690). 

14 Ellis 1974: 186 notes that the Qumranians in general were even 
stricter than the Pharisees; K. Schubert 1957: 127-28. CD 11.13-14 reads, 
“No one shall help an animal in its delivery on the Sabbath day. And if it 


falls into a pit or a ditch, one shall not raise it on the Sabbath.” For details 
of Jewish practice, see the exegesis of the next verse. 

17 For a study of the hermeneutic of Luke’s OT use, see Bock 1987, in 
which I build on P. Schubert’s 1957 thesis that Luke’s theme is “proof from 
prophecy” (but the apologetic motif is not so strong in Luke as the 
declarative function of these texts, thus my modification to “proclamation 
from prophecy and pattern”). My work contrasts with that of Rese 1969, 
who underestimates the appeal to pattern and therefore understates a 
prophetic approach to Luke’s OT. Soards 1994: 201 misconstrues the proof- 
from-prophecy position by describing it as linear, which does not reflect my 
view of the interaction between text and event in the proclamation-from- 
prophecy-and-pattern theme; see Bock 1987: 273. 

33 Ireland 1992: 36, 41 reports that this view goes back to D. Schulz in 
1821 and was tied to ancient practice by J. J. Van Oosterzee in 1859. It has 
recently been defended through appeal to Jewish practice by Derrett 1970: 
48-77. Fitzmyer 1964 adds an additional twist to this view: this interest was 
the steward’s commission, making his action of canceling the interest only a 
clever pretense of personal sacrifice. 

15 Isa. 33:15; Prov. 28:18; Jub. 7.26; Hauck and Schulz, TDNT 6:571. 
Marshall 1978: 52 notes that this description for spiritual integrity carried 
over into Judaism; T. Reub. 1.6; 4.1. 

42 Marshall 1978: 70-71; Schweizer 1984: 29; Wiefel 1988: 53; Schulz, 
TDNT 7:400; Schweizer, TDNT 6:405; Justin Martyr, Apology 1.33.6. 

2 See, e.g., the treatments of Creed 1930: lvi-lxx; Klostermann 1929: 49; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 75-81. Detailed studies are Schulz 1972; Polag 1982; 


Kloppenborg 1988; and Kloppenborg 1987. A commentary on Q is Manson 
1949. On the rationale for Q, see Stein 1987. These analyses differ in detail 
and approach, but all agree that an independent source or set of sources is 
involved. 

4 Schulz 1972: 371 n. 321, who also regards the material as late because 
of its pronouncement form and its orientation of John as subordinate to 
Jesus. However, the OT prophets are loaded with such pronouncements, and 
the view that the subordination of John to Jesus reflects late material turns 
on an approach that rejects the historical character of the tradition of Luke 
1-3, a position discussed in the sources and historicity sections of 1:5-25 
and 3:1-6, the additional notes on 1:25 and 3:3, and excursus 1. 

8 Luke uses the singular form of 6yAoc twenty-five times and the plural 
sixteen times in his Gospel; in Acts, the singular occurs fifteen times and 
the plural seven times; Marshall 1978: 138; Fitzmyer 1981: 467. Schulz 
1972: 366 n. 285 is confident the change is Luke’s because of his usage of 
this term. 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

15 Liefeld 1984: 864; Schulz 1972: 187 n. 98; Foerster, TDNT 5:486; 
Manson 1949: 44. The picture of the “high mountain” is almost regal 
imagery and recalls how rulers often lived high on a mountain over their 


subjects. Such “heavenly journeys” are not unusual: 2 Cor. 12:2-3. C. F. 


Evans 1990: 258 cites as parallel Deut. 34:1—4, where Moses sees the 
promised land from a mountain. 

28 Schulz 1972: 180 regards the addition as Lucan, but the evidence is 
not there to make this conclusion. 

36 Marshall 1978: 173 notes the options. Schulz 1972: 180 argues that 
Matthew is secondary. 

37 Dupont 1968: 58-59. So also Schulz 1972: 180, citing for the use of 
this verb Acts 2:16 and 13:40, which themselves may reflect traditional 
expressions. Nolland 1989: 181 gives the most plausible explanation: Jesus 
refuses to match yeyparttaı, which the devil used in 4:10. The form eipntou 
does not appear elsewhere in the NT, which suggests a traditional use more 
than a Lucan change. 

3 Schulz 1972: 237-38 and nn. 410-11, on the basis of Lucan 
vocabulary in 7:3-6. Most of the cases of Lucan vocabulary depend on 
Acts, which must also be reckoned to have traditional material, so that some 
of Schulz’s evidence is not as strong as it at first appears. Here also belongs 
Fitzmyer 1981: 649, who sees as Lucan vv. 1a, 3b-6d, 7a, part of 9, 10a. 

33 Luce 1933: 160 and Schulz 1972: 380, with most, argue that Luke 
made the shift to the second person, but it is hard to know which direction 
the difference went. If the account has polemical roots, a second-person 
reference may have been the starting point. Schiirmann 1969: 426 calls the 
remark an indictment of the audience. 

1 Dibelius 1934: 160-61, esp. 160 n. 1, says that the general nature of 
the remark shows that it comes from the evangelist, but how “general 


principles” can come from the evangelist is not clear. It is the unique 


attestation of this saying in Luke that appears to be the only reason for this 
conclusion, along with its possible use of OT imagery from Gen. 19:26. The 
Jesus Seminar sees these verses as going back to Luke, claiming that the 
saying assumes too much self-identity for disciples (Funk and Hoover 1993: 
316 prints it in black type). But the distinctive behavior and identity are 
already indicated in the first two sayings, which the seminar accepts. On the 
rejection of other attempts to argue that the early church is responsible for 
the sayings, see Marshall 1978: 409, in particular his evaluation of Schulz 
1972: 435 n. 239, who relies on Dibelius. Glombitza 1971 also makes a 
case for Lucan creation. 

21 The difference may suggest a distinct form of the tradition for Luke, 
since the Spirit’s work is a Lucan emphasis. Schulz 1972: 205 and Manson 
1949: 86 argue that Matthew probably changed the reference to the Spirit, 
possibly in light of Matt. 12:18. But the reason for such a change is not 
entirely compelling, since Matthew also loves OT allusions. However, if 
there is a change here, Matthew is more likely to have made it, since it is 
hard to see Luke’s removing a reference to the Spirit for explanatory 
reasons (but so argue Wall 1987 and Goulder 1989: 504, noting that Luke 
does not use the phrase Spirit of God). For a Lucan change are Hamerton- 
Kelly 1964-65; Yates 1964; and Nolland 1993a: 639-40. Nolland notes that 
Luke alone uses anthropomorphisms like “hand of God” (1:66) and “arm of 
God” (1:51). 

5 But so Schulz 1972: 301-9; rightly refuted by Marshall 1978: 559-60. 
Multiple levels of the parable tradition (see n. 1 above) teach the kingdom’s 


gradual growth and contrastive transformation. In addition, even the 


parables of this section appear in various wings of the tradition (Mark and 
Q [or Matthew]), so that multiple attestation speaks for authenticity. 
Jeremias 1963a: 146 n. 68 notes the Palestinian coloring in the parables, a 
point in favor of authenticity. Even the Jesus Seminar accepts the essential 
authenticity of these parables, printing 13:18-19 in pink type and 13:20-21 
in red (Funk and Hoover 1993: 346-47). 

1 Also Schulz 1972: 391-98; Crossan 1973: 72; Fitzmyer 1985: 1052. 
Jeremias 1963a: 63-64, 176 argues that the Gospel of Thomas may be more 
original than Matthew, except for its expansion of excuses. The Thomas 
parable is closer to Luke than to Matthew and so is often discussed with 
Luke’s version, but it introduces a fourth figure who cannot come to the 
banquet. Thomas gives no setting, since the document is just a list of 
teachings. But the excuses in Thomas use more urban imagery; Luke’s use 
of agrarian imagery fits Jesus’ tendency to use agrarian illustrations. 
Horsley 1987: 180 sees Luke as the more original of the versions, noting 
that the economically prosperous are the excluded; so also the Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 352), though it regards the symposium- 
table setting as Lucan. 

10 For details, see Schürer 1973-87: 2.246-50, 287; Wiefel 1988: 47; 
Schrenk, TDNT 3:262; and esp. Jeremias 1969: 199. 

24 Schürer 1973-87: 2.287 n. 74; m. Yoma. 2.2-4; m. Tamid 1.2; 3.1; 
5.2; Safrai 1976d: 887-90; Hanse, TDNT 4:1. 

25 Exod. 29:38-42; Num. 28:3-8; Schürer 1973-87: 2.301-3. 

26 Schürer 1973-87: 2.300-301, esp. n. 30; Josephus, Antiquities 14.4.3 
865; m. Pesah. 5.1. 


19 1QH 4.32-33; 11.9; Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 17 
(= Schürer 1973-87: 2.458); Marshall 1978: 112; Fitzmyer 1981: 411-12; 
Jeremias 1929a; Jeremias, TDNT 1:364; Schrenk, TDNT 2:745-50; 
Fitzmyer 1958; Nolland 1989: 109. 

16 Schürmann 1969: 228; Ellis 1974: 96; Marshall 1978: 181. For the 
wording of the Shemoneh Esreh, see Schürer 1973-87: 2.456-61. 

17 Schrage, TDNT 7:810—26, 828-33; Schürer 1973-87: 2.423--63, esp. 
447-54; Safrai 1976c: 927-33; Billerbeck 1964. 

25 Schürer 1973-87: 2.381-403; R. Meyer and H. Weiss, TDNT 9:11- 
48. For Luke and the Pharisees, see Carroll 1988. 

2 Schürer 1890: 105-43. The recent revision of Schürer’s work (1973- 
87: 1.399-427) changes little of the original discussion. Schürer 
summarizes what was already an old debate, going back at least to Strauss 
1972: 152-56 (originally 1835), as noted by Nolland 1989: 99. 

3 Both Klostermann 1929: 32-33 and Hoehner 1977: 14 use Schürer as a 
starting point. 

13 In Sir. 23:1, 4; 51:10 natnp often occurs alongside Küpıog (Lord) or 
deonortng (master) (Schrenk, TDNT 5:979 n. 209, 981, 984-85). Elsewhere 
in Judaism at Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] nos. 4-6 (= Schürer 
1973-87: 2.456-57, 460); Wis. 14:3; 3 Macc. 6:3, 8. In the OT at Deut. 
32:6; Isa. 63:16; 64:8 [64:7 MT]; Jer. 3:4; Ps. 68:5 [68:6 MT]; 89:26 [89:27 
MT] (of God’s relationship to the king, as also 2 Sam. 7:14); Mal. 1:6; 2:10; 
1 Chron. 29:10. As a NT term of intimacy, see Rom. 8:14-16; Gal. 4:6; 
Mark 14:36. 


16 Translation from Jeremias 1971a: 198. See also Shemoneh Esreh 
[Eighteen Benedictions] no. 3 (= Schürer 1973-87: 2.456, 460). However, 
Jesus’ prayer is more like Jewish “short” prayers than this long Jewish 
liturgical prayer; C. A. Evans 1990: 182. As such, the prayer’s form and 
function come as no surprise in a Jewish context. 

35 On gathering as a figure of bringing together God’s people, see 
Michel, TDNT 7:419-20, who also interprets the imagery as picturing a 
harvest. Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 10 (= Schiirer 1973— 
87: 2.457) reads: “Blessed are you, Lord, who gathers the dispersed of your 
people Israel.” 

18 The earliest extant literary reference to the Sanhedrin is 198 b.c., the 
date of a letter that Antiochus III the Great wrote after the Battle of Panion; 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.3.3 8138; Lohse, TDNT 7:862-66; Schürer 1973- 
87: 2.199-217. Josephus also uses the term Bovàń (council) to describe the 
Sanhedrin (Jewish War 2.15.6 8331; 2.16.2 8336). R. Brown 1994: 340-57 
stresses that there is only one such group at this time, the number of 
members usually being put at seventy-one (m. Sanh. 1.6, drawing on Num. 
11:16). 

1 There are various ways to list the parallels. With only minor variations, 
I follow Schürmann’s list (1969: 59 n. 132). For other arrangements and 
discussions, see Tiede 1988: 45-47; R. Brown 1977: 293-98; Schneider 
1977a: 48; and Creed 1930: 13. 

5 The arguments here are complex, based on a variety of suppositions, 
and thus come in a variety of forms. Schürmann 1969: 56-57; Bovon 1989: 


64-70; and Schneider 1977a: 48-49 have brief discussions of the details, as 


does Marshall 1978: 63. Most discussions center on 1:34, so more detail 
awaits treatment of that verse. Other details related to the discussion are 
treated as they arise in the verses. 

22 For this allusion, see Marshall 1978: 66; Leaney 1958: 83; Schneider 
1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 46, esp. n. 40; uncertain of it is R. Brown 
1977: 299-300; Laurentin 1967: 115. 

33 Zechariah asks “how shall I know this?” versus Mary’s “how can this 
be?” Zechariah asks for a sign; Godet 1875: 1.92; Plummer 1896: 24; 
Schürmann 1969: 49. 

37 Creed 1930: 19; Schneider 1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 49-50; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 348-50; Wiefel 1988: 51-52; Emst 1977: 72; R. Brown 
1977: 309. Gewiess, in an appendix to Laurentin’s German 1967 edition, 
interestingly takes a view opposite of Laurentin in the French original and 
omits Laurentin’s own discussion of the question. 

43 Fitzmyer 1981: 352 mentions Luke 2:23 and Isa. 4:3; Schweizer 
1984: 30 adds Isa. 35:8; 62:12; Exod. 13:12; and Lev. 23:2 to show the 
variety of objects called “holy”; Schiirmann 1969: 54 notes that 1 John 2:20 
and Rev. 3:7 apply the description to Jesus. 

1 Schiirmann 1969: 64 notes that the sign of the leaping baby is explicit 
in the passage, while the fulfillment is implicitly presented in the sign. C. F. 
Evans 1990: 168 rightly calls this a “linchpin” passage. 

2 Schürmann 1969: 78 at nn. 259-60, though holding a different view, 
raises the Semitism issue. 

5 Machen 1930: 95-97; Marshall 1978: 79; Schürmann 1969: 79 (who 
argues that Mary is related to 1:46-49 and that the additional elements came 


from the community). 

19 R. Brown 1977: 337; BDF 8493.2; BDR 8493.2-3; Büchsel, TDNT 
1:663. This is called “distributive doubling.” Schürmann 1969: 75 n. 231 
prefers the translation “for many generations” with BDF. 

1 Schürmann 1969: 96 notes the possibility of a Baptist origin, but thinks 
the source is more likely to be Jewish Christian. R. Brown 1977: 376 opts 
for a Jewish-Christian source as well. Marshall 1978: 86 is uncertain where 
the origin lies. 

14 Exod. 13:3; 15:6; Isa. 5:12; 26:11; 31:3; Ps. 28:5; 1 Chron. 28:19; 
Creed 1930: 25; Marshall 1978: 90. In the NT, Acts 7:50; Lohse, TDNT 
9:431 8C3. Schürmann 1969: 83 n. 20 notes that only Luke uses the phrase 
“the hand of the Lord” in the NT (Acts 11:21; 13:11; in the LXX, Isa. 
41:20; 66:14). 

4 The most detailed recent survey of the issues is Farris 1985: 26-30. 
Other treatments include R. Brown 1977: 377—78; Fitzmyer 1981: 376-78; 
Marshall 1978: 86-87; Ernst 1977: 92-94; Wiefel 1988: 62-64; Nolland 
1989: 82-85; and Schürmann 1969: 84-85, 88-89, 93-94. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 377. Schürmann 1969: 84 n. 26 notes traces of non- 
Lucan style and argues for a Palestinian setting. Bovon 1989: 98 and n. 8 
argues that the terms to make redemption, horn of salvation, and to 
remember covenant are not Lucan expressions, though the terms to go 
before, knowledge, and salvation are like Lucan usage. 


7 Among the hypotheses are the following: 


Added to Adherents 


1:76-79 Jewish or Jewish- Winter 1956: 239 n. 41 


Christian hymn 


1:76 or 1:76-77 early Christian hymn Benoit 1956-57: 182— 
91 
1:68-75 Christian hymn Schürmann 1969: 88— 
90 
1:76-77, 79b Baptist hymn Hahn 1969: 242—43, 
365—66 
1:76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn R. Brown 1977: 377— 
of the Anawim 78; Farris 1985: 27—28 
1:70, 76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn Fitzmyer 1981: 378 
probably from the 
Anawim 


34 Schürmann 1969: 91 n. 67; Hendriksen 1978: 131; Wiefel 1988: 65; 
BDF 8400.6. Bovon 1989: 108 correctly states that John has a foot in each 
era, since as the last of the prophets of promise he sets the table for the new 


era (Luke 7:26; 16:16). 


40 Schlier, TDNT 1:352-53; Schürmann 1969: 92; BDB 855. When a 
plant is the image in the OT, a Davidite is in view; Nolland 1989: 90. 

50 See discussions in Schürmann 1969: 94-95; Schweizer 1984: 44; R. 
Brown 1977: 376 n. 2; Bovon 1989: 110. Godet 1875: 1.118 refutes the 
older view that John was an Essene. The similarity between the two groups 
suggests that if John did not belong to one group, he probably was not a 
member of the other either. 

2 Major discussions can be found in Fitzmyer 1981: 392—93; R. Brown 
1977: 411; Klostermann 1929: 31-32; Creed 1930: 30-32; Schürmann 
1969: 103-4, 108-9, 118-19; Marshall 1978: 96-97; Plummer 1896: 46; 
Nolland 1989: 98-103; and Ernst 1977: 99. 

6 Schürmann 1969: 108-9, 118 also argues that the shepherd motif is 
Palestinian and that OT allusions reflect the MT. 

20 Exod. 13:2; Num. 3:12-13; Deut. 21:15-17; Schürmann 1969: 104 n. 
43. Both Fitzmyer 1981: 406 and R. Brown 1977: 398 note that the term 
shows only that no one preceded Jesus. 

21 Exod. 13:2; Num. 3:12; Schürmann 1969: 104 n. 43; Fitzmyer 1981: 
407-8; Frey 1930; Michaelis, TDNT 6:876-77 and n. 36; Bovon 1989: 121 
n. 38. 

22 Exod. 4:24. The meaning “dining room” is found in 1 Sam. 1:18 and 
Sir. 14:25; BAGD 414; BAA 841; Schürmann 1969: 105; Stählin, TDNT 
5:19-20 nn. 136, 143. 

24 Fitzmyer 1981: 406; ANET 489. Schiirmann 1969: 102 n. 30 notes 


that Plummer’s option is a popular etymology. 


3 AypavAoüvteg means “to make one’s field [into] one’s courtyard or 
house”; BAGD 13; BAA 23; Schürmann 1969: 108. Shepherds would often 
work together to provide this protection; Jeremias, TDNT 6:499. Jeremias 
(pp. 490-91) also points out that the account is not influenced by any 
literary traditions. 

4 Schürmann 1969: 108-9. Ezek. 34 is a negative OT text, but even here 
it is the perversion of the shepherd’s care that is in view. Israel’s leaders are 


portrayed as doing something unnatural in their care for the nation. 


17 Fitzmyer 1981: 410 cites the formulas of praise or confession in Bar. 
2:17-18; 1 Esdr. 9:8; 4 Macc. 1:12; Rom. 11:36; and Heb. 13:21. See also 
Schürmann 1969: 113. Nolland 1989: 108 mentions Ps. Sol. 18.10. The 
formula corresponds to the Semitic “Hosanna”; Lohse, TDNT 9:683, esp. n. 
14. 

23 Schürmann 1969: 117 n. 160; Riesenfeld, TDNT 8:151; B. Meyer 
1964: 43. The remark argues that the events, like revelation of an 
apocalyptic secret, transcend human understanding and require reflection. 

25 Schürmann 1969: 117-18 notes the unique Lucan usage in 2:19 
involving the specific form of Mary’s name; fourteen of the twenty-seven 
uses of Mapıäyn are in Luke-Acts (but eleven of these are in the infancy 
material, so the usage may reflect sources). In addition, all six NT uses of 
ovuBGAA® are in Luke-Acts. Also tied up in this point is a textual issue (see 
the additional notes on 2:19). I read Mapia here, a reading that makes the 
possibility of Lucan composition less likely. 

2 Bultmann 1963: 299, 304 regards this setting as artificial and 
erroneous, since the firstborn child is presented at the temple, which was 
not required by the law. Schürmann 1969: 119-20, 131 speaks of editorial 
work from Hellenistic Christianity, though he still insists that the bulk of the 
tradition is Jewish-Christian because of its heavy emphasis on Israel and its 
traces of a Palestinian setting (the only other verse he questions is 2:27). He 
places the origin in a setting similar to 1:5-25 and 1:57—79. Nolland 1989: 
115 argues for Luke’s hand in 2:22-24, 39; but the non-LXX form of the 
OT citation is against 2:22—24 being from Luke’s hand. In Nolland’s view 


(p. 116), the rest is substantially from a source, with 2:25, 38 serving as 
Lucan editorial links. He also sees possible Lucan elements in 2:33-35. 

4 Creed 1930: 37-38 mentions these associations and rejects them, as do 
Bultmann 1963: 299-300 and Schürmann 1969: 131 n. 244. The 
comparison was described by Aufhauser 1926 and defended by Garbe 1959: 
47-49, but there are just too many differences between these accounts. 

9 So X, A, B, L, Byz; so read most translations. Schürmann 1969: 121 n. 
180 and Marshall 1978: 116 discuss this textual problem. 

1 The view is old. Those who hold it include Bultmann 1963: 300; Creed 
1930: 44; Klostermann 1929: 45; Schürmann 1969: 139; Schneider 1977a: 
76; Wiefel 1988: 82; and Fitzmyer 1981: 435-36. About the only one who 
raises doubts is Marshall 1978: 126. Despite the remarks about sources, 
Coleridge 1993: 187—213 is certainly correct that from a narrative 
viewpoint this pericope could not be dropped without substantial loss to the 
infancy narrative. Jesus’ remarks about himself are a fitting climax to the 
prologue. In Coleridge’s words (p. 189), this unit is “the most important” of 
the infancy narrative. 

2 Schürmann 1969: 139 notes numerous Semitisms in earlier accounts 
and says this account has more unmistakable traces of Greek and Lucan 
expression. The most influential study here is Van Iersel 1960. 

3 Schiirmann 1969: 139, esp. n. 300, notes the positive attitude to the 
law, the temple focus, and the possible traces of Semitic elements. 

1 Marshall 1978: 131 defends a break in Luke’s Gospel before 4:14 by 
noting that Jesus’ ministry really begins at this verse. Schiirmann 1969: 


146-48 sees the break at 4:44. 


12 Against this view is Schürmann 1969: 155; in favor of a wide-ranging 
minstry is Marshall 1978: 135. The reference to the entire region suggests 
that Marshall is correct. 

5 It is possible that Luke described the dialogue in 3:12-14 with his own 
words, but the call for concrete repentance fits the work of a prophet. Ernst 
1977: 143 argues that the question-and-answer style and the theme of care 
for fellow humans are like Luke. However, more likely is that the material 
has a traditional base, since the style is not as Lucan as Ernst suggests. So 
correctly argues Schürmann 1969: 169 n. 53, who with Marshall 1978: 142 
notes numerous peculiarities that Luke does not have elsewhere. The 
Semitisms in 3:7—9 suggest the age of the material; see the exegesis of 3:8— 
9 for details. 

11 Schürmann 1969: 164 n. 21. On “coming wrath” in Judaism, see Jub. 
15.34; Ps. Sol. 15.4; 1 Enoch 84.4-6; C. F. Evans 1990: 239. 

14 Schürmann 1969: 164; Tannehill 1986: 50, 145. The failure of such 
an appeal is evident in 16:24, 27, 30. 

19 Black goes on to argue that 3:9 originally followed 3:7, but such an 
argument is unnecessary since the imagery of 3:8—9 is the same; Schürmann 
1969: 166 n. 33. 

1 Schürmann 1969: 171 n. 64 notes that most of the terms from 3:15-18 
(which is 816 in Aland 1985) show up elsewhere in Luke predominately 
where he has parallels. Ernst 1977: 145 calls the introduction Lucan, but 
with less rationale. 

4 Schürmann 1969: 172 n. 75. See the exegesis of 3:21-22 and note the 
OT background there. 


4 I have left untranslated the term Geschichte, which normally means 
“the significance of history” as opposed to mere “event.” Schürmann’s 
point, it appears, is that the event is not so much described as explained. It 
is a “Christ-history revelatory event.” 

23 Bock 1987: 99-101. Note also the discussions rejecting this reading 
in Schürmann 1969: 193-94 and Marshall 1978: 154-55. 

5 Ernst 1977: 155 speaks of a theological, not a biographical, reason for 
the number. Schürmann 1969: 199 nn. 76, 79 sees only the Davidic 
reference as key and does not deny a historical value to the number. In the 
Greco-Roman world, men were called to public service at thirty; Dionysius 
Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities 4.6; C. F. Evans 1990: 254. 

10 Acts 17:28-29 is clearly conceptually parallel; Schürmann 1969: 202. 
The idea of God as Creator of all humanity is the basis of Paul’s approach 
to Gentiles with the gospel; less specific but similar in force is Acts 14:15. 

2 Schürmann 1969: 2138-19 sees both Mark and Q as contributing to 
Luke, as does Bultmann 1963: 254. 

4 Schürmann 1969: 218; so also Schneider 1977a: 99; C. F. Evans 1990: 
256 (who incorrectly calls this the majority view); and Manson 1949: 42-43 
(but with no details other than the claim that Matthew’s order makes “a fine 
dramatic climax” so it is hard to imagine Luke’s altering it if it were the 
original). 

12 Schürmann also rejects any repetition of the manna miracle as being 
in view here. For details on the Jewish practice of fasting, see the exegesis 


of 5:33. 


18 Schürmann 1969: 211 n. 176 notes that this difference suggests a 
source and also notes some ten passages in Luke-Acts where Rome is 
treated mostly positively: Luke 3:12-14; 20:20-26; 21:12-13; 22:25; 23:4, 
13-16, 22; Acts 10:1-11:18; 13:6-12; 16:11—40; 18:12-16; 25:1-26:32. 
However, Luke is capable of attacking the leaders of Rome, though that is 
not his usual approach; see Acts 4:24-29. 

9 Leaney 1958: 50-54. Schürmann 1969: 227-28, 241—42 says the 
source is Q; so also Busse 1978: 113-14 (though he sees Q’s influence as 
more conceptual than verbal, which makes Luke very responsible for the 
account); Nolland 1989: 192. 

16 Schürmann 1969: 228; Ellis 1974: 96; Marshall 1978: 181. For the 
wording of the Shemoneh Esreh, see Schürer 1973-87: 2.456-61. 

35 Ps. 45:2 [44:3 LXX]; Col. 4:6; Acts 14:3; 20:32; Schürmann 1969: 
234 n. 92. Nolland 1989: 198—99 argues that it refers to the cause of marvel: 
the words were endued with the power of God’s grace. But this also is too 
positive, given their rejection. 

36 Schürmann 1969: 236 $d notes that the expression viog Taone might 
conceal an Aramaism. He also sees a connection to John 6:42 and suggests 
that Luke’s version is old. 

47 On the elements of Lucan and non-Lucan style in the verse, see 
Schiirmann 1969: 227 n. 45. He argues that the name Nazareth and the 
reference to Jesus’ being reared in Nazareth are not Lucan, since &vatpeéga@ 
is used in Acts 7:20—21 and 22:3. Tp€@q (to rear) occurs only here in the 
NT with this meaning, though Luke 23:29; Rev. 12:6, 14 are close in sense: 
“to nourish, nurture” (BAGD 825; BAA 1645-46). 


15 Schürmann 1969: 247-48 n. 194 prefers the imperative and cites 
Luke 22:51 and 4:41 as conceptual support. He says the use of the 
interjection in prose is rare. 

16 Schürmann 1969: 248 n. 195. Seesemann, TDNT 5:117--18, rightly 
calls it a “defensive formula,” not a confession. 

21 Rengstorf, TDNT 1:330, says that Peter is regarded as a sinner “by the 
community.” Van Der Loos 1965: 671 agrees with the above assessment of 
the fishing occupation, while Schürmann 1969: 270 n. 54 disagrees, noting 
that no evidence exists for this view of fishermen in the first century; so 
also SB 1:187. Schürmann is surely right here. 

3 Mark 1:16-20 and Luke 5:1-11 are two form parallels; Bovon 1989: 
252; Berger 1984: 316 (discusses the parallel in Mark 2:14); V. Taylor 
1935: 75. Schiirmann 1969: 287 speaks of an apophthegm for the whole 
account, which combines a call with a controversy account. 

9 Luke 14:33 has a similar phrase. The parallels of Matt. 9:9b and Mark 
2:14b are otherwise virtually identical. Luke uses a vivid imperfect tense, 
which he prefers, instead of the aorist of Matt. and Mark to say that Levi 
“followed” Jesus. Note also Mark 1:18, 20; 14:50; and Luke 5:11; 
Schürmann 1969: 288 n. 9. 

14 Strathmann, TDNT 4:235; Luce 1933: 134; Fitzmyer 1981: 591; 
Schürmann 1969: 289-90; Vö;lkel 1978; Jeremias 1931; E. Sanders 1985: 
174-211. 

17 Schürmann 1969: 291 n. 28 notes that Mark and Matthew reflect an 
Aramaism with oi ioyvovtec. If so, the alteration of wording is Luke’s 


rendering of the figure. The other difference is that Matt. 9:12 and Mark 


2:17 agree against Luke in their introductions to Jesus’ saying: “and 
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hearing, Jesus/he said,” versus Luke’s “and replying, Jesus said to them.” 
All the Synoptic writers use ioyb@ (Matthew four times, Mark four times, 
Luke eight times in his Gospel and six times in Acts), but Luke is the only 
Gospel writer to use bytaiv@ (Luke 5:31; 7:10; 15:27). Two of Luke’s three 
uses have Synoptic parallels. 

11 Schürmann 1969: 300-301, 306 speaks of a Sabbath conflict for both 
6:1-5 and 6:6-11. In addition, a controversy saying is the focus of 6:6-11. 
It is hard to know whether a conflict pronouncement story or a miracle 
account is present, since both elements exist. The issue is whether the 
miracle or the saying is more central, which is a tough call. Bultmann 1963: 
12 calls it a controversy account occasioned by a healing of Jesus. Bovon 
1989: 273 rightly calls it a mixed form, combining a controversy with a 
miracle account. 

16 For this view are Schtirmann 1969: 296; Hendriksen 1978: 309; 
Wiefel 1988: 121 (perhaps). Against it is Marshall 1978: 226. Bovon 1989: 
261 thinks that any specific allusion to the cross or ascension is unlikely 
and prefers to refer only to the period of the church. The key terms are 
ånapðñ in Luke and two forms of aïpo in Isa. 53. 

36 Riesenfeld, TDNT 8:147; Schtirmann 1969: 306 n. 48; Bovon 1989: 
274 n. 24; Ps. 37:12 [36:12 LXX]; Dan. 6:12 (with tnpém); BAGD 622 
§1aß; BAA 1258 $1aß. Today, napatnpeo (to watch lurkingly) makes one 
think of a spy novel. 

39 Luke 6:33 (twice) and 6:35 use the term üyadorıo1eo; Ernst 1977: 
205; Schürmann 1969: 308; Busse 1979: 140 perceptively notes the 


conceptual tie to 9:11 and 4:18. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

43 Among those who support this approach are Schürmann 1969: 302; 
Vogt 1959; Buchanan and Wolfe 1978; and apparently Danker 1988: 130. 
Marshall 1978: 230 is uncertain of the origin. 

44 For more recent discussion, see Käser 1968; Schürmann 1969: 304 n. 
29; Marshall 1978: 233; Fitzmyer 1981: 610 (who ties it to the apocryphal 
gospel tradition); Wiefel 1988: 123 (who rejects a connection to Jesus); and 
Bovon 1989: 267. 

3 Marshall 1978: 237 notes that Luke may have had an alternate list of 
the Twelve, but he regards the evidence as weak. Schürmann 1969: 318-19, 
323 is confident that Luke had a form of what he calls the “Catalogue of the 
Apostles” (a name that notes the passage’s form), which differed from Mark 
and derived from Q. Bovon 1989: 278 also sees additional source material 
here beyond Mark, since the apostolic list had various forms, as Acts 1:13 
shows. Nolland 1989: 265 speaks only of the influences of another 
tradition. Though he is less certain of another full list used by Luke, he 


thinks one existed because of the inclusion of Judas son of James and the 


absence of Thaddaeus. The differences in the lists will be noted in the 
exegesis. 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2-5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

10 Simon-Peter, Thomas-Didymus, Matthew-Levi, Bartholomew- 
Nathanael (apparently, see the exegesis of 6:14); Plummer 1896: 172, 174; 
Schürmann 1969: 317-18 n. 49; Jeremias 1971a: 232-33. These variations 
suggest that the tradition of the list of the Twelve existed in various forms. 

5 It should be noted that others argue for a change to the third person by 
Matthew, e.g., Manson 1949: 47. Schürmann 1969: 329 argues that Luke’s 
source had a second person, while Jesus used the third person originally. 

17 Strathmann, TDNT 4:51. Schürmann 1969: 321 adds to the new 
Moses motif here by alluding to the people meeting Moses in Exod. 19:12, 
14, 17, 21-25; 20:18-21; 24:2; 34:3, 29-30. But how certain is this in light 
of the various groups noted here? There is no idea of Jesus’ receiving new 
revelation from God in the journey up the mountain, only the picture of 
communing with him in prayer. As was mentioned above, the OT texts keep 


people at a distance versus engaging them. 


18 Fitzmyer 1981: 624, Schürmann 1969: 322, and Bovon 1989: 286 are 
certain about the Gentile allusion (Luke 2:31-32; 3:6; 4:25-29). Ernst 1977: 
212, Marshall 1978: 242, and Tiede 1988: 136 are more cautious. 

29 Marshall 1978: 252; Schürmann 1969: 335-36. Jeremias 1971a: 239- 
40 notes that these warnings of persecution occur in every strand of Gospel 
tradition, showing their widespread presence and association to Jesus. 
Schürmann notes conceptual Lucan parallels in 11:49-52 and 12:11-12. 
They sound like Matt. 5:11. For a pre-Easter setting, he notes Matt. 10:28— 
31, 34-39; Mark 6:14-29; 11:1-11, 15-18 as giving evidence of pre-Easter 
tension. 

32 Schürmann 1969: 334 n. 63 shows that the term is not a technical 
term for the end-time judgment, though he opts too narrowly for a 
synagogue connection. 

50 BAGD 83-84; BAA 167; Godet 1875: 1.326; Creed 1930: 95; 
Marshall 1978: 264; Fitzmyer 1981: 640; Schürmann 1969: 355 n. 90; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:533-34. 

60 Hendriksen 1978: 362. Schürmann 1969: 372 notes that the second- 
person speech is against an original reference to the Pharisees, since they 
are rebuked in this way only in Luke 14:7-11. In addition, the term 
ÖTIOKPLINIG is not always used of Pharisees, as Matt. 24:51 and Luke 12:56 
show. He sees the address as to the disciples, but not limited to them. 

66 Schürmann 1969: 382 n. 19. Luke uses the comparative Öno1og in 
6:47, 48, 49; 7:31, 32; 12:36. 

73 Bovon 1989: 298 lists other reasons: Luke’s knowledge of the woe 
form (10:13; 11:42-52; 17:1; 21:23; 22:22); Lucan opposition of rich and 


poor; Lucan opposition of hungry and filled in 1:53; Lucan vocabulary 
(rArv, KAAGCS cinoo, and Ttävteg oi KvOportoı); and the second-person 
address of the woes (which fits Luke’s second-person beatitudes). But 
Schürmann argues that Luke never creates woes and that the verses 
evidence non-Lucan vocabulary in using mtAovoloc and neiváo; see 1969: 
337-38 nn. 86, 88, 96, and 105. 

2 Bovon 1989: 346 n. 5 notes that among many Protestant scholars this 
has been the major position for some time and that only recently have 
Catholic commentaries like those of Schürmann, Schneider, and Fitzmyer 
come to accept this approach. 

A Schürmann 1969: 395-96; Carson 1984: 200; Liefeld 1984: 897--98. 
Also noting four options is Busse 1979: 142 n. 3: (1) Luke added the detail, 
(2) Luke is truer to Q than is Matthew, (3) Luke had another source, and (4) 
Luke received a pre-Lucan expansion of Q. Busse cannot decide between 
views 1 and 4. Wiefel 1988: 142 opts for view 4. 

5 TIörıc is used in its broadest sense of inhabited area here and refers to a 
village; BAGD 685; BAA 1375 81; Bovon 1989: 360-61 notes the present 
size of Nein, as does Schürmann 1969: 399. 

6 For Q as the basic source, see Schürmann 1969: 413, 418; Marshall 
1978: 287; Fitzmyer 1981: 662-63; Tiede 1988: 153; Wiefel 1988: 148; 
Bovon 1989: 369. Those who prefer Matthean priority argue that Luke used 
Matthew. Luke 7:20-21, 29-30 does not have a parallel in Matthew. 

8 Schürmann 1969: 408 n. 8, 409 argues that John’s question speaks of 
kingdom hope in general. John’s question was, “Do you bring the kingdom 


and the promise of God?” This may be a correct way to view the question’s 


force, but behind it must lie a messianic implication, when the other options 
are rejected. This may be why Marshall 1978: 290 speaks of a vague 
messianic expectation. Wiefel 1988: 149 notes two options for “Coming 
One”: an allusion to Dan. 7:13 [Theodotion] with its apocalyptic judge or to 
Hab. 2:3, which at Qumran was used with apocalyptic, eschatological force. 
On Hab. 2:3, see Strobel 1961b: 265-77. 

9 Schürmann 1969: 410 n. 18, 396 n. 49 cites Matthean contraction in 
12:2-6, 46-50; 8:14-15, 28-34; 9:18-26; 14:2; 18:1. On arguments for 
Lucan expansion, see the additional note on 7:20-21. 

10 Only the reference to lepers is not found in these OT texts; 
Schürmann 1969: 412. 

12 For a figurative force are Fitzmyer 1981: 671, 673-74; Hendriksen 
1978: 395-96; Arndt 1956: 212; Marshall 1978: 294; Ernst 1977: 250; 
Schürmann 1969: 416 n. 53 (who mentions that such a reed, Phragmites 
communis, could grow to a height of sixteen feet). 

21 Matt. 21:31-32 shows that such comments were in the tradition. 
Schürmann 1969: 422-23 argues that the comment may have been in 
Luke’s source. 

25 Matt. 11:16 has thv yeveav taútnv only. Luke’s expanded form is 
slightly more intense and individualizing; Schürmann 1969: 423 n. 112. 

28 Leaney 1958: 145; Godet 1875: 1.354-55; Creed 1930: 108; 
Schürmann 1969: 423-24; Fitzmyer 1981: 680. Geldenhuys 1951: 231 n. 15 
notes that the couplet has rhyme in Aramaic. 

33 Luce 1933: 160 and Schulz 1972: 380, with most, argue that Luke 


made the shift to the second person, but it is hard to know which direction 


the difference went. If the account has polemical roots, a second-person 
reference may have been the starting point. Schürmann 1969: 426 calls the 
remark an indictment of the audience. 

36 On “wisdom’s children,” see Sir. 4:11; Prov. 8:32-33. On wisdom 
personified, see Prov. 1:20-33; 8:1-9:6; 1 Enoch 42; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
5:10; Wis. 7:22-11:1; Schürmann 1969: 427; Nolland 1989: 346. 

8 Jeremias 1963a: 126, 132 opts for either a prostitute or a woman in a 
dishonorable vocation, by which he means either an immoral or a dishonest 
vocation; Jeremias 1969: 303-12; Fitzmyer 1981: 689; Black 1967: 181-83. 
Marshall 1978: 308 notes correctly that the sins seem to be hers, so that her 
reputation is not because of association with someone else; so also Wiefel 
1988: 154, who thinks she is a prostitute, as does Schürmann 1969: 431 n. 
8. 

9 Luke 7:37, 38, 46; 23:56; BAGD 529-30; BAA 1072; Michaelis, 
TDNT 4:800-801; Schürmann 1969: 432 n. 10. The importance of uúpov is 
shown by its use as perfume and its presence in the cult to purify priests, in 
the tabernacle for festal occasions, and by its use in burial to prevent stench 
and decay; Exod. 30:25-30; Josephus, Antiquities 3.8.6 8205; 19.9.1 8358; 
Luke 23:56. If this perfume were nard (Mark 14:3 = John 12:3), it would 
have cost about 300 denarii a pound, or the annual wage of a day laborer; 
BAGD 534; BAA 1080. 

7 The phrase kata nód Kai K@pNv (from city to village) has a 
distributive force and is grammatically linked to the reference to traveling; 


Fitzmyer 1981: 697; Arndt 1956: 223; Schiirmann 1969: 445 n. 5. 


14 So Schürmann 1969: 447 n. 29. Hengel 1963 argues that these 
women became important witnesses in the church, as their involvement in 
the resurrection accounts makes clear. 

6 D. Wenham 1972. Schürmann 1969: 461 agrees only for 8:9-10. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 700-701 apparently rejects this suggestion but without clear 
support. 

10 Schürmann 1969: 452 n. 57 notes that the construction is Lucan, since 
only a few of the fifty-six Lucan examples are paralleled in Matthew or 
Mark. The introduction is Lucan. 

15 Gen. 26:12 speaks of Isaac’s hundredfold yield, but that text has no 
clear connection to Luke. It is debated whether this is a normal or 
exaggerated yield; Nolland 1989: 371-72 opts for a high yield. On the 
ancient custom of measuring a yield twice, see Song Rab. 7.3.3 on 7:3. 
Normal yields ranged from sevenfold to tenfold (Schürmann 1969: 454 n. 
78), so that a hundredfold return is exceptional. 

30 On “those outside” as traditional terminology, see Schürmann 1969: 
460 n. 110; 1 Cor. 5:12-13; Col. 4:5; 1 Thess. 4:12; 1 Tim. 3:7. 

36 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 9:29-33; Plummer 1896: 220. The imagery of 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 8:41—44 is close to this parable; Fitzmyer 1981: 712; 
Schiirmann 1969: 463 n. 131. 1 Enoch 62.8 speaks of sowing saints. 

4 Schiirmann adds the point that Jesus is saying that these events do not 
occur in a corner (Acts 26:26). 

4 So also Danker 1988: 179 (with a little hesitancy); Ellis 1974: 127. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 725 rightly rejects this view, as do Schiirmann 1969: 470 n. 
197; Marshall 1978: 332; and Wiefel 1988: 162. 


5 Luke often speaks of the “word of God”: Luke 5:1; 8:11; and twelve 
times in Acts; Schürmann 1969: 267 n. 29. 

1 Overcoming such forces is important to Luke: Acts 13:6-11; 16:16-18; 
19:13-17; Schürmann 1969: 480 n. 54. 

6 That Matthew may have accompanied Jesus lends credence to the 
added detail of the second demoniac. The extent of the agreement between 
Mark and Luke leads most to see Mark as the source for Luke; so 
Schürmann 1969: 487; Schramm 1971: 90; Marshall 1978: 335; Fitzmyer 
1981: 733; Wiefel 1988: 165-66. Bovon 1989: 432 is so impressed with 
these agreements that he argues that this account stands against the two- 
Gospel (or Griesbach) hypothesis. What could have caused Luke to go his 
own way against Matthew? 

28 Anav tò nıANdog is a Lucan expression; see Schürmann 1969: 486 n. 
100; Luke 19:37; 23:1; Acts 25:24. 

10 For 6yAoc in Luke, see 4:42; 5:1, 3, 15, 19, 29; 6:17, 19; 7:9, 11, 12, 
24; 8:4, 19, 40, 42, 45; 9:11, 12, 16, 18, 37, 38; 11:14, 27, 29; 12:1, 13, 54; 
14:25; 18:36; 19:3, 39; 22:6, 47; 23:4, 48. In 8:40—56, ÖyAog is synonymous 
to Aaög (people), as 8:47 shows. "OyAoc recalls the interested group of 8:4, 
19. Pointing to 8:47, Bovon 1989: 446 sees a more expectant crowd and 
speaks of their eschatological hope as they await Jesus, but the term is more 
neutral here. Schiirmann 1969: 489 rightly speaks of their expectation of 
miracles, as Mark 6:53-56 indicates. See the exegesis of Luke 8:4. 

14 His phrase €oyatwe Eyeı equals our slang term “has reached the end.” 
Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 133 notes the idiom in Phrynichus, Eclogues 389 
(which should be corrected to 8368). Mark also notes that Jairus asked 


Jesus to lay hands on the girl, a point also found in Matt. 9:18. Mark and 
Matthew cite the request, while Luke only summarizes it. 

15 Luce 1933: 174 is close to this and in addition regards such details as 
“legendary.” He suggests a cure by “auto-suggestion,” a rationalistic 
description that rejects the account’s portrait. On the Jewish tradition of 
healings by touch, see SB 1:520; Schürmann 1969: 491 n. 139. On such an 
attitude reflecting popular belief, see Nolland 1989: 417. Nolland 1986 
shows that the idea of “grace” as reflecting divine power is not a late 
Hellenistic concept; he cites Homer, Odyssey 6.235-36; Martyrdom of 
Polycarp 12.1; Protevangelium of James 7.3, as well as the OT: Gen. 39:21; 
Exod. 3:21; 11:3; 12:30; and Ps. 84:11 [84:12 MT]. He notes with particular 
care Ps. 45:2 [45:3 MT]; Sir. 12:16; Bar. 2.14; and T. Judah 2.1. 

33 Plummer 1896: 235; Marshall 1978: 344; Fitzmyer 1981: 746; Bovon 
1989: 445-46 (who argues that Luke may be responsible for it); Creed 
1930: 123; and Hendriksen 1978: 466 appear undecided. Arndt 1956: 246 
and A. B. Bruce 1897: 525 are for inclusion. Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 137; 
Ellis 1974: 130; and Luce 1933: 173 omit it. 

2 Wiefel 1988: 170 speaks of Jesus’ person and his mysterious suffering 
as the key to the unit. Schürmann 1969: 498 speaks of the mystery of God’s 
reign becoming evident to the disciples. Bovon 1989: 455 notes points of 
contact shared with Acts: (1) reception of power from the Lord (Acts 
26:15-18), (2) the juxtaposition of preaching and healing (3:1—26), and (3) 
mission that finds acceptance and rejection (13:51; 18:6). 

14 Fitzmyer 1981: 753-54; Ellis 1974: 137; m. Ber. 9.5 (a command 
with roots in Exod. 3:5); Schürmann 1969: 501 n. 20; Josephus, Jewish War 


2.8.4 88124-27 (about the Essenes). On the contrast with the practice of 
Greek cynics and philosophers, see Schürmann 1969: 502 n. 24 and Bovon 
1989: 458 n. 20, who compares the disciples’ absence of possessions with 
the Levites and their being provided for through the tithe (Num. 18:21). 

18 Relying on Mark 6:6 and suggesting that Luke 9:5 is influenced by 
10:8-11, Bovon 1989: 459 and Schürmann 1969: 504 say that Jesus worked 
the cities and left the Twelve to train in the towns. But this argument is 
circular (what is 10:8-11 influenced by?), for the Matthean parallel 
mentions cities as well (10:5, 11 [probably], 14). It is better to regard the 
switch as intentional to show ministry in towns and cities. Jesus’ woes in 
Luke 10:13-15 suggest that cities were involved in the mission. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 757 notes six Lucan modifications of Mark: (1) the 
Lucan use of the title tetpadpyne (tetrarch) (as in 3:1) versus the title 
Baoıdeüc (king); (2) a reference to tà yıvöueva návta (all that has 
happened) instead of just to miracles; (3) a unique reference to Herod’s 
perplexity; (4) the use of threefold ötı for the reports of popular speculation 
about Jesus; (5) the “who is this?” question; and (6) the note about a desire 
to see Jesus. Most see no sources here outside of Mark; Schiirmann 1969: 
508; Bovon 1989: 461-62; Schramm 1971: 128. 

3 Schürmann 1969: 524 notes that the account is not a typical miracle 
account. There is no crowd reaction and no call for help. 

3 Luce 1933: 186 is wrong to say that the remark is more literal in Mark 
than in Luke, for the contexts are identical. Fitzmyer 1981: 788 notes the 
OT parallels to saving one’s Woyn: Gen. 19:17; 1 Sam. 19:11; and Jer. 31:6 
LXX [48:6 MT]; Schürmann 1969: 543 n. 111. Jewish parallels are found in 


b. Tamid 32a (“What shall a man do to live? They replied: Let him mortify 
himself. What should a man do to kill himself? They replied: Let him keep 
himself alive [i.e., indulge in luxuries]”) and b. Ber. 63b (“whoever abases 
himself for the words of the Torah will in the end be exalted”); SB 1:587- 
88. Bovon 1989: 482 speaks of the OT picture of the two ways (Deut. 
30:15-18) and compares Luke’s emphasis to the structure of Luke 6:47-49. 
Note how the Jewish emphasis on the law is replaced with an emphasis on 
Christ in the NT. 

1 On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 
563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 
136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 
especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 
change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 
the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 
Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 
(i.e., the facial appearance). 

12 In late Judaism, Moses and Elijah are linked eschatologically in Deut. 
Rab. 3.17 on 10:1; SB 1:756; Schürmann 1969: 557. 

9 Schürmann 1969: 100. R. Brown 1977: 549 allows this as a possibility. 


What he cannot accept is the reference to Quirinius. The Romans allowed 


the Jews to keep other customs: tax exemption every seventh year 
(Josephus, Antiquities 14.10.6 88202-10) and Sabbath observance 
(Antiquities 14.10.20 88241-43). 

2 Because the exact list of names is so uncertain and because Luke says 
nothing about the structure, one should be cautious about invoking such 
precise symbolism. Wiefel 1988: 97 seems to regard this twelfth-week view 
as possible. Schiirmann 1969: 203 n. 119 argues that if it is present Luke is 
not conscious of it. Nolland 1989: 168 suggests that it was the point of 
Luke’s source, whose order he reversed. But how can one know this? 
Goulder 1989: 284-85 is strongly supportive of this view, citing 1 Enoch 
93.3-10 to stress that the form is to some extent artificial. 

3 Schiirmann 1969: 200; Fitzmyer 1981: 496; Ernst 1977: 155; Lohse, 
TDNT 8:486 n. 49. Bovon 1989: 189 calls attempts at harmonization 
excessive rationalization like that in current fundamentalism. C. F. Evans 
1990: 252 calls the task “impossible,” which is excessively skeptical. 

1 Schiirmann 1969: 527 notes that Luke shows evidence of knowing 
about the material in Mark, so that theories of a shorter or damaged copy of 
Mark cannot work. 

7 Resseguie 1975 puts five of fourteen possible interpretations in this 
category. C. F. Evans 1990: 433 points out the lack of chronological notes, 
especially at the end of the section. Vague indications of time and place are 
provided only in the beginning of the section: 9:52, 56-57; 10:1, 21, 38; 
11:14, 27; 13:10, 31; 14:1, 25. Schiirmann 1994: 1 speaks of a metaphorical 


journey account in which Jesus goes his way to Jerusalem as an itinerant 


prophetic teacher who divides Israel. On Luke’s use of journey and way 
terminology, see Schneider 1977a: 227. 

30 Schweizer 1984: 176 notes that the force is spatial. Marshall 1978: 
422 notes that in 11:20, which uses a different term, g8&vo, Luke clearly 
means “arrived.” On the relationship between €yyi@@ and @8dva, see Fitzer, 
TDNT 9:89, esp. n. 10. Does 10:9 say the same thing as 11:20? It most 
likely does. Marshall does not think the spatial argument is as key as the 
argument of 11:20. For a full defense of the kingdom declared as arrived in 
this verse, see Bock 1992c. For the debate over the Aramaic behind the 
sayings and the difficulty of determining it, see Meier 1994: 432-34, 486- 
87. Luke’s €@’ DnäG (upon you) is missing in the Matthean parallel and may 
represent his explanation of the sayings’ force. The present effects of the 
kingdom are clearly in view (10:23-24; Nolland 1993a: 554). Schürmann 
1994: 74 cites 7:28; 16:16; and 17:20-21 as conceptually parallel. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 


Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25—28 is probably rooted in 


Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 


11 There is debate about the age of these sections of the Testaments of 
the Twelve Patriarchs and, as a result, whether they reflect the Judaism of 
Jesus’ period. Fitzmyer 1985: 879 questions their value, while Derrett 1970: 
225 n. 5 holds that this uncertainty is insufficient to reject the presence of 
these ideas in this time. Nolland 1993a: 580-82 argues that the theme has 
Jewish roots, but that Jesus gives more focus to these two laws being the 
center of godliness. In Luke, the lawyer has such insight as well. Would the 
early church put such a reply in the lips of a Jewish lawyer? Nolland rightly 
rejects insistence on a Hellenistic background (against Schürmann 1994: 
135, who speaks of piety toward God and righteousness toward others), but 
it must be noted that nowhere in Judaism do Deut. 6 and Lev. 19 appear 
explicitly side by side. See also the additional note. 

30 Battle imagery with evil angels in the OT includes Isa. 24:22—23; in 
Judaism, T. Sim. 6.6 and T. Zeb. 9.8. Plummer 1896: 303; Danker 1988: 
233; and Schürmann 1994: 243 see an allusion to Isa. 49:25-26. The battle 
imagery is similar, but the application to spiritual forces does not fit Isaiah’s 
language in 49:26a, which clearly pictures humans. At best, Isaiah shows 
the principle involved. Such a move with imagery, however, is not 
surprising; see Luke 1:67-79 and Bock 1993. The point in the language for 
Luke is how Jesus, as God’s representative, is God’s victorious warrior. 

6 Interestingly, Schürmann 1994: 334 divides the sayings into two 
categories: the voice of Jesus (11:39, 42a—b, 46a) and the voice of the early 
church (11:39b-41, 42c, 43, 44, 47-48, 49-51, 52). What the Jesus Seminar 


accepts (11:43), Schürmann rejects; while two of the verses that Schürmann 


accepts (11:42a, 46), the seminar rejects. The differences reflect just how 
much judgment and speculation goes into these assessments. 

15 The NIV reads “give what is inside [the dish] to the poor,” perhaps by 
analogy to the parallel rebuke of 11:39: you need to fix what is wrong in 
terms of greed by giving alms to the poor (so also Schürmann 1994: 312). 
This reading is probably wrong, since 11:39 looks at the need to clean the 
inside, not to give things from it. The main issue is not giving alms, which 
the Pharisees did, but how alms reflect spirituality. At best, the NIV sense is 
an implication of how greed is put aside. Alms should come from a pure 
heart. Regardless, the point is a commitment to a pure heart. In a sense, the 
Pharisees’ complaint against Jesus reflects a failure to give such alms from 
the heart. They are quick to react against him. 

2 Fitzmyer and Marshall are undecided about the tradition-historical 
issue. For more on this topic, see Schiirmann’s three studies (1952, 1955, 
1957), Soards 1987, and J. Green 1988. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 387-88) reflects excessive skepticism, printing the dialogue 
of 22:15-22 in black type because of the differences in wording and the 
presence of two cups. The seminar believes that there was a meal with 
symbolic acts, but the exact words are “beyond recovery.” This contrastive 
approach amazingly excludes the likely possibility of an accurate summary 
of such an emotive event. 

12 For a strongly reasoned defense of the shorter reading, refuting 
Schürmann, see B. Ehrman 1991. Ehrman underestimates, however, the 
significance of 1 Cor. 11:25-26 and underplays the substitution language in 


Acts 20:28—points that undermine his position. The 1 Corinthian parallel is 


telling because it raises the issue of where this detail came from if not from 
a tradition like that in Luke. It is unlikely that a scribe adding material 
would go outside the Gospels to do so, especially if the result produced 
harmonization problems. 

15 Danker 1988: 345 and Jeremias 1966: 208-9 argue that in preparation 
for his coming suffering Jesus did not drink the wine. Schürmann 1952: 63- 
65, Plummer 1896: 495-96, and Marshall 1978: 798 argue that he did drink 
the wine. 

18 The debate over the original wording of the tradition is complex and 
ultimately irresolvable, since it rests on so much speculation about what is 
likely. Marshall 1978: 804 and Schürmann 1955: 30-34, 123-28 argue for 
originality, Patsch 1972: 142-50 against it. Nolland 1993b: 1047 sees it as a 
later but quite accurate gloss, since Jesus looks to affirm his ongoing 
relationship to them despite his coming suffering. 

6 While recognizing that the two accounts share some similarities, V. 
Taylor 1972: 61-64; Schürmann 1957: 63-99; Marshall 1978: 811; and 
Grundmann 1963: 400 note that Luke does not delay Marcan texts like this 
elsewhere. 

24 The verb pwpav6f literally means for salt “to become foolish,” a 
personification that shows its total lack of value because it is no longer 
salty; BAGD 531 82; BAA 1075 82. There may be a wordplay on the 
Semitic ?3N (tpl), which can mean “to be foolish” or “to be unsavory”; Job 
1:22; Jer. 23:13; Marshall 1978: 595; Black 1967: 166; Schwarz 1978. 
Nolland 1993a: 765 notes that the figure is based on the result of salt losing 


its saltiness, regardless of whether it actually happens. 


42 Schwarz 1974 sees these commendatory remarks as ironic; they are 
really condemnatory. This interpretation is forced and is not a possible 
rendering of Ertawveo (to praise); BAGD 281; BAA 569 (elsewhere in the 
NT at Rom. 15:11; 1 Cor. 11:2, 17, 22 [twice]). Also failing is Bailey’s 
attempt (1976: 107) to argue that Ertaıveo has eschatological force in 
picturing approval at the judgment. Other than the use of praise in Matt. 
25:21, 34, the Gospels do not have this eschatological force, and in this 
Matthean context the eschatological force is clear, not inferred as it would 
have to be here. Porter 1990: 146—47 recognizes that the term must be 
positive, for the steward is commended for choosing to associate with the 
sons of this age, a comment dripping with bitter irony from the master. If 
one is to argue the irony position, this is the best way to do it. Against it, 
however, is the comparison in 16:8-9, which makes the steward look like a 
positive example through the commendation, not a negative one. 

19 Fitzmyer 1985: 1118 is against a decorative reference because such 
usage is found only in later rabbinic materials, not early Jewish documents. 
He also rejects the suggestion of Schwarz 1975 that kepaia refers to the 
Hebrew letter waw (1). Regardless, the emphasis is on the whole of the law 
down to its smallest point. The law as a synthetic whole is in view here. 

31 Schwarz 1979: 22 suggests a misreading of the Aramaic term for 
“end,” but Fitzmyer 1985: 1433-34 rejects this view. 

13 Fitzmyer 1981: 293; Marshall 1978: 41; Schweizer 1984: 11; Du 
Plessis 1974: 263-64; Sterling 1992: 334; L. Johnson 1991: 27. NIV and 
NKJV: “things that/which have been fulfilled.” Einheitstibersetzung speaks 


of events that occurred among us and were fulfilled, combining the first and 
third meanings. 

21 So most take it, including Fitzmyer 1981: 297; Creed 1930: 4-5; Ellis 
1974: 66; Schweizer 1984: 12; Marshall 1978: 43; and Kittel, TDNT 1:215- 
16, who cites Polybius 3.32.2; Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and Life 
65 8357. Cadbury 1922a: 501-2 challenges the first two examples directly. 
This view is present in NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, and Einheitsübersetzung. 
NKJV and KJV speak of having a “perfect understanding,” the most 
emphatic of all translations, which is really a separate view. 

7 Schweizer 1984: 20. Herod’s reaction in Matt. 2 seems to confirm that 
this is Herod’s view, although the Josephus reference (Antiquities 14.9 
88156-84) cited by Schweizer appears not to make a Davidic point; rather, 
it highlights his regal self-awareness. 

7 Schweizer 1984: 20. Herod’s reaction in Matt. 2 seems to confirm that 
this is Herod’s view, although the Josephus reference (Antiquities 14.9 
88156-84) cited by Schweizer appears not to make a Davidic point; rather, 
it highlights his regal self-awareness. 

14 Schweizer 1984: 27-28; see the earlier discussion of Jewish 
engagement in this verse. On a possible Davidic tie through Mary, see 1:69. 

42 Marshall 1978: 70-71; Schweizer 1984: 29; Wiefel 1988: 53; Schulz, 
TDNT 7:400; Schweizer, TDNT 6:405; Justin Martyr, Apology 1.33.6. 

43 Fitzmyer 1981: 352 mentions Luke 2:23 and Isa. 4:3; Schweizer 
1984: 30 adds Isa. 35:8; 62:12; Exod. 13:12; and Lev. 23:2 to show the 
variety of objects called “holy”; Schürmann 1969: 54 notes that 1 John 2:20 
and Rev. 3:7 apply the description to Jesus. 


25 SB 1:892; Schweizer 1984: 42; Plummer 1896: 41. One could argue 
that the figure means “for the sake of the fathers,” but this rendering seems 
too soft in light of the belief that the righteous experience resurrection 
(16:19-31). 

47 Apparently, Schweizer’s view changed. 

50 See discussions in Schürmann 1969: 94-95; Schweizer 1984: 44; R. 
Brown 1977: 376 n. 2; Bovon 1989: 110. Godet 1875: 1.118 refutes the 
older view that John was an Essene. The similarity between the two groups 
suggests that if John did not belong to one group, he probably was not a 
member of the other either. 

29 Schweizer 1984: 57; Marshall 1978: 122. Jeremias in his earlier 
TDNT article, 4:271-72, 276-77, stresses that the dividing point is the 
presence or absence of faith. 

10 Ezek. 1:1; Isa. 24:18; 64:1 [63:19 MT]; Gen. 7:11; Mal. 3:10; 3 Macc. 
6:18; T. Levi 2.6-8; esp. 18.6-7 (a Christian interpolation?); Apocryphon of 
John 47.30; Maurer, TDNT 7:962; Schweizer 1984: 78; Bovon 1989: 180 n. 
66; Godet 1875: 1.186-87 (who also treats the Synoptics’ relationship to the 
account in John’s Gospel). 

5 Hendriksen 1978: 230 has a full discussion. He tends to emphasize a 
perceived priestly theme in Luke, but this is the point of the writer to the 
Hebrews and not a part of Lucan Christology at all (see Schweizer 1984: 
81-82). 

20 On 60€éa, see BAGD 204 82; BAA 410 82; Schweizer 1984: 83; and 
Hendriksen 1978: 235-36 (who cites 2 Chron. 9:9-28; Eccles. 2:1-11; Rev. 


18:12-13). Kittel, TDNT 2:237, suggests translating the term “radiance.” 
The term alludes to the splendor and value of these kingdoms. 

15 Schweizer 1984: 88 incorrectly says that all six Sabbath passages 
(4:16-30; 4:31-37; 6:1-5; 6:6-11; 13:10-17; 14:1--6) lead to dissension, 
but there is no mention of controversy in 4:31-37. 

3 Godet 1875: 1.255 (who is not shy about seeing distinct events 
elsewhere); Liefeld 1984: 876. As already noted, Fitzmyer and Schweizer 
tie the account to John 21. 

19 Schweizer 1984: 150 sees too much difference here when he argues 
that Luke leaves it up to the woman to come forward, while Mark has Jesus 
search for the woman. 

1 On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 
563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 
136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 
especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 
change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 
the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 
Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 


(i.e., the facial appearance). 


2 Egelkraut 1976: 142, esp. n. 3, mentions the options. Schweizer 1984: 
174 argues that Luke likes to split accounts from Q and Mark into distinct 
events (e.g., the Olivet Discourse in 17:22—37 ~ 21:6-36 and Jesus’ 
condemnation of the religious leadership in 11:37-54 * 20:45-47). 
Fitzmyer 1985: 843, citing 22:35, argues that Luke created the mission in 
the split. For detailed discussion of texts where Mark and Q overlap, see 
Laufen 1980. 

23 So child of Gehenna (Matt. 23:15), child of destruction (John 17:12), 
children of disobedience (Eph. 5:6), child of death (2 Sam. 12:5 LXX), 
children of wrath (Eph. 2:3). Schweizer, TDNT 8:365, calls this use of vidc 
a term “of relationship,” noting positively children of light (Luke 16:8) and 
children of resurrection (20:36). 

30 Schweizer 1984: 176 notes that the force is spatial. Marshall 1978: 
422 notes that in 11:20, which uses a different term, g8&vo, Luke clearly 
means “arrived.” On the relationship between €yyiC@ and @8dva, see Fitzer, 
TDNT 9:89, esp. n. 10. Does 10:9 say the same thing as 11:20? It most 
likely does. Marshall does not think the spatial argument is as key as the 
argument of 11:20. For a full defense of the kingdom declared as arrived in 
this verse, see Bock 1992c. For the debate over the Aramaic behind the 
sayings and the difficulty of determining it, see Meier 1994: 432-34, 486- 
87. Luke’s €@’ buds (upon you) is missing in the Matthean parallel and may 
represent his explanation of the sayings’ force. The present effects of the 
kingdom are clearly in view (10:23-24; Nolland 1993a: 554). Schürmann 
1994: 74 cites 7:28; 16:16; and 17:20-21 as conceptually parallel. 


54 Such efforts, beginning with Harnack, regard this verse as too harsh a 
literary transition. This view appeals to the church fathers, who often cite 
the phrase and reverse the position of the Son and Father. Creed 1930: 147- 
48 rightly rejects such attempts because they are without strong external 
textual support; see also Schweizer, TDNT 8:372 n. 276. Marshall 1978: 
435 notes that Marcion and codex N reverse the expression in Luke, while 
Justin Martyr and codex N reverse it in Matthew; for more reversal 
passages in the fathers, see Grundmann 1963: 218 n. 16. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444—45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

12 So kai Ey£veto (and it came to pass), ac (when), navo (to cease), and 
kadwg (even as). Schweizer 1984: 190-91 sees the verse as Lucan, because 
Luke typically poses a question or notes an attitude at the beginning of a 
teaching of Jesus: 11:27, 45; 12:13, 41; 13:1-2, 23, 31; 14:15; 15:2; 16:14; 
17:5, 20; 18:9; 19:11, 39; 22:24, 49; 23:27. Of these, only 17:5 is not 


uniquely Lucan, though the request to increase faith is unique. Luke 15:2 
and 16:14 reflect complaints, while 11:27, 45; 12:13; 13:31; 14:15; 15:2; 
16:14; 17:20; 18:9; 19:11, 39; 22:24; and 23:27 reflect statements, attitudes, 
or actions. Only four other verses are questions (12:41; 13:1-2, 23; 22:49). 
Nowhere is Jesus asked to instruct, only to explain or call to act. So the type 
of request is unusual. In addition, the presence of other features are less 
likely to be Lucan. For example, the reference to John is not necessary to 
set the scene. These unique features reduce the chance that Luke created the 
setting. 

14 Ps. 14:1; 53:1 [53:2 MT]; 92:6 [92:7 MT]; 94:8; Prov. 6:12; Luke 
12:20; Rom. 2:20; 1 Cor. 15:36; 2 Cor. 11:16, 19; 12:6, 11; SB 1:280; 2:102 
(discusses Jewish warnings about having an arrogant heart, with Deut. 
8:11-14 being the key text); Schweizer 1984: 199; Plummer 1896: 310; 
Bertram, TDNT 9:230-31; Fitzmyer 1985: 947. On the OT background, see 
Donald 1963. 

2 Manson 1949: 270 (who argues that the connection to 12:1-12 is 
literary and that 12:13-21 is a self-contained unit inserted between two Q 
passages) and Schweizer 1984: 207. There is little evidence that Matthew 
knew of the parable and omitted it, despite what Marshall 1978: 522 
suggests, citing Matt. 6:19-20, 25. Fitzmyer 1985: 968 correctly notes that 
Luke alone gives evidence of this account. 

8 This stands in contrast to Prov. 11:26; Jer. 17:11; 1 Enoch 97.8-10. Sir. 
11:18-19 is especially close to Jesus’ picture, except that wealth comes 
through self-denial and diligence (lit., “from afflicting himself”), not simply 


fortune as in Luke. The LXX renders the key phrase “by his wariness and 


pinching,” referring to frugality; Schweizer 1984: 207. Note also Ps. 49:16— 
20 [49:17-21 MT]; Plummer 1896: 323; Fitzmyer 1985: 972 (noting 1 
Enoch 97.8-10, which rebukes unrighteous wealth); Nickelsburg 1978-79: 
334-37. See n. 11 below for the Sirach and 1 Enoch texts. 

17 So Schweizer 1984: 213 explains the reference to a steward and the 
use of the future tense in Luke. But a steward was a slave, as 12:43 makes 
clear, and the tense difference is not necessary to the point. If a stylistic 
preference exists, which is possible for the verb’s tense, it has come in 
along with other differences that are more difficult to explain. For example, 
of the uses of Kadiotnni (to appoint, put in charge) in Matt. 24:45, 47; 
25:21, 23, only the first is aorist, and all are in an eschatological setting. 

26 For the various degrees of breaking Sabbath, see m. Sab. 7.1; b. B. 
Bat. 60b; Manson 1949: 119; Schweizer 1984: 214; Talbert 1982: 144; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 992; SB 2:192. 

4 On women and the synagogue, see Safrai 1976c: 919-20; m. Ber. 3.3. 
Midr. ha-Gadol on Deut. 29:10 [29:11 MT] pictures women and children 
receiving teaching by hearing the readings of the Targums. Safrai notes that 
these late rabbinic texts are confirmed by Acts 16:13 and 17:4. Schweizer 
1984: 222 is thus wrong to suggest that the woman is outside the 
synagogue. 

1 Schweizer 1984: 225-26, though noting links to Matthew, suggests 
that the tradition may have come together before Luke, because of non- 
Lucan language in 13:25-27. Luce 1933: 240 sees too little correspondence 


to attribute the material to Q, as does Grundmann 1963: 284, who speaks of 


a special Lucan source. Michaelis, TDNT 5:71, argues for distinct traditions 
of the image of the open door. 

4 Such introductions to teaching are common in Luke: 11:27, 45; 12:13, 
41; 13:1, 23; 15:2; 16:14; 17:5, 20; 18:9; 19:11, 39; 22:24, 49; 23:27; 
Schweizer 1984: 191. Almost all of the examples are in the journey-to- 
Jerusalem section, so that the style is not uniform throughout the Gospel. 

13 But so Schweizer 1984: 238, who regards this as Jew-Gentile 
distinction; but that distinction is not in this group. The Gentiles may be in 
the set of invitations in 14:23. 

12 In Prov. 24:3-6, wisdom builds a house and wages war; Schweizer 
1984: 241; Tiede 1988: 270-71. 

21 Schweizer’s point is that not everyone is forced to give away their 
possessions or be rejected by family as a result of coming to Jesus, but they 
need to be prepared to do so. 

22 Berger 1972: 209-26 argues that the law refers to the “will of God.” 
Schweizer 1984: 258 says the law is newly interpreted by Jesus’ kingdom 
preaching and is valid as a moral norm (at least in some of its elements). 
Plummer 1896: 389 and Arndt 1956: 361 see a distinction between moral 
law and defunct ceremonial law. 

35 For example, many psalms testify to the great work of the exodus and 
the accompanying unbelief (e.g., Ps. 78). Schweizer 1984: 261 notes that 
the raising of Lazarus in John 11:43-53 failed to stop opposition to Jesus. 

23 “Going on strike” before God is not an option for a believer; 


Schweizer 1984: 264. 


5 Though not accepting this view, Schweizer 1984: 272 notes a rabbinic 
tradition that if two Sabbaths were perfectly observed the kingdom would 
come, citing Isa. 56:4-7; b. Sab. 118b; SB 1:600 §B. Against this view is 
the late tractate Derek ‚eres Rabbah 11.13 (= A. Cohen 1965: 2.565), which 
cites Rabbi Jose as saying, “Whoever calculates the end has no portion in 
the future world.” This fits the later rabbis’ tendency to discourage 
apocalyptic speculation. 

7 This pericope contains no allusion to infant baptism (Marshall 1978: 
682; Schweizer 1984: 285; Tiede 1988: 309-10; and Fitzmyer 1985: 1193 
correctly challenge Jeremias 1960: 54; Cullmann 1950: 76—78; and 
Grundmann 1963: 353), though by implication a child’s spiritual responses 
should be encouraged and accepted. Jeremias notes the use of k®AV@ in 
baptismal settings (Matt. 3:14; Acts 8:36; 10:47; 11:17), but in Luke 18, the 
point is blessing, not baptism (against the Jesus Seminar [Funk and Hoover 
1993: 370], who import a baptismal sense here; see the discussion of 
sources and historicity above). 

3 Bultmann 1963: 33-34 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1219 take 19:8 as a Lucan 
addition, breaking the flow of the story. Marshall 1978: 695 agrees with 
Bultmann that 19:10 may be a later comment, but Fitzmyer sees it as part of 
the account. Schweizer 1984: 290 regards 19:8 as a non-Lucan addition to 
the story, while Luke is responsible for 19:10. Those who see Luke adding 
19:10 often suggest that it is his version of the famous ransom saying of 
Mark 10:45. 

7 Marshall 1978: 147; Scobie 1964: 73 n. 1. As Nolland 1989: 152 says, 


the argument “proves too much.” Acts 19 shows people whose tie to Spirit 


hope is remote, not intimate. 

5 Kissinger 1979 overviews recent discussion and gives full 
bibliographies up to 1977. Blomberg 1990 and B. Scott 1989 update the 
discussion. Scott attempts a more literary reading of the parables and sees 
them as a development of the OT ?wn (masäl). His analyses of structure are 
often helpful, his handling of historical matters less so. 

17 B. Scott’s treatment (1989: 190-202) underplays the twist and argues 
that the Jewish hearer could not identify with the Samaritan because of 
cultural prejudice. But this is exactly what Jesus challenges the lawyer (and 
the hearer of the parable) to do and see: be a neighbor and do so without 
prejudice. Scott’s effort to see 10:37 as Lucan on the basis of parallels and 
because of a shift of meaning for “neighbor” ignores Jesus’ penchant for 
redirecting thinking and playing with meaning (e.g., 5:24; 20:41—44; see the 
discussion of sources and historicity above). 

1 Blomberg 1990: 267 states the points of the unit: (1) purely selfish 
accumulation of possessions is incompatible with true discipleship, and (2) 
this incompatibility stems from the transience of earthly riches and the 
coming reckoning that all will face before God. B. Scott 1989: 128 notes 
the parallelism between Luke 12 and 16, with their common themes of 
threats from hell, riches, and the issue of stewardship. 

3 The Gospel of Thomas 63, 72 has parallel material, but 863 is not 
primary, as B. Scott 1989: 130-31 correctly argues. However, Scott 
wrongly asserts that the separation of the question and the parable in the 
Gospel of Thomas shows that Luke put these two elements together (with 


Scott, Funk and Hoover 1993: 338 argue that 12:15 was written by Luke, 


printing it in black type). The Gospel of Thomas lacks any warning, and so 
is only conceptually parallel. In addition, the general nature of the Gospel of 
Thomas is to work with only one short saying at a time. 

7 Tiede 1988: 233; Ernst 1977: 398; Fitzmyer 1985: 970; Lev. 19:18. 
Manson 1949: 271 notes the similar OT perspective: Job 31:24-25; Ps. 49; 
Eccles. 2:1-11. Note also T. Judah 18-19; Sir. 11:18-19; 1 Enoch 97.8-10; 
Mark 7:22; Rom. 1:29; 2 Cor. 9:5; 1 Tim. 6:10; 2 Pet. 2:3, 14; B. Scott 
1989: 131-32. 

9 B. Scott 1989: 135 notes that the rich man takes over the narration 
from the narrator, showing the theme of autonomy. 

10 B. Scott 1989: 135-36, esp. n. 26, compares this attitude to the 
Epicurean philosophy reflected in the inscription on Sardanapalus’s tomb 
(recorded by Plutarch, Moralia 336c [“On the Fortune of Alexander” 2.3]): 
“Eat, drink, and sport with love; all else is nothing.” 

8 Scott makes much of the issue that a mustard tree is a shrub and yet 
yields cedar tree—like qualities in the parable. This “twist” may add a 
miraculous note to the image, though Scott believes (based on m. Kil. 3.2) 
its resultant force is an allusion to uncleanness (reflected in the sowing of 
mustard seed in a garden). If this idea is present, it is subtle. Only Luke’s 
form, with its garden reference, could sustain the point. The point more 
likely addresses only the unusual nature of the growth, not ritual 
uncleanness, a theme that Jesus tended not to address in reference to the 
kingdom. 

13 Stahlin, TDNT 9:160, also n. 117, exaggerates the ancient debate: 


some ancients (Plato, Phaerdus 233d—34a) said to invite only family and 


friends, while m. ‚Abot 1.5 said to leave the door wide open (but for reasons 
of exclusion noted above). B. Scott 1989: 164 calls Jesus’ instruction the 
“law of no return.” 

3 For unity are Marshall 1978: 633-34 and Grobel 1963-64. Bultmann 
1963: 178 denies unity (although he says that Luke received a unified 
story), wrongly assuming that a parable can only have one point. Crossan 
1973: 66-67 and B. Scott 1989: 142—46 argue that 16:19-26 go back to 
Jesus and 16:27-31 to the early church, citing conceptual ties to Luke 24. 
The Jesus Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 360-62) makes a similar break, 
printing 16:19-26 in gray type (arguing that its roots may go back to Jesus) 
and 16:27-31 in black type (arguing that these verses were added later and 
are inauthentic). For refutation, see Pilgrim 1981: 114—15 and Hock 1987: 
454-55. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 178 calls the account a similitude, which is where he 
puts parables and such. Berger 1984: 51 sees it as a parable. Ernst 1977: 
472 rightly compares it to 15:11-32 and 16:1-8. Hauck, TDNT 5:752, calls 
it an illustrative story and compares it to 10:30-37; 12:16-21; and 18:9-14. 
For the structure, see B. Scott 1989: 146-48. 

11 For discussion of the name Lazarus, see Dunkerley 1958-59; Derrett 
1970: 78-99; Cave 1968-69; B. Scott 1989: 149 n. 28; SB 2:223; Meier 
1994: 825, 868 n. 158. 

14 On the negative portrayal of dogs in Judaism, see 1 Enoch 89.42-43, 
47, 49; B. Scott 1989: 151; Michel, TDNT 3:1103. For the view that this is a 
positive act, see Zahn 1920: 585. 


3 Grundmann 1963: 345 sees a saying about persistence in prayer 
appended to a parable like 11:5-13; esp. B. Scott 1989: 177-78. The Jesus 
Seminar argues that the themes of prayer and the returning Son of Man are 
Lucan. But a connection to the parable sources shows that prayer has 
traditional roots and the concept of the “elect” is only in Luke here. It is not 
a Lucan expression. 

7 This point makes it unlikely that the judge was a Gentile, but so 
Plummer 1896: 411 and C. A. Evans 1990: 269. On the historical 
background, see B. Scott 1989: 184, citing Chajes 1892, who notes that 
most cases were heard by one judge (though he uses late texts). 

22 B. Scott 1989: 232-35 (interacting with McGaughy 1975) appears to 
see a contrast between Jews and Pharisees, who “freeze” under fear of God 
by too narrowly preserving the law. There are several problems with this 
interpretation: (1) it reads the parable too existentially, (2) law is nowhere 
found in the context, and (3) the leadership is in view in 19:27. 

3 B. Scott 1989: 245—48 is unique in arguing that all the versions, even 
Thomas, are derived. His quest for the original form assumes that the 
shortest form is the more original, but to get there he strips the parable of its 
fundamental salvation-historical sense, which ignores the OT imagery too 
much. 

24 So E. Scott 1911; J. Campbell 1936-37; Clark 1940. ’Eyyilo means 
“arrives soon” in Mark 14:42. 

26 So E. Scott 1924: 91 (cf. Luce 1933: 272): “[Luke] was plainly a man 
of tender and generous sentiment, who in his warm sympathy for the poor 


had come to idealize poverty. It need not be doubted that the sayings which 


he attributes to Jesus are genuine; but he is at pains to put this side of the 
teaching into the forefront.... The original meaning of the parable may have 
been little more than that earthly positions will be reversed in the coming 
age. But the rich man’s fate is so presented that he seems to be punished 
simply because he is rich, while Lazarus is rewarded for his poverty. This 
false and puerile lesson cannot be that which Jesus intended.” Scott reads 
the parable too much in isolation from Jesus’ other teachings and fails to 
see that material possessions are not the point; the use of them is. 

20 Seeberg 1914: 11-12. In an exhaustive study of the problem, 
Carmignac 1969: 122-28 notes that “necessary” and “for the future day” 
were the most popular ancient options. 

16 Schürmann 1969: 248 n. 195. Seesemann, TDNT 5:117--18, rightly 
calls it a “defensive formula,” not a confession. 

42 Inthe Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Satan is commonly viewed as 
the defeated enemy or associated with serpents: T. Dan 6.3-4; T. Moses 
10.1; and possibly Sir. 25:15, 24. Grundmann, TDNT 3:400, adds T. Levi 
18.12; T. Zeb. 9.8; and Jub. 10.8. In later Judaism, see Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107). Seesemann, TDNT 5:943, sees a figure of 
speech referring to protection, but it is better to speak of a miracle picturing 
victory and protection, since miraculous authority is present. Other Jewish 
texts on Satan include T. Asher 7.3 and T. Dan 5.10-11. 

28 On the general nature of the remarks, see Seesemann, TDNT 5:173. 
Others have suggested specific groups: (1) church leaders and laity, (2) 
scribes and Jewish people, (3) Jews and Gentiles, and (4) believers and 


unbelievers. See Marshall 1978: 544 for a discussion of the first three 


options and Kistemaker 1980: 127 for the final option. It is too early for a 
direct reference to the church; so view 1 is unlikely (though the church is 
the audience to whom Luke applies the parable). There are no Gentiles in 
the audience, so view 3 is unlikely. A reference to scribes and Jewish 
people leaves out the most obvious group to be alluded to, that is, the 
disciples, so view 2 is not adequate either. Against a simple division into 
believers and unbelievers is the difference in tone between 12:46 and 
12:47-48. Probably in view in 12:46 are those like Judas and those like the 
Jewish leadership who wait for the kingdom but ignore the master and beat 
his servants. The parable is relevant to Israelites because they perceive 
themselves as heirs of the kingdom. In addition, though they reject the idea, 
Jesus came as their king. His remarks show that they defaulted on their role 
by failing to serve. 

11 Matt. 25:10-13 is conceptually parallel. The image of not knowing 
“where one is from” comes from the OT: Ps. 138:6; Isa. 63:16; Jer. 1:5; 
Hos. 5:3; 13:5; Amos 3:2; cf. 2 Tim. 2:19. Seesemann, TDNT 5:117, notes 
that in later Judaism the expression meant excommunication or total 
rejection. 

8 The phrase enter into temptation occurred earlier in 8:13; 11:4; Ellis 
1974: 257. On the conceptual similarity to 1 Pet. 5:8, see Seesemann, TDNT 
6:31-32. On the temptation as entry into serious eschatological battle with 
Satan, see R. Brown 1994: 159-61, who ties the remark to Luke 11:4. Jesus 
must prepare for his great face-off with Satan. 

38 The OT has the call to love the neighbor in Lev. 19:18, but Judaism 
debated who the neighbor was, as Luke 10:25-37 shows. Bovon 1989: 313 


n. 21 cites Seitz 1969-70: 47: “Loving is thus a matter of ‘doing mercy,’ 
which is to stop at no frontiers, levelling all barriers erected by national and 
even religious hostility.” The call to love has no racial, national, social, and 
religious barriers. The disciple is to love all people. The implications of this 
are far-reaching in any culture in which disciples find themselves. 

4 For potential wisdom tradition in the parable’s background and how 
the parable fits Jesus’ teaching, see Seng 1978: 154-55, who is more 
circumspect on proving authenticity. The term in 12:15 for greed, 
nAeoveßia, is rare in the Gospels (only here and Mark 7:22), so it is unlikely 
to be an early church term put into Jesus’ mouth. In fact, the word group is 
basically Pauline (fifteen of nineteen uses). 

3 Reicke 1968: 228-34. On these distinctions, see Sherwin-White 1963: 
1-23 (who cites a variety of relevant ancient texts); C. F. Evans 1990: 233; 
Tacitus, Annals 15.25. 

6 Sherwin-White 1963: 12 n. 4. Tacitus, Annals 12.60, is the ancient 
source that discusses the key terminology. 

13 Hoehner 1977: 16-17 cites Josephus, Antiquities 17.11.4 8319 and 
Jewish War 2.6.3 896. Hayles 1974: 25-26 posits deteriorating relations 
between Augustus and Herod as an explanation for the census. The 
statement by Sherwin-White 1963: 163 n. 4 that such a census in this period 
is impossible is clearly excessive in light of our partial knowledge of this 
period. 

16 Sherwin-White 1963: 162—71. This conclusion emerges from 
combining various historical sources, among which Josephus is very 


important. 


16 Besides those already cited, other major works on Jesus’ trial are 
Bammel 1970, Blinzler 1969, Sherwin-White 1963: 24-47, and Winter 
1974. Catchpole, Blinzler, and Sherwin-White defend the historicity of 
much of the Lucan account. Fitzmyer 1985: 1466 also thinks a morning trial 
is most likely. 

5 Iloıdebo here refers to flogging; BAGD 604 §2by; BAA 1222 82by; 
elsewhere in the NT with this meaning only at Luke 23:22; cf. 1 Kings 
12:11, 14; 2 Chron. 10:11, 14. Mark 15:15 uses @payeAAwoac for the 
whipping before the crucifixion. Sherwin-White 1963: 27-28 distinguishes 
three types of flogging: fustes, flagella, and verbera. He may be right that 
Luke refers to fustigatio in terms of Pilate’s initial intention, but when he 
gave Jesus over, the verberatio would be administered for crucifixion. R. 
Brown 1994: 851 questions the value of these distinctions and whether 
Luke’s audience would know them. Regardless, the punishment came with 
the crucifixion. 

19 Godet 1875: 2.64 notes that W. M. L. de Wette and H. A. W. Meyer 
held this view in the nineteenth century. Shirock 1992 now ably defends 
this view, noting that it was the view of Chrysostom, Homilies on Matthew 
41 (on Matt. 12:25-26). He gives six reasons for the view, the most 
compelling of which I note on p. 1078. If this view is correct, a major 
reason for separating 11:19 from 11:20 in the original tradition—namely, 
the difference in meaning of “you” in each verse—disappears. Evidence of 
the presence God’s kingdom is seen in Jesus and his followers. If this is the 


argument, Jesus is noting evidence of God’s grace in Israel! 


46 The English translations by H. T. Andrews (in Charles 1913: 2.113) 
and Hadas 1951: 180—81 correctly look like the Golden Rule, while that by 
R. J. H. Shutt (in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 2.26) does not. 

8 R. J. H. Shutt’s translation of Aristeas (in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 
2.20) says that each settler had 100 acres, based on 600,000 settlers on 
60,000,000 acres or arourae. But this figure is too high, since one aroura is 
0.275 hectare or about two-thirds of an acre. One hundred arourae is thus 
around 70 acres. 

14 O. Betz, TDNT 9:288-90, 298. Some cite Tg. Song 2:12; SB 1:123- 
24, but Sjöberg, TDNT 6:382, notes that the Spirit never appears in the form 
of a dove in rabbinic writings. 

33 On Jewish views of forgiveness of sin, see Nolland 1989: 236, who 
notes key studies: Sjö;berg 1938; Thyen 1970; Gradwohl 1974; and Klauck 
1981. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

20 Sloan 1977: 39-41; Rese 1969: 219. Isa. 58 has Sabbath imagery, 
while Isa. 61 has Jubilee imagery. 

23 Sloan 1977: 38-41. One could also suggest that the Isa. 58 connection 


was made to underline the very type of ministry that Jesus did exhibit on the 


Sabbath. His activity fulfilled expectation in line with the general ethical 
call of Isa. 58:1-13, esp. v. 13, where the Sabbath theme appears; see 
Carroll R. 1992. 

30 Sloan 1977: 33-36. Grundmann, TDNT 2:59, sees a clear messianic 
allusion (Isa. 49:8-11; 58:6-8), though what the Isaiah texts show is the 
presence of decisive deliverance more than a direct allusion to Messiah. 
'Eviautög recalls not only Isa. 61:2, but also Lev. 25:10, which teaches 
Jubilee. 

8 M. Smith 1971 argues for a late origin, but Hengel 1961 argues for 
ideological unity between the early group and later Zealots, as does M. 
Stern 1976: 578-79. Much of Josephus’s Jewish War 4 condemns this 
radical group for their activity in A.D.. 66-70; especially descriptive is 
4.6.3 88381-88. Nolland 1989: 271 also prefers a distinction between the 
Zealot party and Luke’s term. Witherington 1990: 81-88, 96-98 supports 
Hengel. Against this connection is R. Brown 1994: 689-93. 

34 BAGD 883, BAA 1762, and esp. Fitzmyer 1985: 853 discusses the 
uncertainty about Chorazin’s exact location: either two to three miles north 
of Capernaum at Khirbet Karazeh (R. W. Smith in ABD 1:912) or a site on 
Lake Gennesaret. Wiefel 1988: 198-99 prefers the location near 
Capernaum, as does Manson 1949: 77. Manson also notes that Bethsaida is 
on the east side of the Jordan near its entry into the Sea of Galilee, about 
five miles from Capernaum. 

11 Creed 1930: 218-19; Sneed 1962; Dalman 1909: 145-47; Dodd 1961: 
62-63 (who later switched to view 2). See Mattill 1979: 193 and Beasley- 


Murray 1986: 101 for details on the Gospel of Thomas, Origen, 
Chrysostom, Athanasius, Ambrose, Jerome, and Luther. 

16 Snodgrass 1980 analyzes the use of this text in the OT, LXX, 
Targums, Dead Sea Scrolls, Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, and rabbinic 
literature. In the Jewish view, it often looked to end-time salvation. 

1 On allegorical parables, see Derrett 1974; Blomberg 1982a: 6-8; 
Carlston 1981; and Klauck 1978. On the parable’s interpretive history, see 
Snodgrass 1983: 3-11, who defends authenticity (pp. 2, 87, 103-4, 108, 
112). Giblin 1985: 65-66 does not see allegory as a distinct genre of 
parables, but speaks of the parable’s allegorical bent. See also excursus 8, 
where parable and allegory are seen as part of a literary continuum. 

4 Luce 1933: 308 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1279 present the case for 
nonauthenticity without endorsing it. Snodgrass 1983: 106-10 has a 
detailed defense of the authenticity of this parable. He concludes: “If one 
rejects the dominical origin of this parable, he or she does so because of 
presuppositions about the nature of the Gospels . . . and not because of any 
element in the parable itself.” 

2 For excellent overviews of the variety of positions on Lucan redaction, 
see Soards 1987: 13-16 and V. Taylor 1972: 3-27. Nolland 1993b: 1023 is 
convinced that Luke had a second source, which he thinks may be a 
continuous account. 

3 Soards 1987: 13-16 notes a third position: that Luke composed the 
material, by which he means that Luke is responsible for some additional 


material. 


8 Soards 1987: 49 and J. Green 1988: 231-33 argue that Luke used 
traditional material to which John also had access. 

2 Fitzmyer and Marshall are undecided about the tradition-historical 
issue. For more on this topic, see Schürmann’s three studies (1952, 1955, 
1957), Soards 1987, and J. Green 1988. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 387-88) reflects excessive skepticism, printing the dialogue 
of 22:15-22 in black type because of the differences in wording and the 
presence of two cups. The seminar believes that there was a meal with 
symbolic acts, but the exact words are “beyond recovery.” This contrastive 
approach amazingly excludes the likely possibility of an accurate summary 
of such an emotive event. 

4 "Qpa (hour) occurs many times in the passion narrative, including 
Mark 14:35, 41; John 12:23; 13:1; 17:1; Luke 22:53. Because @pa carries 
no qualifiers (as in 22:53), it conveys no special sense of God’s hour 
(against Grundmann 1963: 392 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1384; as noted by 
Marshall 1978: 794 and especially Soards 1987: 33). 

24 Marshall 1978: 823 notes that the vocabulary is Lucan, but that a 
redaction of Mark is not evident. Soards 1987: 39 overstates a detail here 
and argues that the Lucan Peter states his readiness before the prediction of 
his threefold denial, while the Marcan Peter says it is after the prediction. 
But the initial prediction in Mark and Matthew is of sheep scattered, not of 
the threefold denial. In addition, Peter has two refutations of Jesus’ 
predictions, which serve as a bracket (Matt. 26:33, 35 = Mark 14:29, 31). 


Luke has only one remark (22:33), which comes first. A summary in Luke 


is evident, but a source cannot be excluded, since Luke 22:33 does not 
match the vocabulary of Matthew or Mark. 

27 Soards argues that the passage creates a setting for understanding 
what happens in 22:49-51 and 23:32. But why not then see these elements 
as part of a source that referred to these unique details rather than see it as 
Luke’s creation, especially given the numerous points in this section that 
hint at another source? 

4 Soards 1987: 96 mentions 22:39a-b, 40b, 42 as the minimum (he 
excludes 22:43-44 on textual grounds). Ernst 1977: 607 and Goulder 1989: 
741-42 make the best case for additional sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 329 
rejects the originality of 22:43-44. For discussion of how the prayer’s 
contents could be known when the disciples are some distance away and 
asleep, see R. Brown 1994: 174. The Jesus Seminar rejects the historicity of 
the material on the premise that no one heard the prayer (Funk and Hoover 
1993: 391). Brown calls such an objection to historicity a “low level” 
approach and suggests that the disciples need not have been asleep at this 
point, although later he suggests that they did not need to hear the prayer 
because they knew how Jesus prayed. Either explanation is possible. Brown 
regards the prayer and the event as certain (p. 234), but is less confident of 
knowledge of the exact words (p. 225). I prefer the view that the event 
drove the meaning and form of the tradition. 

1 Those arguing for an additional source are Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-58 
(but not in 22:54-62); Creed 1930: 276 (maybe); Marshall 1978: 839-40, 
845, 848; Grundmann 1963: 416, 418-19; Ernst 1977: 612-13, 616, 618; 
Nolland 1993b: 1092-93, 1098-99, 1104-5; and J. Green 1988: 276. Soards 


1987: 100-120 argues for a mixture of tradition, Marcan rewriting, and 
Lucan rewriting. The classic study on this issue is V. Taylor 1972. Dissent 
about an extra source outside of some oral material comes from R. Brown 
1994: 581-83. Most of Luke’s changes (e.g., 22:63-65) reflect his style and 
vocabulary. But all that this shows is Luke’s hand on his sources, not 
whether additional information existed. Brown sees the “game” in 22:64 as 
evidence of the presence of oral tradition (see the exegesis). But why limit it 
here, given evidence of sources throughout this material? 

17 For a study of the hermeneutic of Luke’s OT use, see Bock 1987, in 
which I build on P. Schubert’s 1957 thesis that Luke’s theme is “proof from 
prophecy” (but the apologetic motif is not so strong in Luke as the 
declarative function of these texts, thus my modification to “proclamation 
from prophecy and pattern”). My work contrasts with that of Rese 1969, 
who underestimates the appeal to pattern and therefore understates a 
prophetic approach to Luke’s OT. Soards 1994: 201 misconstrues the proof- 
from-prophecy position by describing it as linear, which does not reflect my 
view of the interaction between text and event in the proclamation-from- 
prophecy-and-pattern theme; see Bock 1987: 273. 

22 On Luke’s love of triads, see Delling, TDNT 8:223-24, esp. n. 58; 
also Sparks 1936. Of sixty-four such groupings in the NT, seventeen are 
peculiar to Luke. The note in TDNT argues that the technique goes back to 
Jesus. 

18 So also Godet in the third French edition of his commentary, but not 
in the English translations of his earlier French editions (see Cortes and 


Gatti 1987: 255 n. 27). Lexical support for this sense comes from the LXX 


(Gen. 33:11; Judg. 13:15-16; 19:7; 2 Sam. 13:25, 27; 2 Kings 5:23 [variant 
reading]), the related verb rtapaßıdlonan (to urge insistently; Luke 24:29; 
Acts 16:15), and Koine sources (MM 109-10 and Spicg 1995: 1.290-91). 

22 Exod. 4:24. The meaning “dining room” is found in 1 Sam. 1:18 and 
Sir. 14:25; BAGD 414; BAA 841; Schürmann 1969: 105; Stählin, TDNT 
5:19-20 nn. 136, 143. 

27 In the NT, 8pnvéw (to mourn) occurs elsewhere at Matt. 11:17; Luke 
23:27; John 16:20; Stahlin, TDNT 3:152-54; avbA€w (to play an instrument) 
at Matt. 11:17; 1 Cor. 14:7; öpy&onai (to dance) at Matt. 11:17; 14:6; Mark 
6:22; and kAaia (to cry), among others, at Mark 5:38-39; Luke 7:13; 8:52. 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901- 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to a real game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 
Legasse 1969: 299-301. 

34 Rengstorf, TDNT 1:327; Michel, TDNT 8:104. On Jesus and table 
fellowship, see Stählin, TDNT 9:161. 

46 Other NT uses are Titus 3:3; James 4:1, 3; 2 Pet. 2:13. Mark has the 
synonymous em@vupia; Stählin, TDNT 2:924-25; Büchsel, TDNT 3:171 n. 
36. Bovon 1989: 410-11 suggests that Luke made the change, because 
Mark’s term can be read positively by a Greek. 

35 Matthew has €yévovto, Luke ėyevńðnoav. Stählin, TDNT 7:61-62, 


makes too much of this difference. 


19 See Stählin, TDNT 8:263 and n. 26, for ancient examples of the poor 
treatment of servants. Stählin calls the beating a “base abuse of power,” but 
it was common. 

29 On aitém meaning much is “asked” ethically of someone, see Stählin, 
TDNT 1:191. In the financial realm, the term can indicate the “payment 
asked” by someone (on the similar use of (nt&o [to seek], see Greeven, 
TDNT 2:892 81). A similar commercial term is napatiðnpı (to commit or 
deposit) (Maurer, TDNT 8:163). The verse emphasizes ethical responsibility 
and uses imagery that compares such responsibility to fiscal responsibility. 

5 Luke 5:15; 8:2; 11:14; 13:12; Matt. 8:17. Demonic influence may be a 
better description than demonic possession, because it is not behavior but a 
diseased condition that is the point; Luke 4:33, 38-39; 2 Cor. 12:7. 
Weakness is produced by the evil spirit; 1QapGen 20.17, 21-29; Stählin, 
TDNT 1:493; Marshall 1978: 557. Fitzmyer 1985: 1012 calls the genitival 
aodeveiag (weakness) an Aramaism; see Creed 1930: 183. Nolland 1993a: 
724 suggests that the number eighteen may be conventional (2 x 9 = “a long 
time”); Judg. 3:13-14; 10:8; 20:25, 44; 2 Sam. 8:13. This is possible, but 
not certain. 

13 Stählin, TDNT 9:160, also n. 117, exaggerates the ancient debate: 
some ancients (Plato, Phaerdus 233d-34a) said to invite only family and 
friends, while m. ‚Abot 1.5 said to leave the door wide open (but for reasons 
of exclusion noted above). B. Scott 1989: 164 calls Jesus’ instruction the 
“law of no return.” 

7 XKavéadov is used of the wicked in Josh. 23:13; Judg. 2:3; 1 Sam. 
18:21; Ps. 68:23 LXX [69:22 Engl.]; of idols in Ps. 105:36 LXX [106:36 


Engl.]; of the arrogant in Ps. 139:6 LXX [140:5 Engl.]; and of evildoers in 
Ps. 140:9 LXX [141:9 Engl.]. See also Wis. 14:11; Ps. Sol. 16.7. In the NT, 
oxavéadov is used of false teaching (Rom. 16:17) and of action that causes 
others to sin (Rom. 14:13). Stählin, TDNT 7:351, sees the oKk&vöaAov 
causing the loss of faith; that is, it is a serious sin that leads to defection. 
Matt. 11:6 declares the blessing of the one who is not “scandalized,” who is 
able to confess Jesus. The term refers to placing an obstacle in someone’s 
way and thus, in this context, of enticing them to proceed in a wrong 
direction. 

2 KatdAvua is a private house, but in Luke 2:7 it refers to the inn where 
Jesus was born; elsewhere in the NT only at the parallel Mark 14:14; also 1 
Sam. 1:18 [no MT equivalent]; 9:22; Sir. 14:25; BAGD 414; BAA 841; 
Büchsel, TDNT 4:338; Stählin, TDNT 5:19 n. 136. 

3 Stählin, TDNT 9:138, 140-41, notes that the kiss was probably seen as 
a disciple’s greeting for his teacher. A simple custom has been transformed 
into a sign of betrayal. Marshall 1978: 835 notes “misused kisses” in 
Scripture (Gen. 27:26-27; 2 Sam. 15:5; Prov. 7:13; 27:6; esp. 2 Sam. 20:9) 
and Judaism (Sir. 29:5). 

13 Stählin (TDNT 8:264-65) speaks of a game like “blind man’s bluff.” 
R. Brown 1994: 575 discusses three games involving covered or 
blindfolded eyes listed by Pollux, Onomasticon 9.113, 123, 129 (second 
century b.c.). 

2 Stählin, TDNT 3:152—53, thinks that Opnvewo indicates “freewill” 


wailing, not professional mourners. Determining this force for the term is 


not, of course, merely a matter of the words used but of the historical, 
literary context. 

18 Ellis 1974: 100. The Hebrew term is 713 (ga.ar, to shout at, exorcise), 
the Aramaic 711 (gé.ar, to exorcise); Zech. 3:2; Ps. 68:30 [68:31 MT]; 
106:9; Jub. 10.5-9; 1QapGen 20.28-29; 1QM 14.10; Kee 1967—68; 
Stauffer, TDNT 2:625-26; Jastrow 1903: 261; BDB 172. 

15 SB 1:500-18; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1101-3; Bovon 1989: 260. Jeremias 
notes that nowhere in Judaism is Messiah the bridegroom. Stauffer, TDNT 
1:654 n. 39, cites 2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 2:15, 38; Deut. Rab. 3.12 on 10:1; Pirge 
de Rabbi Eliezer 41 (= Friedlander 1916: 322); Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Bahodesh 3 on Exod. 19:17 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.219), where 
God comes forth as a groom to meet Israel his bride. In Mekilta de Rabbi 
Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 15:2 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.26-27), 
Akiva cites several texts from the Song of Songs as applying to Israel as the 
bride of God, making it clear that this book was read as a marriage between 
Israel and God. 

8 On the term Beoö (of God) as tightly binding Jesus and God, see 
Stauffer, TDNT 3:104 n. 261; Mark 1:24; John 1:29; 6:33, 69; Luke 23:35; 2 
Cor. 4:4. Grundmann, TDNT 9:532, calls it a genitive of authorship: Jesus is 
the Christ sent from God. The expression tov xp10TOV tod 8eod is unique to 
Luke. 

53 On the idea of total authority in rtapaöidanı (to give over), see 
Büchsel, TDNT 2:171; Matt. 11:27; 28:18 (Siwy; 1 Cor. 15:24; Exod. 
Rab. 15.30 on 12:2. Stauffer, TDNT 2:348, calls this passage the “cry of 


jubilation.” 


19 For Bodw (to cry out), see BAGD 144; BAA 288 81d; Stauffer, TDNT 
1:625-26; elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 3:3 = Mark 1:3 = Luke 3:4 = John 
1:23; Mark 15:34 (= Matt. 27:46 [avaßoao]); Luke 9:38; 18:7, 38; Acts 
8:7; 17:6; 25:24; Gal. 4:27. In the LXX at Gen. 4:10; Judg. 10:10 (B); Num. 
20:16 (avaBodw). Rev. 6:9-11 is conceptually similar. 

18 C. Turner 1925-26: 113-25; Glickman 1983: 86-87. Stegner 1989: 
15-31 stresses this Genesis connection over the regal motifs, tying 
åàyanntóç to the Jewish motifs of the binding of Isaac. Currently, this may 
well be the most popular explanation. Gen. 22:2 is also mentioned as having 
the same basic phrase, though the expression there is in the accusative case. 
Other LXX uses of this phrase occur in Jer. 6:26; Amos 8:10; and Zech. 
12:10. 

4 For evaluation of this issue, see the introduction to the Gospel of Luke 
under “Sources” and excursus 4. See also McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 

2 See, e.g., the treatments of Creed 1930: lvi-lxx; Klostermann 1929: 49; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 75-81. Detailed studies are Schulz 1972; Polag 1982; 
Kloppenborg 1988; and Kloppenborg 1987. A commentary on Q is Manson 
1949. On the rationale for Q, see Stein 1987. These analyses differ in detail 
and approach, but all agree that an independent source or set of sources is 
involved. 

4 Fitzmyer gives four reasons why this view cannot work: (1) it cannot 
explain the presence of Moses and Elijah; (2) the verb öpaw (to see; passive 
= to appear) is not limited to postresurrection events; (3) Jesus’ glory is 


never mentioned in a resurrection account; and (4) the form does not match 


resurrection appearances. See also Bock 1987: 324 n. 98; H. Müller 1960: 
60; Stein 1976. 

1 For solid overviews of this area, see McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 
McKnight is slightly more confident than I am of Marcan priority, though I 
still regard it likely that Mark was the first Gospel written. Still, his and 
Stein’s overviews show why many think Mark’s Gospel is first. For a 
comparative study of the two major options in the debate, see Bellinzoni, 
Tyson, and Walker 1985 and Dungan 1990. A study making significant 
points about Q and the complex interrelationship of the Gospel writers is 
Reicke 1986. For the case for Matthean priority, see Farmer 1964. 

7 Stein 1992: 339 n. 83 notes five cases of likely Lucan omission. 

4 The Gospel of Peter 9.35-10.42 (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.224-25) 
gives details about the resurrection, an expansion that demonstrates the 
differences between canonical and noncanonical accounts and indicates 
what happened to the tradition in the postapostolic period; cf. also Barn. 
15.9. The glorified body is not a mere return to the former earthly existence 
(i.e., like the resurrection of Lazarus), but represents a transcendent form of 
real existence (1 Cor. 15:35—49, esp. 15:42—44). On the resurrection as 
event, see Stein 1977 and Craig 1980. 

15 SB 1:96-97; 2:154; Lam. Rab. 1.23 on 1:2; Legah Tob on Num. 
24:17 (2.129b, 130a) (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 3389-90); Pesikta 
Rabbati 29/30B.4 (= Braude 1968: 587-90). On the OT roots of the concept 
of renewal in the wilderness, see Ezek. 20:33-38; Hos. 2:14-23 [2:16-25 
MT]; Nolland 1989: 143; Mauser 1963. 


11 Later Jewish tradition shows a connection between the eschaton and 
healing: Pesikta Rabbati 15.22 (= Braude 1968: 336-37), where Isa. 35:5-6 
is used; Aggadat Bereshit 69.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); 
possibly 1QH 18.14-15. 

3.1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

15 SB 1:635 cites Derek: eres Zutta 5 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 
251): “A house in which there is disunity will assuredly be destroyed at the 


last.” 


3 On “God-fearers,” see the discussion below on Luke’s audience. For 
more details of the recent discussion, see Sterling 1992: 328. However, I 
reject Sterling’s proposal (p. 326) that the author of Luke-Acts was not 
Luke but only interviewed him and used him as a source for Acts 13-28. 
One must explain why tradition names only Luke as the author. 

6 For a defense of the unity of Luke-Acts and the prologue as serving 
both volumes, see Maddox 1982: 4-6. Sterling 1992: 341-45 is balanced, 
arguing that whatever criticism is present is “subdued.” 

13 Fitzmyer 1981: 293; Marshall 1978: 41; Schweizer 1984: 11; Du 
Plessis 1974: 263-64; Sterling 1992: 334; L. Johnson 1991: 27. NIV and 
NKJV: “things that/which have been fulfilled.” Einheitstibersetzung speaks 
of events that occurred among us and were fulfilled, combining the first and 
third meanings. 

24 Michel, TDNT 8:94-105; M. Stern 1974: 330-34; Donahue 1971; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 469-70; Badian 1972. E. Sanders 1992: 146-69 notes that 
the tax system in Palestine was not more oppressive than in other regions. 
He estimates that taxes consumed somewhere between 20 percent and 30 
percent of one’s income. For a more skeptical view that sees toll collectors 
as a symbolic representation of Jesus’ outreach to archetypal sinners, see 
Neale 1991: 110-15. I regard Neale’s dichotomy between symbolic 
representation and history as false for reasons made clear below. In this 
approach Neale follows Horsley 1987, and both underestimate the 
connections between John and Jesus in terms of audience. See also 5:29-32. 

8 M. Smith 1971 argues for a late origin, but Hengel 1961 argues for 


ideological unity between the early group and later Zealots, as does M. 


Stern 1976: 578-79. Much of Josephus’s Jewish War 4 condemns this 
radical group for their activity in A.D.. 66-70; especially descriptive is 
4.6.3 88381-88. Nolland 1989: 271 also prefers a distinction between the 
Zealot party and Luke’s term. Witherington 1990: 81-88, 96-98 supports 
Hengel. Against this connection is R. Brown 1994: 689-93. 

11 Later Jewish tradition shows a connection between the eschaton and 
healing: Pesikta Rabbati 15.22 (= Braude 1968: 336-37), where Isa. 35:5-6 
is used; Aggadat Bereshit 69.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); 
possibly 1QH 18.14-15. 

3 1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 


et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

15 SB 1:635 cites Derek.eres Zutta 5 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 
251): “A house in which there is disunity will assuredly be destroyed at the 
last.” 

65 Num. 8:22; 16:9; 18:4; 2 Chron. 31:2; also Heb. 8:6; 9:21; Plummer 
1896: 18; Fitzmyer 1981: 329; Strathmann, TDNT 4:219-22, 227. 

13 Klostermann 1929: 13. A reference to “her name” or “whose name” 
following the mention of the Davidic house would have made a Davidic 
reference to Mary clear; Strathmann, TDNT 4:238. 

1 Wiefel 1988: 68-70 gives some background on Caesar Augustus. For 
an evaluation of the Lucan notes that place Luke within the sphere of 
ancient history writing, see Büchsel, TDNT 3:395-96, and Strathmann, 
TDNT 4:492 n. 53. 

7 Matthew never mentions Levi, while Mark 2:14, agreeing with Luke, 
calls this man Levi. Mark 2:14 gives the fullest name, calling him Levi son 
of Alphaeus. James son of Alphaeus is listed with the Twelve in Matt. 10:4; 
Mark 3:18; Luke 6:15; Acts 1:13 (see the exegesis of 6:15). In addition, 
Mark’s list of the Twelve has Matthew, not Levi. These factors have 
produced the discussion. Strathmann, TDNT 4:234, calls Mark’s description 
of the name more accurate, but it is unclear why this contrast to the other 
Synoptics is necessary. What is present are alternative names for the same 
person. Mark simply has more detail. 

14 Strathmann, TDNT 4:235; Luce 1933: 134; Fitzmyer 1981: 591; 
Schürmann 1969: 289-90; Vö;lkel 1978; Jeremias 1931; E. Sanders 1985: 


174-211. 

17 Strathmann, TDNT 4:51. Schürmann 1969: 321 adds to the new 
Moses motif here by alluding to the people meeting Moses in Exod. 19:12, 
14, 17, 21-25; 20:18-21; 24:2; 34:3, 29-30. But how certain is this in light 
of the various groups noted here? There is no idea of Jesus’ receiving new 
revelation from God in the journey up the mountain, only the picture of 
communing with him in prayer. As was mentioned above, the OT texts keep 
people at a distance versus engaging them. 

16 On Kovıoptög (dust), see BAGD 443; BAA 900; Luke 10:11; Acts 
13:51; 18:6. On €xtivaoow (to shake off), the verb used in the parallel Mark 
6:11 = Matt. 10:14, see BAGD 246; BAA 496; Strathmann, TDNT 4:503. 
Even though the tense of the Marcan verb is aorist and the Lucan verb is 
present (Marshall 1978: 354), there is no difference in sense. 

21 Strathmann, TDNT 4:492, notes that such testimony treats the 
resurrection no less objectively than it treats Jesus’ passion. 

2 Schürer 1890: 105—43. The recent revision of Schürer’s work (1973- 
87: 1.399-427) changes little of the original discussion. Schiirer 
summarizes what was already an old debate, going back at least to Strauss 
1972: 152-56 (originally 1835), as noted by Nolland 1989: 99. 

3 This view goes back to D. F. Strauss (1972: 352-53 [orignally 1840]), 
as Plummer 1896: 437 notes. Ellis 1974: 221—22 holds out the possibility of 
two parables. Marshall 1978: 702 holds that this text supports his two- 
versions-of-Q theory. 

15 Grundmann 1963: 376 argues that the question’s force is “why does 


one say. . . ?” But this could be taken erroneously as a denial of Davidic 


sonship, a view that goes back to D. F. Strauss (see Plummer 1896: 473). 
The interrogative mac is better understood to press for “in what manner?” 

16 The distinction is one that goes back to Aquinas (Summa part 2.1, 
question 108, article 4), who argues for a difference between command 
(praeceptum) and counsel (consilium). A command is binding, advice is not 
—except on those who pursue a special kind of holiness like the monastics. 
The result is a distinction in Catholic ethics between that which is necessary 
for gaining eternal bliss and that which aids to that end. See the discussions 
in Guelich 1982: 15 and Strecker 1988: 15-16. 

41 Manson 1949: 265-66 is uncertain about its originality in Luke. 
Streeter 1924: 277 thinks it original. Ernst 1977: 362 and Fitzmyer 1985: 
904 believe it was added later as a baptism formula to be prayed over the 
individual being baptized. On the use of the prayer in the history of the 
church, see Manson 1955-56. Besides Marcion and Gregory of Nyssa, the 
text is found only in manuscripts 162 and 700 and in a shorter form in 
Maximus the Confessor. 

8 Schiirmann 1969: 408 n. 8, 409 argues that John’s question speaks of 
kingdom hope in general. John’s question was, “Do you bring the kingdom 
and the promise of God?” This may be a correct way to view the question’s 
force, but behind it must lie a messianic implication, when the other options 
are rejected. This may be why Marshall 1978: 290 speaks of a vague 
messianic expectation. Wiefel 1988: 149 notes two options for “Coming 
One”: an allusion to Dan. 7:13 [Theodotion] with its apocalyptic judge or to 
Hab. 2:3, which at Qumran was used with apocalyptic, eschatological force. 


On Hab. 2:3, see Strobel 1961b: 265-77. 


4 On the possibility that Luke is from Antioch of Syria, a tradition that 
Jerome mentions in the prologue of his commentary on Matthew, see 
Hoehner 1972: 231-32 n. 9; Strobel 1958a; and the introduction to the 
Gospel of Luke abve, under “Origin and Purpose—Authorship— External 
Evidence.” Schneider 1977a: 83 and Hoehner 1977: 34 do not agree on the 
month in view in 27: Schneider has Oct. 1 and Hoehner has Sept. 21. 

18 Swartley 1983 is too broad in his perception that the scope of peace 
automatically encompasses all people; see the introduction to 4:16-30. 

3 Talbert 1982: 15-16, who compares Luke’s account to Suetonius’s 
Lives of the Twelve Caesars, noting how portents, dreams, prophecies, and 
childhood prodigies dominate the latter source. However, the real literary 
points of contact with Luke are very few: only the prophecies overlap; 
Talbert’s other points of contact are forced. Another problem with this 
analysis is that Talbert extends the unit to 4:15, which clearly mixes two 
Lucan sections together. 

9 Talbert 1982: 24 traces Luke’s portrayal of Mary and notes that she is 
set forth as a model disciple who obeys God’s Word; Luke 1:38; 8:19-21; 
11:27-28; Acts 1:14. 

13 Combrink 1973; Talbert 1982: 54-55; Tiede 1988: 103. I present 
Tiede’s suggestion. See also the further discussion in 4:18. 

21 Talbert 1982: 54-55; Tiede 1980: 35. For a definition of chiasmus, 
see the exegesis of 1:17. 

12 Talbert 1982: 65-67 treats 5:30-6:11 as a unit because of the shared 
theme of controversy and the shared discussion of the new lifestyle of the 


way with Jesus. Tannehill 1986: 172-76, esp. 173, discusses 5:17-6:11 as a 


unit of five controversies and notes how Luke tightened the connection in 
5:33. 

1 An additional thirteen women or groups of women are featured in 
Acts; see Talbert 1982: 91. 

10 Talbert 1982: 92-93; Witherington 1979. On the escalated role of 
women in the later Jewish synagogue, see Brooten 1982. 

1 Talbert 1986: 102 may overplay the differences between Luke and the 
other Gospels. Matthew and Mark clearly have Herod express the view that 
Jesus is John the Baptist raised from the dead. Luke has Herod ask only 
who Jesus is. But this is not really a significant difference; see the exegesis 
of 9:9. Talbert also notes that this is one of two passages where the question 
of Jesus’ identity is raised directly (9:18 is the other). 

9 Talbert 1982: 111-12 sees chiasmus in 9:51-19:44, but has to omit 
Luke 15 and place 14:1--6 out of its Lucan order! Goulder 1964: 196 argues 


for the following chiastic links: 


10:25 eternal life 

11:1 prayer 

11:14 healing 

11:37 pharisaic hypocrisy 

12:1 money 

12:35 repentance 

13:10 rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
14:1 rejection of Israel and invitation to outcasts 
15:1 repentance 


16:1 money 


16:14 pharisaic hypocrisy 


17:11 healing 
17:5 prayer 
18:18 eternal life 


The most plausible case for chiasmus is made by Farrell 1986. Blomberg 
also deals with and rejects theories that make the central section a Christian 
Deuteronomy; see C. F. Evans 1955. My main criticism of Blomberg’s 
article is that it regards the section’s end as falling at 18:34, ignoring later 
literary clues that Jesus has not arrived in Jerusalem (19:28, 41). This may 
be the Achilles’ heel against his theory that the section’s parable source was 
laid out chiastically, especially if 19:11-27 is taken into consideration. Still, 
aspects of Blomberg’s case and the general outline of a possible Lucan 
source may surface in my discussion; see also Nolland 1993a: 530-31. 

58 Tannehill 1986: 233 prefers seventy-two, but does not know which 
symbolic idea is present, other than a stress on universal mission; so also 
Talbert 1982: 115. 

12 But Talbert’s imposition (1982: 122-25) of an exclusive post-Easter 
transformation of the story from a challenge to an exemplary account 
misses the force of the pre-Easter legal arguments. What is true for pleasing 
God is always true—whether one is entering into relationship with him or 
responding to being in relationship with him. In addition, there is no 
limitation to such love. The parable does not speak about how God’s people 
are treated in an ecclesiastical or religious setting. When it comes to 


fundamental human needs and rights, all people deserve such consideration 


and basic care (Gal. 6:10). There is no more open, public context than the 
highway that this parable (and moral) travels. 

3 Fitzmyer 1985: 891 sees no connection between the accounts, 
regarding such an association as stretching the point (so also Ernst 1977: 
354). But literary sequence and theme make it seem likely; see esp. Talbert 
1982: 125. 

25 Marshall argues for a causative force here (“cause us not to succumb 
to temptation”) citing 4Q174 [= 4QFlor] 1.8 as reflecting the Hebrew 
idiom. So also Talbert 1982: 130, citing Luke 4:13; 22:28; Acts 14:22; 
20:19 as illustrations of this kind of request. 

18 Josephus ties the origin of Jewish exorcism to the days of Solomon; 
Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; 2.13.3 8286; Tob. 6:1-7; 8:1-3; 1QapGen 20.29; 
SB 4:533-35; Grundmann 1963: 238; Talbert 1982: 137. 

12 Arndt 1956: 303 equates person and time. In contrast, Ellis 1974: 168 
and Talbert 1982: 139 suggest that the Spirit is referred to, but this is too 
specific, since there is no clear contextual indication to him. He is only an 
implication of what Jesus brings. 

8 Tob. 2:14; 4:7-11; 12:9; 14:8-11; Sir. 3:30; 29:12; 2 Enoch 50.5; Ps. 
Sol. 9.5; m. Pe.a 1.1; t. Pe>a 4.17-21 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.45, 72-75); 
SB 1:430; Grundmann 1963: 262-63; Talbert 1982: 142; Wiefel 1988: 241; 
Matt. 19:21 = Mark 10:21 = Luke 18:22; 12:21. On the custom of alms, see 
BAGD 249-50; BAA 504. ’EAenpoovvn refers literally to “acts of mercy”; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:486; Dan. 4:27 [4:24 MT]. Interestingly, the refrain of t. 
Pe>a 4.18 is, “My ancestors stored up treasures of money, but I have stored 


up treasures.” The object of the last clause is not clear (“for heaven,” “of 
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benefits,” “of souls,” or “for myself in the world to come”), but the point 
about the value of alms is clear. 

26 For the various degrees of breaking Sabbath, see m. Sab. 7.1; b. B. 
Bat. 60b; Manson 1949: 119; Schweizer 1984: 214; Talbert 1982: 144; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 992; SB 2:192. 

3 So, e.g., Jeremias 1963a: 45-48. Marshall 1978: 622-23 notes that 
even if, as he believes, this is a compilation, the teaching still comes from 
traditional material. Since he defends the authenticity of 16:13, this seems 
to imply the authenticity of the whole of 16:9-13. Pilgrim 1981: 127, 
however, alludes to the work of a Christian preacher or teacher. Talbert 
1982: 153 is probably incorrect to call 16:8b an initial interpretation of the 
parable, since it is really an observation that produces an application only 
by implication. The phrase but I say to you in 16:9 is the start of the 
parable’s formal application and is not a Lucan expression (Jeremias 1980: 
106). 

36 Talbert 1982: 153 calls 16:8b the first interpretation of the parable, 
though this is true only by implication; also Marshall 1978: 619-20 (opting 
for an end at 16:8a). 

9 Most, like Talbert 1982: 166, see Jesus attacking apocalyptic calendar- 
setting, but this needs careful definition in view of NT exhortations to 
watch carefully for the Son of Man’s return. Granted, a specific date cannot 
and should not be sought, but sensitivity to general eschatological sequence 
or to watchfulness is never condemned (Matt. 24—25 = Mark 13; Luke 
21:5-36; Acts 3:11-26). The view is right to deny date-setting, but is wrong 


to see the only sign as “Spirit-empowered ministry.” New Testament 


eschatological hope is more specific and futurist than this denial suggests. 
In a more balanced approach, Beasley-Murray 1986: 100 notes that there 
are “signs” to see—if one has the eyes to see them. Meier 1994: 425 
mentions texts where Jesus urges the community of faith to be prepared for 
a long ministry (Luke 21:7-24; 19:11; Acts 1:6-7; Mark 13:10). But 
disciples are still to keep looking for Jesus (Matt. 24-25 = Mark 13 = Luke 
21:5-36). 

1 Talbert 1982: 182 is skeptical that Luke sees a future for Israel, but 
Luke’s terminology about “the times of the Gentiles” and OT fulfillment 
suggest otherwise, especially given the continued discussion of restoration 
of the kingdom to Israel in Acts 1:6 and Peter’s remarks in Acts 3:20-21. 

1 Drury 1976: 49-51 and Tannehill 1974; earlier Cadbury 1958: 192-93. 
For a fuller list, see Farris 1985: 15. 

1 Tannehill 1986: 31 refers to the Magnificat as an operatic aria, where 
the action stops and the situation is assessed with a flourish. That 
description may be applied to the Benedictus as well. 

46 Tannehill 1986: 34-35 speaks of the reader’s sense of tragedy in 
Luke, since the reader knows that Israel’s release did not happen, because it 
rejected Messiah. A successful outcome of the promise is not yet realized, 
though Luke still has hope for Israel; cf. Tannehill 1985. The account as a 
whole is almost a theodicy, explaining what God is doing, despite Messiah’s 
apparent failure. Tiede 1980 develops this idea, including issues tied to the 
fall of Jerusalem. His view of Luke’s understanding of Jerusalem’s fall 


requires that the Gospel of Luke be dated after A.D. 70, which is debatable. 


However, the term theodicy does apply to the assurance Luke-Acts seeks to 
give. Tiede’s insights on how Luke saw Jerusalem and Israel are valuable. 

2 Tannehill 1986: 38 makes this observation and speaks of the birth as 
more than a family affair. 

14 Schürmann 1969: 164; Tannehill 1986: 50, 145. The failure of such 
an appeal is evident in 16:24, 27, 30. 

8 Bultmann 1963: 31-32 (where he calls the account an apophthegm or 
pronouncement story, which he believes grew into this full-blown account); 
Creed 1930: 65; Schneider 1977a: 106-7; Klostermann 1929: 62; Fitzmyer 
1981: 527; Tannehill 1972; C. F. Evans 1990: 266-67 (who notes a series of 
Lucan expressions in the account); Goulder 1989: 299. For a summary of 
the recent discussion and a full bibliography on this passage, see Schreck 
1989, while Corrington 1993 evaluates a redactional reading of this text 
with other types of readings. 

20 Grundmann, TDNT 2:301-2; Tannehill 1986: 83. On power: Luke 
4:14; 5:17; 6:19; 8:46; Acts 10:38; on miracles: Luke 19:37; Acts 2:22; on 
authority: Luke 10:19. 

12 Talbert 1982: 65-67 treats 5:30-6:11 as a unit because of the shared 
theme of controversy and the shared discussion of the new lifestyle of the 
way with Jesus. Tannehill 1986: 172—76, esp. 173, discusses 5:17-6:11 as a 
unit of five controversies and notes how Luke tightened the connection in 
5:33. 

1 Tannehill 1986: 214-15 notes that the question appears in various 
forms in 4:22, 36; 5:21; 7:49; 8:25; and 9:9. He suggests that Jesus’ 


ministry in 8:22-9:17 led to Peter’s awareness of who Jesus is. 


58 Tannehill 1986: 233 prefers seventy-two, but does not know which 
symbolic idea is present, other than a stress on universal mission; so also 
Talbert 1982: 115. 

1 Tannehill 1986: 179 argues that the first subunit shows where Jesus 
and the lawyer are similar, while the parable shows where Jesus’ emphasis 
is unique. 

6 Tannehill 1986: 153—56 objects, stressing that the goal in this context 
is only Jerusalem, not death. The point, however, is what Jerusalem 
represents and what it will do to this prophet. To separate Jerusalem from a 


reference to Jesus’ death is artificial. 


17 Tannehill 1986: 155-56 argues that Luke holds out hope for Israel’s 
future, citing Allison 1983: 75 as support. Allison argues that Jesus uses the 
standard Jewish form for giving a conditional prophecy; see also Allison 
1985: 157. Marshall 1978: 577 leans this way. 

1 Tannehill 1986: 183 sees two points of concern for Jesus: (1) humility 
and (2) no attitude of social exclusion or pride in wealth. Tiede 1988: 263 
has a revealing title for this unit: “Seating Charts and Guest Lists in the 
Kingdom.” 

20 Tannehill 1986: 157 n. 27 suggests that, in light of the journey 
imagery, the force is “say farewell.” Disciples know that life is not in 
possessions, so they can part with them and avoid pursuing them as the 
world does. 

1 Bultmann 1963: 33 calls it a “biographical apophthegm” and sees the 
account as a variant of Mark 1:40-45 (on the Marcan connection, see the 
discussion of sources and historicity). Berger 1984: 314, 317 speaks of 
“deesis” or “petitio” because of the appeal for help. Tannehill 1986: 118—20 
calls it a “quest story.” 

1 Tannehill notes seven quest stories in Luke, this being the only one 
with a negative result: 5:17-26; 7:1-10; 7:36-50; 17:11-19; 19:1-10; 
23:39-43 (I question the presence of a quest story in 7:36-50). 

1 Tannehill 1986: 122 calls this account a “quest story,” but this label is 
not precise. Zacchaeus just wanted to see Jesus, he was not seeking 
something from him. Tannehill recognizes this and therefore speaks of Jesus 


going beyond Zacchaeus’s expectations. The story really shows Jesus’ 


initiative to seek and save the lost (19:10). If there is a quest, it is Jesus’ 
quest for the lost. 

17 This view of the king’s sternness is conceptually like Josephus’s 
description of a law that punishes slaves more harshly; Against Apion 2.30 
8216; C. Taylor 1901; Plato, Laws 913c (11); Brightman 1927-28; Philo, 
Hypothetica 7.6; Fitzmyer 1985: 1237. 

3 Mark 1:16-20 and Luke 5:1-11 are two form parallels; Bovon 1989: 
252; Berger 1984: 316 (discusses the parallel in Mark 2:14); V. Taylor 
1935: 75. Schürmann 1969: 287 speaks of an apophthegm for the whole 
account, which combines a call with a controversy account. 

5 So V. Taylor 1966: 214-15 defends the authenticity of Mark 2:23-26 
and suggests that the time of the event is somewhere between late April and 
June, because the grain is ready for harvest. Concerning the move from a 
saying about a human to a saying about the Son of Man (like that in Mark), 
all that is required is for Jesus to see himself as God’s representative to 
humanity, a concept bound up in the Son of Man discussion and a 
connection that is quite possible for Jesus here. Matthew and Luke drop the 
humanity remark because it is an intermediate step in the argument (see 
excursus 6). 

9 For a defense of the authenticity of Mark 2:18-20, and thus of its 
parallels, see V. Taylor 1966: 208-12 (who argues that the Marcan tradition 
has roots in an eyewitness and was told to reveal Jesus’ mind about fasting); 
Cranfield 1959: 107-11; Marshall 1978: 223 (though he regards it as 
possible that Luke 5:36-39 may be a separate tradition). Bovon 1989: 256 


also sees a distinct tradition, since Luke’s saying has a parallel in the Gospel 


of Thomas 47, though in a different order (Luke: garment [5:36], then wine 
[5:37-39]; Thomas: the reverse). Teaching through word linkage was 
popular in Judaism. When done with the Scriptures, it was called gezerah 
shewah. 

4 Fitzmyer 1981: 753 is too cautious here. Marshall 1978: 350 is correct 
in calling it “one of the best-attested facts in the life of Jesus,” following 
Manson 1949: 73; also V. Taylor 1966: 302. This tradition contains one of 
the few sayings of Jesus alluded to by Paul (1 Cor. 9:14). 

D V. Taylor 1935: 147; Fitzmyer 1981: 757. Bultmann 1963: 301-2 does 
not discuss Luke 9, but the longer parallel of Mark 6:14-29. Berger 1984: 
233 speaks of an “uncertain acclamation” present within the account. 

2 For excellent overviews of the variety of positions on Lucan redaction, 
see Soards 1987: 13-16 and V. Taylor 1972: 3-27. Nolland 1993b: 1023 is 
convinced that Luke had a second source, which he thinks may be a 
continuous account. 

6 While recognizing that the two accounts share some similarities, V. 
Taylor 1972: 61-64; Schürmann 1957: 63-99; Marshall 1978: 811; and 
Grundmann 1963: 400 note that Luke does not delay Marcan texts like this 
elsewhere. 

1 Those arguing for an additional source are Fitzmyer 1985: 1456-58 
(but not in 22:54-62); Creed 1930: 276 (maybe); Marshall 1978: 839-40, 
845, 848; Grundmann 1963: 416, 418-19; Ernst 1977: 612-13, 616, 618; 
Nolland 1993b: 1092-93, 1098-99, 1104-5; and J. Green 1988: 276. Soards 
1987: 100-120 argues for a mixture of tradition, Marcan rewriting, and 


Lucan rewriting. The classic study on this issue is V. Taylor 1972. Dissent 


about an extra source outside of some oral material comes from R. Brown 
1994: 581-83. Most of Luke’s changes (e.g., 22:63-65) reflect his style and 
vocabulary. But all that this shows is Luke’s hand on his sources, not 
whether additional information existed. Brown sees the “game” in 22:64 as 
evidence of the presence of oral tradition (see the exegesis). But why limit it 
here, given evidence of sources throughout this material? 

1 Luce 1933: 354 speaks of Mark plus L. Marshall 1978: 878 and V. 
Taylor 1972: 99-103 say that special Lucan material may appear in 23:55— 
56. Ernst 1977: 640-41 holds that it is 23:50c, 51a, 53b, 54b. Nolland 
1993b: 1162-63 holds to 23:53c and perhaps 23:52-54. Grundmann 1963: 
436 holds to 23:50, 51a, 53b, 54-56. Fitzmyer 1985: 1523 holds to 23:53c, 
56a. Though it could be debated whether certain verses derive from another 
source, Luke seems to have had access to additional material, against R. 
Brown 1994: 1226. 

19 Thackeray 1912-13 discusses an idiom (“surrender unconditionally”) 
possibly found in the greetings in Judg. 18:15; 1 Sam. 10:4; 17:22; 25:5; 
30:21; T. Judah 9.7. But this force is less clearly documented; see Nolland 
1993a: 764. 

8 However, Theissen’s conclusion that this description reflects Luke’s 
subordinationism is imprecise; see Bock 1987: 66—69. In Luke, Jesus 
emerges with authority and a role equal to that of God, but Luke builds his 
Christology from the “earth up” for the benefit of the reader. See Bock 
1994c: 102-17. 

12 Bultmann 1963: 212, 240; Fitzmyer 1981: 572; Berger 1984: 314; 
Theissen 1983: 321. Fitzmyer notes that M. Dibelius’s classification of this 


account as a tale is certainly wrong. Dibelius classifies many miracle stories 
as tale, reflecting perhaps other presuppositions. 

14 Theissen notes that such accounts combine healing and exposition but 
that exposition dominates. Similarly, Berger 1984: 85 speaks of the binding 
together of Chrie (his term for “sayings”) and miracle. 

6 Theissen 1983: 100 notes Greek parallels in ancient novels. In Greek 
circles, the rescue involves the appearing of a god; Homer, Hymns 33.12; 
Aristides, Hymn to Serapis 33. Such rescues are the affairs of divinity. 
Marshall 1978: 333 notes a parallel to Virgil, Aeneid 4.554-60. 

7 Bultmann 1963: 215-16; so also Fitzmyer 1981: 727. Bovon 1989: 422 
speaks of a “victory of the hero (German Helden) over the elements,” a 
rescue miracle, as does Theissen 1983: 321. Bovon says it is like an 
exorcism, but is distinct. 

7 Bultmann 1963: 210 classifies it as a miracle of healing. Bovon 1989: 
432 and Theissen 1983: 321 call it an exorcism. Theissen also speaks of the 
liberation of an enslaved personality (pp. 89-90). Berger 1984: 311 puts it 
in his “epideixis/demonstratio” category (where he puts many miracles). He 
also speaks of the account as a “mandatio” that highlights Jesus’ authority 
and power. Pesch 1971: 354 notes the form elements in Mark: encounter 
(5:1-2), demon’s defensive reaction (5:6-7), exorcist’s command (5:8), exit 
of demon (5:13), crowd amazement and spread of exorcist’s fame (5:14a, 
18-20). 

9 Bultmann 1963: 214-15 (who argues that they were originally 
separate); Bovon 1989: 444-45 (who speaks of a “crescendo” in this 


pairing, especially since it includes two women); Fitzmyer 1981: 743; 


Theissen 1983: 321. Berger 1984: 314, 317 speaks of a “supplication 
account” by putting it in his “deesis/petitio” category. It also teaches Jesus’ 
authority, as Berger’s placement in the “mandatio” form shows. 

2 Theissen 1983: 177 speaks of natural compression for Matthew and 
Luke, which is the view of those who hold Marcan priority. Busse 1979: 
254 n. 3 notes that Luke has 44 percent fewer words than Mark. 

4 F. E. D. Schleiermacher also held this view. On the history of 
interpretation, see Thiessen 1934; Weinert 1977: 505; and Zerwick 1959. 

16 The distinction is one that goes back to Aquinas (Summa part 2.1, 
question 108, article 4), who argues for a difference between command 
(praeceptum) and counsel (consilium). A command is binding, advice is not 
—except on those who pursue a special kind of holiness like the monastics. 
The result is a distinction in Catholic ethics between that which is necessary 
for gaining eternal bliss and that which aids to that end. See the discussions 
in Guelich 1982: 15 and Strecker 1988: 15-16. 

7 Marshall 1978: 572 and Thrall 1962: 20—21 interpret mAnv as 
“moreover.” BAGD 669 81b and BAA 1346 81b see it as contrastive, but in 
this context it is more of an emphatic explanation (§1c in the lexicons). 

33 On Jewish views of forgiveness of sin, see Nolland 1989: 236, who 
notes key studies: Sjö;berg 1938; Thyen 1970; Gradwohl 1974; and Klauck 
1981. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 53-57; F. F. Bruce 1988: 6-13 (of Acts); Bovon 1989: 
23; Kümmel 1975: 151; Danker 1988: 17-18; Tiede 1980: 1-18, 70; 
Maddox 1982: 6-9; Esler 1987: 27-29; C. A. Evans 1990: 2; C. F. Evans 
1990: 14; L. Johnson 1991: 2-3. 


32 Tiede 1988: 37 alludes to Lucian’s comparison of a historian’s work 
to a work of fine sculpture. 

17 Luke 2:23-24, 27, 37, 39, 46; 16:17; 19:45, 47; 20:1; 21:37-38; 
23:56; 24:53; Tiede 1988: 41. These emphases are less pronounced in Acts; 
consider, e.g., Stephen’s critique of the temple in Acts 7 and Peter’s 
warning about the law in Acts 15:10-11. For Luke’s complex view of the 
law, see the introduction to the Gospel of Luke under “Theology— The New 
Community— Source of Tension: The Law.” 

1 There are various ways to list the parallels. With only minor variations, 
I follow Schürmann’s list (1969: 59 n. 132). For other arrangements and 
discussions, see Tiede 1988: 45-47; R. Brown 1977: 293-98; Schneider 
1977a: 48; and Creed 1930: 13. 

2 Danker 1988: 34, more agnostic, says an attempt to trace the account 
back to Mary is “pure speculation,” but the attempt to argue Lucan 
invention is “sheer conjecture.” Tiede 1988: 47 notes that the argument that 
the tradition had contact with Mary cannot be proved or disproved. 

46 Tannehill 1986: 34-35 speaks of the reader’s sense of tragedy in 
Luke, since the reader knows that Israel’s release did not happen, because it 
rejected Messiah. A successful outcome of the promise is not yet realized, 
though Luke still has hope for Israel; cf. Tannehill 1985. The account as a 
whole is almost a theodicy, explaining what God is doing, despite Messiah’s 
apparent failure. Tiede 1980 develops this idea, including issues tied to the 
fall of Jerusalem. His view of Luke’s understanding of Jerusalem’s fall 


requires that the Gospel of Luke be dated after A.D. 70, which is debatable. 


However, the term theodicy does apply to the assurance Luke-Acts seeks to 
give. Tiede’s insights on how Luke saw Jerusalem and Israel are valuable. 

14 Creed 1930: 50; Nolland 1989: 141. Tiede 1988: 86 notes the 
emphasis this idea has in Acts (2:38; 3:19; 5:31; 8:22; 11:18; 17:30; 20:21; 
26:20). 

1 Tiede 1980: 30-47 develops this theme along with other OT prophetic 
portraits that influence Luke’s perspective. He argues that the Gentile issue 
and its defense is a major Lucan concern that is a motivation for this 
critique, a point with which I totally agree; so Bock 1987: 259, 277-78. The 
people not only reject Jesus, but they also refuse to be sensitive to his 
expanded, inclusive mission. 

13 Combrink 1973; Talbert 1982: 54-55; Tiede 1988: 103. I present 
Tiede’s suggestion. See also the further discussion in 4:18. 

21 Talbert 1982: 54-55; Tiede 1980: 35. For a definition of chiasmus, 
see the exegesis of 1:17. 

7 Tiede 1988: 116-17 cites OT parallels from Exod. 3, Judg. 6, and Isa. 6 
as similar in tone, since they are also “call” texts. 

9 This classification describes its function most precisely. See also 
Hubbard 1977 and Tiede 1988: 117 (who prefers to call the account an 
“epiphany-call” story to emphasize the disclosure of divine presence). 

30 Tiede 1988: 122 notes that to always associate disease with a specific 
sin can be cruel. In this text, the condition is present as evidence of the 
fallen state of the human race and the disorder in creation, which Jesus has 
come to put right again. Luke 13:1-5 is also against assuming a specific 


reference here. That sin is a general reality in the creation explains why 


creation groans until full redemption comes (Rom. 8:19-25). When James 
(5:16) calls for confession of sin in the face of sickness, he simply 
recognizes that sin may be involved (note the third-class condition in James 
5:15; so also conceptually 1 Cor. 11:30). Illness may or may not be related 
to specific sin. 

37 Tiede 1988: 122 compares the statement rhetorically with other such 
“easier” statements in 16:17 and 18:24-25. Common in Judaism, this kind 
of remark involves difficult comparisons and is to be pondered over. Jesus 
connects the two issues by his remarks and actions. The remarks make his 
miracle an audiovisual of a more basic spiritual reality. 

17 Tiede 1988: 130 cites Acts 5:31 and 11:18 as evidence of a “new era” 
of repentance. Acts 1:1—11 discusses Jesus’ departure. The problem with 
this suggestion is that it treats repentance as if it is a fresh theme in Acts, 
since Tiede speaks of a “new phase” of repentance. But repentance is a 
constant theme in Luke (5:32; 10:13-15; 15:1-32). 

18 Fitzmyer 1981: 624, Schürmann 1969: 322, and Bovon 1989: 286 are 
certain about the Gentile allusion (Luke 2:31-32; 3:6; 4:25-29). Ernst 1977: 
212, Marshall 1978: 242, and Tiede 1988: 136 are more cautious. 

1 Tiede 1988: 147-48 sees 7:1—9:50 as a unit (which he calls 
“Identifying the Messiah of God”) in which Luke describes the 
“christological drama” of demonstrating who Jesus is. Tiede argues that 
7:1—50 presents Jesus as the prophet of God. But “the one to come” (7:18— 
23) is not a prophet, but the promised deliverer. In addition, 8:1—3 deals 
with response, not proclamation, and therefore belongs with the emphasis of 


chap. 7. Tiede is right that Christology is a major concern until 9:50, but the 


chapter divisions, which came centuries after Luke was written, are 
misleading, and it is therefore better to divide 7:1—9:50 into three units— 
7:1-8:3; 8:4-9:17; 9:18—-50—for reasons that I shall make clear in the 
exegesis. 

6 For Q as the basic source, see Schürmann 1969: 413, 418; Marshall 
1978: 287; Fitzmyer 1981: 662-63; Tiede 1988: 153; Wiefel 1988: 148; 
Bovon 1989: 369. Those who prefer Matthean priority argue that Luke used 
Matthew. Luke 7:20-21, 29-30 does not have a parallel in Matthew. 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901- 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to a real game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 
Legasse 1969: 299-301. 

1 This miracle cluster is paralleled in Mark 4:35-5:43; Marshall 1978: 
332-33; Fitzmyer 1981: 726-27; Tiede 1988: 170; Wiefel 1988: 163 n. 1. 

25 According to Arndt 1956: 247, this is the only place where Jesus 
makes such an address. However, he has missed 13:16, where a woman is 
addressed as a daughter of Abraham (noted by Tiede 1988: 176). Cf. the 
description of Zacchaeus as “son of Abraham” in 19:9. Bovon 1989: 450 
and n. 50 notes that the term suggests Jesus’ authority. See also Ps. 45:10 
[44:11 LXX]; Zeph. 3:14; and Lam. 4:21-22. The length of the woman’s 
problem suggests that she is older than Jesus. 

4 Note the passive progressive construction: Ñv napakekañvppévov (was 


being hidden). Marshall 1978: 394 notes that this construction with amo 


(from) is a Hebraism; Ezek. 22:26; BDF 8155.3. Citing Exod. 7:13-14 
(“Pharaoh’s heart was hardened”), Tiede 1988: 193 argues that the passive 
is ambiguous about the concealer’s identity. Such remarks are usually tied 
to God’s sovereignty (1 Cor. 1:30; 2:6-9). Regardless, the implication is 
that such concealment can be overturned only by attention to God’s 
message. Nolland 1993a: 514 holds out the possibility of Satanic binding, 
noting that by 24:25 the disciples are seen as responsible for failing to 
understand. Nolland may be right. 

62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

5 Creed 1930: 159 speaks of Q here, as does Manson 1949: 83. The 
amount of Matthean-Lucan agreement makes this source connection likely, 
though whether it is Q or another shared tradition is debatable (Matthean 
prioritists see Matthew as the likely source). Grundmann 1963: 236-37 


correctly notes that Matthew is closer to Luke than to Mark (see also Easton 


1913, as discussed in n. 1 above). Fitzmyer 1985: 918 argues for Lucan 
additions in 11:16, but is uncertain about it in 11:14, 21-22. Additional 
source material cannot be ruled out. Tiede 1988: 216 notes that Matt. 12:23 
and Mark 3:11 stress Christology, while Luke emphasizes controversy with 
the leadership; but Luke also has strong Christology in light of the parable 
in 11:21-23. Of the three accounts, Mark has less confrontation than the 
other two. 

1 This is one of the few units in the journey narrative with material that 
might be parallel with Mark. That the first three subunits in this pericope 
have a variety of traditional contacts (Q, L, triple tradition) shows that this 
material’s tradition as a whole existed in some variety. Tiede 1988: 218 
speaks of Q material for all of 11:29-36. Luke may be pulling material 
together here to stress the importance of response as rejection grows. 

7 Tiede 1988: 233; Ernst 1977: 398; Fitzmyer 1985: 970; Lev. 19:18. 
Manson 1949: 271 notes the similar OT perspective: Job 31:24—25; Ps. 49; 
Eccles. 2:1-11. Note also T. Judah 18-19; Sir. 11:18-19; 1 Enoch 97.8-10; 
Mark 7:22; Rom. 1:29; 2 Cor. 9:5; 1 Tim. 6:10; 2 Pet. 2:3, 14; B. Scott 
1989: 131-32. 

7 With reference to seeking the kingdom, Tiede 1988: 238 says, “This 
reign may well seem foolish and vulnerable by the standards of those who 
have wealth and power, but it is the very strength of God for living in 
uncertain times with the security of God’s reign.” 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238-42 and 
Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47—48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 


180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110-11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 
1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 
coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41-42a and 12:47-48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 
warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 
where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 
is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 
source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 
Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47—48, which others deny have 
such roots. 

13 Tiede 1988: 241 sees “all” people in the parable, for some are placed 
with the unfaithful, while others suffer some punishment without being 
banished. 

1 Ellis 1974: 184; Danker 1988: 259; Tiede 1988: 247; Creed 1930: 180. 
In addition to the Josephean references in the list in the exegesis of 13:1, 


see also Life 17 892. 


1 Tannehill 1986: 183 sees two points of concern for Jesus: (1) humility 
and (2) no attitude of social exclusion or pride in wealth. Tiede 1988: 263 
has a revealing title for this unit: “Seating Charts and Guest Lists in the 
Kingdom.” 

2 So Blomberg 1990: 237-39; Kistemaker 1980: 193-201; Plummer 
1896: 359-60; Liefeld 1984: 979. Those accepting one parable but distinct 
sources are Luce 1933: 248; Grundmann 1963: 296 (L); Ernst 1977: 442 
(L); Marshall 1978: 584; Tiede 1988: 266 (apparently). Ellis 1974: 194 is 
uncertain. Blomberg 1990: 233-36 has a good discussion of this parable. 

12 In Prov. 24:3-6, wisdom builds a house and wages war; Schweizer 
1984: 241; Tiede 1988: 270-71. 

2 So Fitzmyer 1985: 1073 argues that 15:4-6 is from Q and that 
originally the two parables were not told together. He sees Matthew’s 
setting as more original. But why Jesus could not tell back-to-back parables 
that make the same point is not clear. Nor is it clear that 15:4-6 is from Q. 
Tiede 1988: 273 sees independent oral tradition here. 

1 Tiede sees this unit starting in 16:10. But the theme of money is tied to 
the parable of the crafty steward and thus 16:8-13 needs to be kept with 
16:1-7. Luke 16:14-15 is a bridge moving from money to the morality of 
the new era. 

2 Tiede 1988: 304 adds three other themes: (1) being faithful in prayer 
(18:1), (2) knowing that the delay does not mean that God is indifferent 
(18:2-7), and (3) keeping the faith (18:8). 

7 This pericope contains no allusion to infant baptism (Marshall 1978: 


682; Schweizer 1984: 285; Tiede 1988: 309-10; and Fitzmyer 1985: 1193 


correctly challenge Jeremias 1960: 54; Cullmann 1950: 76-78; and 
Grundmann 1963: 353), though by implication a child’s spiritual responses 
should be encouraged and accepted. Jeremias notes the use of K@Abo in 
baptismal settings (Matt. 3:14; Acts 8:36; 10:47; 11:17), but in Luke 18, the 
point is blessing, not baptism (against the Jesus Seminar [Funk and Hoover 
1993: 370], who import a baptismal sense here; see the discussion of 
sources and historicity above). 

3 Tiede 1988: 310 notes the options: a synagogue official, leader of the 
Pharisees, magistrate, or official of the high priest. The last two options are 
more likely here. If he had been a religious leader, Luke likely would have 
been more specific. 

3 Tiede 1988: 315 mentions Isa. 50:6; 53; and Ps. 2 as key texts. On the 
uncertainty of Isa. 50:6, see the exegesis of Luke 18:33. 

19 Dodd 1947: 49 argues that all the language is from the OT, as does 
Gaston 1970: 359, citing a catena of verses: Jer. 8:18; 9:1; 6:14, 6, 15, 8. 
Manson 1949: 319-20 cites Jer. 8:18-22, although the whole of Jer. 8:13- 
22, along with Jer. 6:6—21 and Isa. 29:1-4, might also be relevant. See also 
Plummer 1896: 451-52. Tiede 1980: 68-86 challenges Gaston’s view that 
Luke has four stages here: salvation to part of Israel, fulfillment of threat, 
salvation to Gentiles, and the end. He sees a theodicy in Luke—Acts, where 
Luke explains how Jerusalem crumbled and yet Luke argues that God still 
will be faithful by restoring Israel. This is quite possible, though Tiede 
argues for a post—a.d. 70 date for the book, which is less likely. 

27 Tiede 1980: 82 mentions Jer. 22:8 and 23:38. This is a national 


indictment like that of the exile. As Tiede says (p. 68), “Love for Israel, 


conflicting with wrath, characterizes this oracle of judgment.” Weatherly 
1994 attempts to limit the responsibility for Jesus’ death to Jerusalem and 
its leaders. He is right that Luke presents a “divided nation” and limits 
responsibility for the death here, but these indictments become national as a 
result. Covenant judgment tends to be national. 

1 In fact, a Galilean named Judas revolted in a.d. 6 because he did not 
want to pay such taxes; Josephus, Jewish War 2.8.1 8118; Tiede 1988: 344. 

2 Tiede 1988: 343 correctly remarks that this text does not endorse the 
“two-kingdoms” doctrine or the separation of church and state. It sets forth 
no political religious theory. It simply acknowledges the presence of civil 
government and its right to sustain itself through the contributions of its 
citizens. 

34 So Tiede 1980: 87—96 correctly shows that Luke teaches vengeance 
on Israel followed by vindication. Acts 3:19-21 suggests this most clearly, 
but so does Luke 13:35b by pointing to a day when Israel will respond to 
Messiah; see also C. A. Evans 1990: 313-14. 

9 Tiede 1988: 415 is close to view 2, arguing that if the nation does this 
atrocity now, surely they will pay for it later. 

24 The distributive singular Kapöla indicates that the heart burned in 
each of them; Marshall 1978: 898; Col. 3:16; BDF 8140. The periphrastic 
idiom pictures a running emotion; Plummer 1896: 557-58. On the sense of 
Kapdia in Luke, see 1:51, 66; 2:19, 35, 51; 3:15; 5:22; 9:47; 24:25; Tiede 
1988: 437. 

1 For more detail about the Son of Man debate and an extended version 


of this excursus, see Bock 1991c. Key recent studies (with full 


bibliographies) include Colpe, TDNT 8:400—77; Casey 1979; Caragounis 
1986; S. Kim 1985; T6;dt 1979 (whose work Kim in particular critiques). 

6 For the structure, see Bailey 1976: 159-61; Blomberg 1990: 173-74; 
and Tolbert 1979: 98-100. Blomberg argues for a plausible threefold 
division: younger son’s departure (15:11-20a), father’s welcome (15:20b- 
24), and older son’s reaction (15:25-32). 

9 Fitzmyer 1985: 1168-69 defends the ordinal iav as meaning “one,” 
not “first” (against Plummer 1896: 407) or “very much” (against Torrey 
1933: 312; Manson 1949: 142) or “just one” (against Rigaux 1970: 410). 

9 See McArthur 1960: 105-27; Carson 1984: 126-27; Jeremias 1963b: 
1-12, 19-23; Hunter 1965: 107-11; Toussaint 1980: 86-94; Bauman 1985; 
and J. Martin 1986. 

3.1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 


The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 


9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

16 Plummer 1896: 57. Traub, TDNT 5:537—38, discusses the “heavenly 
host.” A singular noun joined to a plural participle is an ad sensum 
construction; BDR 8134.1b. 

5 Bovon 1989: 179 n. 65. He notes Isa. 64:1 [63:19 MT]; T. Levi 18.6—7. 
One could add 3 Macc. 6:18; 2 Bar. 22.1; Traub, TDNT 5:530 n. 263. Also 
seeing the presence of apocalyptic elements is Witherington 1990: 149, who 
compares the text to Rev. 1 and defends the event’s authenticity as a vision. 

47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619--20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

14 Plummer 1896: 75 cites H. B. Tristram. Wight 1953: 121 also 
mentions a split travel custom of children spending time with kin and 
neighbors, but without citing ancient evidence. 

1 For the major essays on this theme, see Tuckett 1983, especially the 


critique of Wrede by Dunn (pp. 116-31, originally Dunn 1970b), who also 


sees the historical roots of the secret residing in Jesus’ ministry. 

2 This issue is particularly acute if Matthew was the first Gospel, for 
Matthew’s eschatological discourse not only has the Olivet remarks but also 
a series of graphic and theologically significant eschatological parables 
unique to his treatment. If Matthew is first and Luke knew him, why would 
Luke leave them out, since he loves parables, including eschatological 
parables (12:35-48; 18:1-8; 19:11-27)? Matthean prioritists have difficulty 
explaining this situation, which is a strong argument that Mark was written 
before Matthew. For how the various Synoptic theories approach this 
material, see the essays by C. M. Tuckett, F. Neirynck, and A. J. McNicol in 
Dungan 1990: 63-80, 108-24, 157-200. 

18 C. Turner 1925-26: 113-25; Glickman 1983: 86-87. Stegner 1989: 
15-31 stresses this Genesis connection over the regal motifs, tying 
ayarıntög to the Jewish motifs of the binding of Isaac. Currently, this may 
well be the most popular explanation. Gen. 22:2 is also mentioned as having 
the same basic phrase, though the expression there is in the accusative case. 
Other LXX uses of this phrase occur in Jer. 6:26; Amos 8:10; and Zech. 
12:10. 

17 Any charge today that dispensationalism sees two ways of salvation 
or sees too great a law/grace contrast in the sermon grossly misrepresents 
where many of its adherents are now. Such a monolithic view of 
dispensationalism fails to see the variations that have long been a part of 
this approach. Gerstner 1991 irresponsibly engages in such confusion and 
minimizes the significance of such differences, which dispensationalists like 


C. C. Ryrie and J. D. Pentecost have long noted. Gerstner’s charge of 


antinomianism is a distortion that warps his ability to appreciate the 
distinctions in the movement. The charge also underestimates the 
significance of the current discussion about the function of the law within 
covenant theology, as well as its debate with theonomy; see D. Turner 1991; 
J. Martin 1986; and J. Martin 1992. 

19 Stylistically this is like some OT phrases, e.g., “advanced in days” 
(Gen. 18:11; 24:1; Josh. 13:1; 23:1; 1 Kings 1:1); BDF 8197; N. Turner 
1963: 220 (dative of respect using Ev); Luke 1:18; 2:36; Delling, TDNT 
2:947-50, and esp. n. 42. 

43 On the grammar of this emphatic command, see N. Turner 1963: 96; 
BDF 8365.3; the LXX of Num. 6:3 and 1 Sam. 1:11 lacks pn. 

46 On the grammar, see N. Turner 1963: 180; Matt. 19:12; Acts 3:2; 
14:8. 

48 On €v substituting for eig and meaning “into,” see BDF 8218; N. 
Turner 1963: 257. 

24 Aiavoig is singular according to Greek idiom, an idiom that English 
renders in the plural, “thoughts”; Ps. 75:6 LXX is a grammatical parallel; 
Klostermann 1929: 20; N. Turner 1963: 23. 

16 The verbal complex Eoovtan ... stanepepionevot (it shall be ... 
divided) recalls the noun of 12:51; Fitzmyer 1985: 997; Marshall 1978: 
548; N. Turner 1963: 89. This periphrastic construction is a future perfect 
that focuses on a state of division. 

7 On the use of ei to introduce questions, see N. Turner 1963: 333; BDF 
8440.3; BDR 8440.3.5; Gen. 17:17; Matt. 12:10; 19:3; Luke 22:49; Acts 


1:6; 22:25. Luke uses this construction for an “indirect question” nineteen 
times. 

3 Twelftree 1993 gives a detailed survey of the texts involving Jesus as 
exorcist. After a careful study, he concludes: “The first result we can record 
from our study is that we are able unhesitatingly to support the view that 
Jesus was an exorcist” (p. 225). This theme is too widely attested in the 
sources to be denied. Meier 1994: 646-77 is more circumspect in his 
approach to the seven NT exorcisms, rating some as having historical roots: 
the possessed boy (Mark 9:14-29 = Matt. 17:14-21 = Luke 9:37-43a), 
Mary Magdalene (Luke 8:2), and the Gerasene demoniac (Mark 5:1-20 = 
Matt. 8:28-34 = Luke 8:26-39). Luke 4:33-37 = Mark 1:21-28 (man in the 
synagogue) probably reflects “the sort of thing” that Jesus did in ministry. 
Meier is uncertain about the account of the mute/blind demoniac (in part, 
because of its brevity), though leaning toward historicity (Luke 11:14-15 = 
Matt. 12:22-23). Meier doubts Matt. 9:32—33 (mute demoniac) and Mark 
7:24-30 = Matt. 15:21-28 (Syrophoenician woman). With typical 
circumspection, Meier concludes: “A decision that in any of these 
exorcisms a true miracle has taken place—in other words, that God has 
directly acted beyond all human potentiality to heal a particular individual 
—goes beyond what any scholar can say on purely historical grounds” (p. 
661). Ironically enough, to decide for miracle is the very conclusion that 
Jesus’ remarks desire. 

1 For solid overviews of this area, see McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 
McKnight is slightly more confident than I am of Marcan priority, though I 
still regard it likely that Mark was the first Gospel written. Still, his and 


Stein’s overviews show why many think Mark’s Gospel is first. For a 
comparative study of the two major options in the debate, see Bellinzoni, 
Tyson, and Walker 1985 and Dungan 1990. A study making significant 
points about Q and the complex interrelationship of the Gospel writers is 
Reicke 1986. For the case for Matthean priority, see Farmer 1964. 

4 Tyson 1960: 245 supports the account’s historicity because of the 
positive or at least neutral portrayal of the Pharisees here. 

5 Calling the trial a literary “nonevent,” Tyson 1986: 133-35 says that 
Luke’s description of Herod is “pale.” Herod is not an opponent here, but a 
curious bystander, maybe even a frustrated one. ’Ernpwta in 23:9 is a 
conative imperfect: “he tried to question”; BDF §326. 

24 Luke uses woei (about) frequently to show approximate time; Luke 
3:23; 9:14 (twice), 28; 22:41, 59; 24:11; cf. Acts 2:15; 3:1; 10:3, 9; 23:23). 
"Hôn (already) is also frequent: Matthew uses it seven times, Mark eight 
times, Luke ten times, elsewhere in the NT thirty-six times; Plummer 1896: 
536; Untergassmair 1980: 85 n. 372. 

33 Matthew uses 60€dCa (to praise) four times, Mark once, and John 
twenty-three times. Of Luke’s fourteen uses, five are in Acts, five are in 
unique Lucan material (2:20; 4:15; 7:16; 13:13; 17:15), one in agreement 
with Mark (5:26), and three in pericopes parallel to Mark but Mark lacks 
the term (5:25; 18:43; 23:47); Untergassmair 1980: 91 n. 408; Plummer 
1896: 539. 

35 The present participle ovvakoAovBoücan (those who are following), 
given this context, suggests that they are still following him. Galilee is 


again mentioned as an important reference point in Jesus’ ministry; Luke 


4:14, 44 (variant reading); 17:11; 23:5; 24:6; Acts 10:37; 13:31; 
Untergassmair 1980: 103. 

23 On mupetoc, see BAGD 730-31; BAA 1462; Van Der Loos 1965: 
553; K. Weiss, TDNT 6:956-59; Galen, De Differentiis Febrium 1.1; SB 
1:479; Hobart 1882: 3-5. 

25 On how the ancients attempted to treat fever, see Van Der Loos 1965: 
9593-54 and n. 3. 

40 Van Der Loos 1965: 78-79, 110-13 notes that not all disease is 
possession nor is all possession disease. On the distinction between 
miracles and magic, see Witherington 1990: 156-60; on Luke’s antimagic 
polemic, see Garrett 1989, who defers from answering any historical 
questions, staying at the literary level. 

6 So hold most scholars. For discussion, see Schneider 1977a: 122-23; 
Marshall 1978: 199; Fitzmyer 1981: 561 (who speaks of L, where the 
postresurrection tradition was already moved back; Luke simply used L and 
joined it to Marcan material); Ernst 1977: 184-85 (who goes on to say that 
Luke is not merely embellishing Mark); Van Der Loos 1965: 670; Schramm 
1971: 37—40 (who sees mostly Marcan material); Dietrich 1972: 25-38 
(who explains why Mark alone cannot be the source). 

21 Rengstorf, TDNT 1:330, says that Peter is regarded as a sinner “by the 
community.” Van Der Loos 1965: 671 agrees with the above assessment of 
the fishing occupation, while Schürmann 1969: 270 n. 54 disagrees, noting 
that no evidence exists for this view of fishermen in the first century; so 


also SB 1:187. Schiirmann is surely right here. 


16 BAGD 471 (with bibliography); BAA 957; Van Der Loos 1965: 465- 
68; Michaelis, TDNT 4:233-34; Harrison, NIDNTT 2:463-66; SB 4:745- 
63; Pousma 1975: 138-39. A€mpa occurs in the NT only in Matt. 8:3 = 
Mark 1:42 = Luke 5:12-13. A related term, Aerıpög, appears in Luke 4:27; 
7:22; 17:12; Matt. 8:2; 10:8; 11:5; 26:6; Mark 1:40; 14:3. 

27 The four terms are yœàóç (lame), used fourteen times in the NT, six 
times in Luke-Acts (e.g., Luke 7:22; 14:13, 21); kvAAOc (maimed), used 
four times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 15:30-31), not used by Luke; rtapaAUTIKöG 
(stricken with palsy, paralytic), used ten times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 4:24), 
not used by Luke; and rtapaAeAune&vog (paralytic), a perfect passive 
participle of mapaAvo, used five times in the NT, four of which are in 
Luke-Acts (Luke 5:18, 24; Acts 8:7; 9:33). See Van Der Loos 1965: 436 n. 
3. 

29 If so, the less natural lexical meaning is not necessary; Marshall 1978: 
213; Kelso 1962: 544; Van Der Loos 1965: 441 n. 3. 

34 BAGD 548 82; BAA 1112 82; Van Der Loos 1965: 438-39; Bovon 
1989: 274. The term €npdoc means “withered,” so that the hand has suffered 
atrophy. The term also appears in the parallel Matt. 12:10 = Mark 3:3; and 
Luke 6:8; John 5:3; Matt. 23:15; Heb. 11:29. 

5 Carson 1984: 214 suggests that the discipleship emphasis is 
overdrawn, especially when it is treated as Matthew’s sole concern. Van Der 
Loos 1965: 649 argues that calling the boat the “ship of the church” 
originates in the “ship-yard of the imagination.” The miracle pictures 


spiritual truth, but it is not allegory, nor does it focus only on discipleship. 


13 This may also be the significance of the request in Luke 8:31 not to 
be sent into the abyss; Van Der Loos 1965: 387 n. 4. 1 Enoch 56.3; T. 
Moses 10.11-12; and T. Levi 18 reflect such an eschatological judgment 
(the T. Moses reference is disputed; see J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.932, 
933 n. g). 

19 Against Van Der Loos 1965: 389, who argues that the request in Mark 
not to be sent to a “distant country” means a faraway land, not Hades. He 
does cite a parallel in Tob. 8:3, where the odor of a burning fish so repelled 
a demon that he fled to the “faraway land” of Egypt (and thus could not 
seize Tobias). But one cannot be certain of this parallel’s influence on Mark. 

16 Against Van Der Loos 1965: 514, who argues that Jesus did not know. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 746 argues that the question sounds “stupid,” and it does at 
first glance, as Peter’s reaction shows. But, given the emphasis in these 
accounts on Jesus’ control over events, the question calls for reflection 
about why Jesus would ask it. 

17 Van Der Loos 1965: 512-15 is right to separate the question of the 
Gospels’ view from that of the woman. See his questions (a) and (d). 

31 Van Der Loos 1965: 569 takes Jesus’ remark about sleep to indicate a 
coma, ignoring the use of sleep as a common figure for death (see the next 
paragraph). There is no indication that the crowd has misread the situation. 
In fact, this view destroys the parallelism with 7:11-17. 

32 Van Der Loos 1965: 572 cites OT precedent (Judg. 15:19; 1 Sam. 
30:12); more correct is Schneider 1977a: 199. In Judaism, see 1 Enoch 
22.1-14; 39.4-8. Nolland 1989: 422 notes a possible contact with 1 Kings 
17:21-22. 


11 For other OT and rabbinic parallels, see Van Der Loos 1965: 624-27, 
but these parallels deal more with the constant availability of food. 

12 John 6:9 mentions barley loaves. On this kind of food, see Van Der 
Loos 1965: 622 n. 3. SB 1:683—84 notes that barley bread was not well 
liked. 

6 On the Jewish attitude toward epilepsy, see Van Der Loos 1965: 401-5, 
who notes that Balaam and Saul were thought by some to have suffered 
from the disease (Num. 24:4; 1 Sam. 19:24). David feigned epilepsy before 
Saul (1 Sam. 21:13 [21:14 MTJ). The ancient figure probably alludes to a 
fear of the influence of the moon. Greek culture also tied epilepsy to the 
moon’s activity. 

7 In Luke 1:20 the impediment is said to be from God; in Mark 7:32 no 
cause is stated, but Mark 9:17 links demonic activity with the lack of 
speech. On Jewish thinking about the association of disease or disability 
and demons, see SB 4:501-35; Van Der Loos 1965: 351-53; Ernst 1977: 
373. 

6 Lev. Rab. 15.2 on 13:2 comments on Job 28:25: “Man is evenly 
balanced, half of him is water, and the other half is blood. When he is 
deserving, the water does not exceed the blood, nor does the blood exceed 
the water; but when he sins, it sometimes happens that the water gains over 
the blood and then he becomes a sufferer from dropsy; at other times the 
blood gains over the water and he then becomes leprous”; Van Der Loos 
1965: 505. 

5 On the use of @@vn (voice), see Luke 11:27; Acts 4:24; Gen. 39:15, 
18; Judg. 21:2; 1 Sam. 11:4; Van Der Loos 1965: 496 n. 4; Klostermann 


1929: 173. The call for mercy is also used in the Psalter (e.g., 109:21; 
Glö;ckner 1983: 139-40), but not much can be made of this general 
expression, as Nolland 1993a: 846 indicates. 

2 Schürmann 1969: 139 notes numerous Semitisms in earlier accounts 
and says this account has more unmistakable traces of Greek and Lucan 
expression. The most influential study here is Van Iersel 1960. 

33 Ireland 1992: 36, 41 reports that this view goes back to D. Schulz in 
1821 and was tied to ancient practice by J. J. Van Oosterzee in 1859. It has 
recently been defended through appeal to Jewish practice by Derrett 1970: 
48-77. Fitzmyer 1964 adds an additional twist to this view: this interest was 
the steward’s commission, making his action of canceling the interest only a 
clever pretense of personal sacrifice. 

11 Van Unnik 1979: 40-42, esp. n. 23, cites Lucian’s use of 
avataoooua in How to Write History 47-48. See also Van Unnik 1973. It 
should be said, however, that when used in a prologue and tied to a word 
like emyelpe@, AvaTAOOOLAL suggests written or at least well-organized 
reports. Also in favor of written predecessors is Du Plessis 1974: 262-63. 
Written sources are still the most likely referent here. My point is that we 
cannot be sure that Luke did not mean more than that, especially since 
multiple sources are mentioned. 

48 Marshall 1978: 262; Van Unnik 1966: 289-95; 1 Macc. 11:33; Sir. 
12:1-6; t. Meg. 3.16 (= Neusner 1977-86: 2.292); Epictetus 2.14.18; 
Hesiod, Works and Days 352; Aristotle, Rhetoric to Alexander 1446. 

5 So Vermes 1973: 178, who discusses classifications 1 and 2 and prefers 


#2. 


9 If, of course, Vermes is right that the term did mean “I and no other,” 
then the claim is more direct and the meaning is transparent. Matt. 9 
suggests either that this is not the force or that the crowd misunderstood the 
claim. Either option is possible in Matt. 9. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

43 Among those who support this approach are Schürmann 1969: 302; 
Vogt 1959; Buchanan and Wolfe 1978; and apparently Danker 1988: 130. 
Marshall 1978: 230 is uncertain of the origin. 

14 Strathmann, TDNT 4:235; Luce 1933: 134; Fitzmyer 1981: 591; 
Schürmann 1969: 289-90; Vö;lkel 1978; Jeremias 1931; E. Sanders 1985: 
174-211. 

16 Walker suggests that openness and challenge of sin cannot be put side 
by side. He opts for the challenge to sin. 

1 For solid overviews of this area, see McKnight 1991b and Stein 1987. 
McKnight is slightly more confident than I am of Marcan priority, though I 
still regard it likely that Mark was the first Gospel written. Still, his and 
Stein’s overviews show why many think Mark’s Gospel is first. For a 
comparative study of the two major options in the debate, see Bellinzoni, 


Tyson, and Walker 1985 and Dungan 1990. A study making significant 


points about Q and the complex interrelationship of the Gospel writers is 
Reicke 1986. For the case for Matthean priority, see Farmer 1964. 

1 Wall 1989 argues that this story is a call to hear the word similar to 
Deut. 8:3. He also argues that Luke 10:25-37 is an example story 
expounding Deut. 7:12. This connection with Deuteronomy is stronger in 
Luke 10:38-42 than in 10:25-37. 

21 The difference may suggest a distinct form of the tradition for Luke, 
since the Spirit’s work is a Lucan emphasis. Schulz 1972: 205 and Manson 
1949: 86 argue that Matthew probably changed the reference to the Spirit, 
possibly in light of Matt. 12:18. But the reason for such a change is not 
entirely compelling, since Matthew also loves OT allusions. However, if 
there is a change here, Matthew is more likely to have made it, since it is 
hard to see Luke’s removing a reference to the Spirit for explanatory 
reasons (but so argue Wall 1987 and Goulder 1989: 504, noting that Luke 
does not use the phrase Spirit of God). For a Lucan change are Hamerton- 
Kelly 1964-65; Yates 1964; and Nolland 1993a: 639-40. Nolland notes that 
Luke alone uses anthropomorphisms like “hand of God” (1:66) and “arm of 
God” (1:51). 

22 Wall 1987 sees an allusion to Deut. 9:10 and not to the Exodus text. 
He argues that, just as Moses reminded the rebellious people that God’s 
finger had written the law, so Jesus reveals his messianic mission and 
covenant connection, since Satan is cast out. Though possible, this approach 
seems overly subtle and understates the force of the war imagery in 11:21— 


22, which explains this remark through parable. 


10 The stone as a messianic image in Judaism draws esp. on Isa. 28:16 
and Dan. 2:44-45; but see also Gen. 28:17-19; Zech. 4:8-10; 3:8-9; Tg. Ps. 
118:24 (printed in Walton 1657: 3.274; see Ellis 1974: 233). For Tg. Isa. 
28:16 and other Jewish parallels, see Jeremias, TDNT 4:272-73. Tg. Isa. 
28:16(CALTGO) reads: “Behold I set in Zion a king, a mighty king, mighty 
and terrible, whom I will uphold and strengthen; the prophet says: “And the 
righteous in whom is confidence shall not tremble when affliction comes.’” 

27 Tiede 1980: 82 mentions Jer. 22:8 and 23:38. This is a national 
indictment like that of the exile. As Tiede says (p. 68), “Love for Israel, 
conflicting with wrath, characterizes this oracle of judgment.” Weatherly 
1994 attempts to limit the responsibility for Jesus’ death to Jerusalem and 
its leaders. He is right that Luke presents a “divided nation” and limits 
responsibility for the death here, but these indictments become national as a 
result. Covenant judgment tends to be national. 

21 His six categories (pp. 254-60) are Yahweh returning through a future 
agent, Davidic Messiah, Aaronic Messiah, Michael/Melchizedek, Son of 
Man, and Elijah redivivus. Of the focused categories that Webb examines, 
the closest correspondences occur in the Son of Man and Davidic Messiah 
categories, though the category that has the most contact with John’s 
expectation is Yahweh returning through an agent. 

4 F. E. D. Schleiermacher also held this view. On the history of 
interpretation, see Thiessen 1934; Weinert 1977: 505; and Zerwick 1959. 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238-42 and 
Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47-48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 


180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110-11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 
1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 
coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41—42a and 12:47-48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 
warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 
where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 
is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 
source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 
Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47-48, which others deny have 
such roots. 

24 Manson’s suggestion (1949: 118) of an Aramaic mistranslation is 
unlikely, even though it is acommon position (see Jeremias 1963a: 57 nn. 
30-31). One can argue for a purposely emotive figure without having to 
resort to mistranslation. Marshall 1978: 543 lays out a full set of options: 
figurative, mistranslation, literal, and overliteral translation of the Aramaic. 


The last is Marshall’s choice, following O. Betz 1964-66, who notes a 


parallel idiom at Qumran. In 1QS 2.16, the term means “to cut off from the 
midst of” and refers to those who were accursed eternally (so 1QS 1.10-11; 
6.24-25; 7.1-2, 16; 8.21-23). The idiom refers to those who suffer 
eschatological judgment, not excommunication. See also Weiser 1971: 199- 
200 and Ellingworth 1980. Those rejected like this often have treated others 
poorly or have taken advantage of them (Ps. 37:12, 14, 16, 32). The 
idiomatic background denotes complete separation. 

72 Marshall 1978: 62, citing Sahlin 1945a: 96-97. Klostermann 1929: 11 
cites B. Weiss, while he seemingly rejects the view. 

25 Schürer 1973-87: 2.381403; R. Meyer and H. Weiss, TDNT 9:11- 
48. For Luke and the Pharisees, see Carroll 1988. 

35 On the combination scribes and Pharisees, see Luke 5:21; 7:30; 
11:53; 15:2; Mark 7:5; H. Weiss, TDNT 9:38. 

11 Hoehner 1977: 14-15; K. Weiss, TDNT 9:81 n. 12. For the force of 
artoypäpeodaı as a middle verb, “to register oneself,” see BDF 8317; in 
favor of the middle voice are 2:3, 5. 

23 On mupetoc, see BAGD 730-31; BAA 1462; Van Der Loos 1965: 
553; K. Weiss, TDNT 6:956-59; Galen, De Differentiis Febrium 1.1; SB 
1:479; Hobart 1882: 3-5. 

5 Creed 1930: 73 mentions J. Wellhausen as holding this view. Luce 
1933: 127 also discusses this option. 

12 Black 1967: 216-17. This view goes back to J. Wellhausen’s 1903 
commentary on Mark. Oepke, TDNT 5:311 n. 6, mentions this view but 
prefers to see a contradiction here. Oepke notes that Wellhausen rejected 


this solution in the 1911 edition of his Mark commentary. 


22 Wellhausen 1904: 550 notes that the Syriac version omitted the term. 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1147 notes the etymological suggestion of Kilgallen 1982 
that the term means “those to whom something is not owed.” Usage is 
against this sense, though Blomberg 1990: 262 takes it as possible. 

6 D. Wenham 1972. Schürmann 1969: 461 agrees only for 8:9-10. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 700-701 apparently rejects this suggestion but without clear 
support. 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238-42 and 
Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47-48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 
180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110-11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 
1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 
coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41—42a and 12:47-48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 
warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 
where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 
is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 
source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 


Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47-48, which others deny have 
such roots. 

4 Fitzmyer 1985: 987 speaks of elements going back to Jesus that focus 
on God’s final vindicating judgment. This approach may be too broad in 
ignoring the Son of Man-Jesus linkage, about whose secondary character 
Fitzmyer is uncertain. Nolland 1993a: 700 accepts all the material as 
authentic except 12:42, 46c, 47-48. Though some Lucan summary touches 
exist (e.g., 12:41—42a), all of the material, including Peter’s question, 
coheres with Jesus’ teaching. For a defense of the traditional roots of 12:41, 
see D. Wenham 1984: 57-62. 

6 Manson 1949: 144 never really explains how the Lot material in Luke 
17 entered Q or why Matthew left it out. To his credit, Wenham notes his 
three major problems (1984: 149, 157-65), but seems hard-pressed to 
defend the form of 17:25, 29-30, 31-32. His discussion posits many 
reasons for the presence of some items. The argument is plausible, even 
possible, but is it the most likely? 

4 A detailed demonstration of the solution to this problem is beyond the 
scope of a commentary on Luke. Marshall 1978: 758 notes that no good 
solution to the transmission question can be clearly demonstrated and that 
the general teaching coheres with Jesus’ teaching elsewhere— which means 
that the material’s core goes back to Jesus. Each of the monographs behind 


views 1-4 engages in detailed analyses of the text and its OT roots— 


something more conservative studies frequently lack. Wenham’s work 
(view 5) is an exception to this pattern, as is that of Beasley-Murray. 

25 For an excellent discussion of the history of interpretation of these 
passages, see Heth and Wenham 1984. For the debate, see House 1990. 

27 For a defense of this position, see Murray 1953 and Hoehner 1987. 
For a defense of these grounds for divorce, but with no right to remarry, see 
Heth and Wenham 1984. Against a no-divorce-no-remarriage position 
stands Paul’s reading of Jesus’ command in 1 Cor. 7:12-16, which allows 
for divorce in the case of an unbeliever’s desertion. Surely if Jesus’ remarks 
were to be taken in the most strict sense, Paul would not have allowed this 
possibility, since an absolute view of a text such as Luke 16:18 apparently 
would have prohibited this option. 

5 Rist 1978. J. Wenham 1992b: 223 dates Matthew in 42, Mark in 45, 
and Luke in 55 at the latest—dates that are much earlier than typically 
assigned to the Gospels. Most conservatives place the Synoptics in the 
sixties, while most others have dates ranging from 60 to 90. 

11 J. Wenham 1978-79 questions the originality of all the Marcan 
references to two crowings (Mark 14:30, 68, 72). The external evidence, 
however, for omitting the two crowings is not strong: of the three Marcan 
mentions of the double cock-crowing, codex X omits all three (Mark 14:30, 
68, 72), B omits one (14:68), and C* omits two (14:30, 72). 

19 The shorter reading (i.e., ixto8a1 without any object) has been found in 
critical texts since Westcott-Hort. Recent texts bracket the object, 


expressing uncertainty about its presence, even though they retain it. 


5 On these differences, see the exegesis of 24:1, 5-6. Though my 
approach to correlation differs from Westcott’s proposed order (1908: 
2.335-36) of resurrection events, his list shows that the accounts need not 
be contradictory. 

19 Westcott and Hort 1881: 2.175-77 (“Introduction”) call this phrase a 
“Western noninterpolation” because of this shorter-reading rule. Other such 
noninterpolations are Luke 22:19b-20; 24:6, 12, 36, 40, 51, 52; Matt. 27:49. 
A Western noninterpolation is a shorter Western reading, in contrast to the 
normally expansive pattern of the Western family. Those who call these 
passages “noninterpolations” are arguing that the Gospel originally omitted 
them since they are the shorter reading. 

19 Godet 1875: 2.64 notes that W. M. L. de Wette and H. A. W. Meyer 
held this view in the nineteenth century. Shirock 1992 now ably defends 
this view, noting that it was the view of Chrysostom, Homilies on Matthew 
41 (on Matt. 12:25-26). He gives six reasons for the view, the most 
compelling of which I note on p. 1078. If this view is correct, a major 
reason for separating 11:19 from 11:20 in the original tradition—namely, 
the difference in meaning of “you” in each verse—disappears. Evidence of 
the presence God’s kingdom is seen in Jesus and his followers. If this is the 
argument, Jesus is noting evidence of God’s grace in Israel! 

1 Bovon 1989: 30 n. 1 notes that these comparisons with ancient 
prologues date back to the eighteenth century with G. Raphelius and J. J. 
Wettstein. C. F. Evans 1990: 116-19 cites several of these “scientific 


prefaces.” 


10 For details, see Schürer 1973-87: 2.246-50, 287; Wiefel 1988: 47; 
Schrenk, TDNT 3:262; and esp. Jeremias 1969: 199. 

37 Creed 1930: 19; Schneider 1977a: 50; Schürmann 1969: 49—50; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 348-50; Wiefel 1988: 51-52; Ernst 1977: 72; R. Brown 
1977: 309. Gewiess, in an appendix to Laurentin’s German 1967 edition, 
interestingly takes a view opposite of Laurentin in the French original and 
omits Laurentin’s own discussion of the question. 

42 Marshall 1978: 70-71; Schweizer 1984: 29; Wiefel 1988: 53; Schulz, 
TDNT 7:400; Schweizer, TDNT 6:405; Justin Martyr, Apology 1.33.6. 

53 Laurentin 1957a: 176-88 (this discussion is only in the French 
edition). The view is first attested in Gregory of Nyssa in A.D.. 386; PG 
46:1140D-41A; R. Brown 1977: 304; and Delling, TDNT 5:834—35, esp. n. 
55, who prefers to speak of a “virgin conception” as the most accurate way 
to describe Luke’s portrayal. Wiefel 1988: 53 refers to Ambrose, Expositio 
Evangelii Secundam Lucam 2 (Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum 
Latinorum 32:99), and Augustine, De Sancta Virginitate 4 (Corpus 
Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 41:327). For the full history of 
exegesis, see Graystone 1968: 3-36. 

3 R. Brown 1977: 346-55; Wiefel 1988: 57; Farris 1985: 86-98; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 359-62; Jones 1968; Bemile 1986: 36. Fitzmyer, agreeing 
with Winter and Schneider, notes that the hymn is parallel to the psalms in 1 
Maccabees, the Qumran Thanksgiving hymns, and the Qumran War Scroll. 
The hymn also resembles the OT hymns of praise (Ps. 33, 47, 48, 113, 135, 
136; one could add to the list 1 Sam. 2:1-10; Jon. 2:2—9 [2:3-10 MT]; Isa. 
38:9-20; Tob. 8:15-17; and Sir. 51:1-12). Fitzmyer (p. 359) regards 1:48 as 


a Lucan insert. In fact, he seems favorable to R. Brown’s position that the 
hymn emerged out of the Jewish-Christian community. Schneider 1977a: 56 
sees a Hellenistic Jewish-Christian rewrite of Jewish material or a 
reworking by Luke himself; so also C. F. Evans 1990: 171-73. 

9 Three Old Latin manuscripts (a, b, and 1*) attest to Elizabeth, as does 
the Latin version of Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.7.1. Jerome refers to this 
view as contained in Origen’s seventh homily on Luke. About A.D.. 400 
Niceta of Remesiana (in the area of the former Yugoslavia) knows of this 
reading (De Psalmodiae Bono 76 or 9.11). Wiefel 1988: 56 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 365-66 note the texts. Farris 1985: 108-13 has a detailed look at the 
issue, as does Bemile 1986: 5-19. Bemile correctly notes that the testimony 
of the fathers is for Mary (pp. 12 and 266-68 nn. 54-61), including 
Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10.2; Tertullian, On the Soul 26; and 
Athanasius, In Lucam (PG 3:26:1393). 

17 Zerwick 1963: 85 8260; Wiefel 1988: 58. Nolland 1989: 69 also sees 
this as possible. 

4 The most detailed recent survey of the issues is Farris 1985: 26-30. 
Other treatments include R. Brown 1977: 377—78; Fitzmyer 1981: 376-78; 
Marshall 1978: 86-87; Ernst 1977: 92-94; Wiefel 1988: 62-64; Nolland 
1989: 82-85; and Schürmann 1969: 84-85, 88-89, 93-94. 

34 Schürmann 1969: 91 n. 67; Hendriksen 1978: 131; Wiefel 1988: 65; 
BDF 8400.6. Bovon 1989: 108 correctly states that John has a foot in each 
era, since as the last of the prophets of promise he sets the table for the new 


era (Luke 7:26; 16:16). 


42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
AQplIsa?]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3—4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 
Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 
the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 
8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 

1 Wiefel 1988: 68-70 gives some background on Caesar Augustus. For 
an evaluation of the Lucan notes that place Luke within the sphere of 
ancient history writing, see Büchsel, TDNT 3:395-96, and Strathmann, 
TDNT 4:492 n. 53. 

34 Wiefel 1988: 80. These texts show that God used women as 
revelatory agents. Several texts, including Luke 2:36-38, have audiences 
that include both men and women. There is no indication in the Bible that 
prophetesses had a gender-restricted audience. In fact, the recording of their 
prophecies for all to read suggests the opposite. On Luke and women, see 
Flanagan 1978: 292—93, who notes thirteen Lucan texts where man and 
woman are paralleled as Simeon and Anna are here; Nolland 1989: 122. 

1 The view is old. Those who hold it include Bultmann 1963: 300; Creed 
1930: 44; Klostermann 1929: 45; Schürmann 1969: 139; Schneider 1977a: 
76; Wiefel 1988: 82; and Fitzmyer 1981: 435-36. About the only one who 
raises doubts is Marshall 1978: 126. Despite the remarks about sources, 
Coleridge 1993: 187—213 is certainly correct that from a narrative 
viewpoint this pericope could not be dropped without substantial loss to the 


infancy narrative. Jesus’ remarks about himself are a fitting climax to the 


prologue. In Coleridge’s words (p. 189), this unit is “the most important” of 
the infancy narrative. 

18 Wiefel 1988: 84 n. 20. Bovon 1989: 159 notes that the idiom suggests 
the questioner’s belief that an error has been made. 

2 But Goulder 1989: 281—82 sees Luke drawing both on Matthew and to 
a lesser degree on Mark. Fitzmyer 1981: 479-80 lists five major differences 
between Mark and Luke: (1) Luke omits references to Jesus’ coming from 
Galilee (Mark 1:9) or being baptized in the Jordan; (2) Luke does not name 
John (Mark 1:9); (3) Luke uniquely notes Jesus’ prayer; (4) Luke has the 
heaven “open” versus being “rent” (Mark 1:10); and (5) only Luke notes 
that the Spirit descended “in bodily form” like a dove (with Matt. 3:16). 
Wiefel 1988: 94—95 notes that Luke uses the singular “heaven” instead of 
the Semitic plural “heavens.” 

9 Bovon 1989: 194 notes that the anaphoric use of the article with 
nveðua in each Gospel argues for the age of the tradition; Bovon cites 
Jeremias 1980: 115; Deut. 8:2. On hyeto, see Wiefel 1988: 100. Paul has 
this expression: Rom. 8:14; Gal. 5:18. 

26 Pesikta Rabbati 36.2 (= Braude 1968: 680-83); Kirk 1972: 95-98; 
Wiefel 1988: 102. However, the Jewish text is late and it speaks only of his 
standing on the roof of the temple. 

15 So Fitzmyer 1981: 573 and Wiefel 1988: 116 rightly, against 
Conzelmann 1960: 43 and Schneider 1977a: 130, who see a reference to 
Judea, no doubt because of 4:44. Of course, if Judea is broadly understood 
in that verse, then Galilee is included in that earlier reference as well. See 


the exegesis of 4:44. 


16 For this view are Schürmann 1969: 296; Hendriksen 1978: 309; 
Wiefel 1988: 121 (perhaps). Against it is Marshall 1978: 226. Bovon 1989: 
261 thinks that any specific allusion to the cross or ascension is unlikely 
and prefers to refer only to the period of the church. The key terms are 
amap87 in Luke and two forms of aipa in Isa. 53. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

44 For more recent discussion, see Käser 1968; Schürmann 1969: 304 n. 
29; Marshall 1978: 233; Fitzmyer 1981: 610 (who ties it to the apocryphal 
gospel tradition); Wiefel 1988: 123 (who rejects a connection to Jesus); and 
Bovon 1989: 267. 


„».c 


61 See also the Gospel of Thomas 45a. On oanpög as “rotten,” “useless,” 
or “of no value,” see Bauernfeind, TDNT 7:97; Wiefel 1988: 139; Eph. 
4:29. 

1 Since the passage is unique to Matthew and Luke, most speak of Q as 
the source or at least as one of the sources; Bovon 1989: 346-47; Wiefel 
1988: 141-42. 

4 Schürmann 1969: 395-96; Carson 1984: 200; Liefeld 1984: 897-98. 
Also noting four options is Busse 1979: 142 n. 3: (1) Luke added the detail, 


(2) Luke is truer to Q than is Matthew, (3) Luke had another source, and (4) 


Luke received a pre-Lucan expansion of Q. Busse cannot decide between 
views 1 and 4. Wiefel 1988: 142 opts for view 4. 

6 For Q as the basic source, see Schürmann 1969: 413, 418; Marshall 
1978: 287; Fitzmyer 1981: 662-63; Tiede 1988: 153; Wiefel 1988: 148; 
Bovon 1989: 369. Those who prefer Matthean priority argue that Luke used 
Matthew. Luke 7:20-21, 29-30 does not have a parallel in Matthew. 

8 Schürmann 1969: 408 n. 8, 409 argues that John’s question speaks of 
kingdom hope in general. John’s question was, “Do you bring the kingdom 
and the promise of God?” This may be a correct way to view the question’s 
force, but behind it must lie a messianic implication, when the other options 
are rejected. This may be why Marshall 1978: 290 speaks of a vague 
messianic expectation. Wiefel 1988: 149 notes two options for “Coming 
One”: an allusion to Dan. 7:13 [Theodotion] with its apocalyptic judge or to 
Hab. 2:3, which at Qumran was used with apocalyptic, eschatological force. 
On Hab. 2:3, see Strobel 1961b: 265-77. 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to a real game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 
Legasse 1969: 299-301. 

8 Jeremias 1963a: 126, 132 opts for either a prostitute or a woman in a 
dishonorable vocation, by which he means either an immoral or a dishonest 
vocation; Jeremias 1969: 303-12; Fitzmyer 1981: 689; Black 1967: 181-83. 
Marshall 1978: 308 notes correctly that the sins seem to be hers, so that her 


reputation is not because of association with someone else; so also Wiefel 
1988: 154, who thinks she is a prostitute, as does Schürmann 1969: 431 n. 
8. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 696; SB 2:164; Wiefel 1988: 157-58. Grundmann 
1963: 174 notes that women could not go into the synagogue or say the 
Shema.. The late Tosepta text just cited gives the remark of a Jewish leader 
who rejoices that he is not a pagan, a woman, or unlearned. See also 
Leipoldt 1955: 69-114 and Witherington 1979. 

3 Bovon 1989: 415 speaks of an antithetical word of wisdom. Bultmann 
1963: 81-82, 98 calls the sayings “double-stranded” mésallim, like secular 
proverbs; also Fitzmyer 1981: 716. Berger 1984: 118 speaks of a warning 
word for 8:18. Wiefel 1988: 161 also speaks of a masal (parable), as does 
Jeremias 1963a: 41, but this is unlikely. Luke seems aware of the proverbial 
character by his reuse of the material. 

4 So also Danker 1988: 179 (with a little hesitancy); Ellis 1974: 127. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 725 rightly rejects this view, as do Schiirmann 1969: 470 n. 
197; Marshall 1978: 332; and Wiefel 1988: 162. 

1 This miracle cluster is paralleled in Mark 4:35-5:43; Marshall 1978: 
332-33; Fitzmyer 1981: 726-27; Tiede 1988: 170; Wiefel 1988: 163 n. 1. 

6 That Matthew may have accompanied Jesus lends credence to the 
added detail of the second demoniac. The extent of the agreement between 
Mark and Luke leads most to see Mark as the source for Luke; so 
Schiirmann 1969: 487; Schramm 1971: 90; Marshall 1978: 335; Fitzmyer 
1981: 733; Wiefel 1988: 165-66. Bovon 1989: 432 is so impressed with 


these agreements that he argues that this account stands against the two- 


Gospel (or Griesbach) hypothesis. What could have caused Luke to go his 
own way against Matthew? 

2 Wiefel 1988: 170 speaks of Jesus’ person and his mysterious suffering 
as the key to the unit. Schürmann 1969: 498 speaks of the mystery of God’s 
reign becoming evident to the disciples. Bovon 1989: 455 notes points of 
contact shared with Acts: (1) reception of power from the Lord (Acts 
26:15-18), (2) the juxtaposition of preaching and healing (3:1—26), and (3) 
mission that finds acceptance and rejection (13:51; 18:6). 

1 On the options, see Luce 1933: 186 and Schneider 1977a: 215. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 791-92 sees Luke’s rewriting Mark, as do Schürmann 1969: 
563-64; Wiefel 1988: 179; and Neirynck 1973. Plummer 1896: 250 notes 
signs of Lucan expression in the account. Schweizer 1984: 159 seems to 
suggest the presence of an additional source, noting the different dating, the 
journey idea, and the reference to “the” mountain. So also Schramm 1971: 
136-39 argues for an additional source, as does Bovon 1989: 488-89, 
especially for 9:31-33. Bovon even mentions the possibility of oral 
tradition. Marshall 1978: 381 notes the Lucan peculiarities: Jesus at prayer, 
change in his facial appearance, exodus, sleep of the disciples, and fear at 
the cloud’s coming. Marshall, like Bovon, suggests that Luke reworked 
Mark in light of oral sources, since some changes are shared with Matthew 
(i.e., the facial appearance). 

2 Because the exact list of names is so uncertain and because Luke says 
nothing about the structure, one should be cautious about invoking such 
precise symbolism. Wiefel 1988: 97 seems to regard this twelfth-week view 


as possible. Schiirmann 1969: 203 n. 119 argues that if it is present Luke is 


not conscious of it. Nolland 1989: 168 suggests that it was the point of 
Luke’s source, whose order he reversed. But how can one know this? 
Goulder 1989: 284-85 is strongly supportive of this view, citing 1 Enoch 
93.3-10 to stress that the form is to some extent artificial. 

16 Note that Luke 10:10-16; John 4:31-38; Rom. 11:16-24; 1 Cor. 3:6— 
7 use the same image, although the last three texts lack judgment overtones. 
A similar usage is found at Qumran (1QS 8.5-6; CD 1.7; 1QH 8.4-11) and 
in Judaism (Odes Sol. 38.17-21; SB 1:720-21). Hauck, TDNT 3:133, and 
Wiefel 1988: 197 note Joel 3:13 [4:13 MT]; Hos. 6:11; Isa. 27:11-12, as OT 
texts where Israel is seen as wheat among Gentile chaff. For an 
eschatological use of the imagery that looks at consummation, see Matt. 
13:36—43; Rev. 14:15. Nolland 1993a: 550-51 argues for a slightly distinct 
use from the OT, since the call is to enter the kingdom with less concern 
about judgment. But the options are clear in Luke 10:8-11. 

34 BAGD 883, BAA 1762, and esp. Fitzmyer 1985: 853 discusses the 
uncertainty about Chorazin’s exact location: either two to three miles north 
of Capernaum at Khirbet Karazeh (R. W. Smith in ABD 1:912) or a site on 
Lake Gennesaret. Wiefel 1988: 198-99 prefers the location near 
Capernaum, as does Manson 1949: 77. Manson also notes that Bethsaida is 
on the east side of the Jordan near its entry into the Sea of Galilee, about 
five miles from Capernaum. 

59 This is why K. Aland (in Metzger 1975: 151) is certain that seventy- 
two was original. Wiefel 1988: 195 asks if seventy is not an attempt to get a 


round number. 


62 The RSV and NRSV read seventy; see also Schweizer 1984: 174; 
Danker 1988: 212 (who attributes the number seventy-two to Moses’ 
addition of two elders when he appointed his seventy [Num. 11:26] and sees 
Gentile symbolism in the choice); Tiede 1988: 200-201; Ellis 1974: 155- 
56; C. F. Evans 1990: 444-45; Schürmann 1994: 54. The NIV reads 
seventy-two; also Manson 1949: 74; Liefeld 1984: 940; Hendriksen 1978: 
570-71 (“leans” this way); Creed 1930: 144; Arndt 1956: 280; Ernst 1977: 
331; Marshall 1978: 414-15 (who has a good summary of the issue); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 845-46; Wiefel 1988: 195; C. A. Evans 1990: 172; Nolland 
1993a: 546. Those who are undecided include Luce 1933: 198-99; 
Plummer 1896: 272; and Schneider 1977a: 235 (who argues that a decision 
is less than certain). 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 


two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 


is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136-40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25-28 is probably rooted in 
Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 

1 Ellis 1974: 163-64 attributes the original context to Luke, a view that 
is possible only if the Sermon on the Mount is a Matthean topical sermon 
(which, though possible, is not likely). In favor of one occasion or point of 
origin are Manson 1949: 265; Godet 1875: 2.47; Zahn 1920: 448-49 
(favoring a view like Ellis’s); Schneider 1977a: 256; and Wiefel 1988: 215. 
A good summary of recent discussion may be found in Meier 1994: 291- 
93, 353-57. Meier sees Luke as reflecting the original size and structure of 
the prayer, with Matthew expanding the petitions and Luke altering some 
wording. But unlike many, he sees two versions in circulation. The Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 325-27) sees Q as the source, with 
Matthew making additions and Luke introducing some changes in 
vocabulary. The seminar’s view of these details parallels many critics. 

5 Marshall 1978: 455 sees either two versions or Matthew’s adding to an 
original short edition like that in Luke. These reflect distinct recensions of 
Q; but he does not discuss the number of events. Jeremias 1971a: 193-96 


argues for the originality of the Lucan form and posits an Aramaic form 


behind it. He regards its structure as memorable in an oral context, carrying 
rhyme and a two-four rhythm (so also Meier 1994: 293). Beasley-Murray 
1986: 147 argues that Luke’s version is original in extent, but that 
Matthew’s is closer to the original wording, a view close to Nolland’s 
(noted above). For him Luke’s prayer circulated in Gentile Christian circles, 
while Matthew’s was the Jewish-Christian version. Nevertheless, for him 
the prayer’s roots go back to Jesus. Wiefel 1988: 215 is less certain of this 
attempt to distinguish communities. 

1 Marshall 1978: 491-93 sees different recensions of Q. Manson 1949: 
96 sees most of Matt. 23 coming from a special Matthean source. Ellis 
1974: 170 and Schlatter 1960: 303-5 see a combination of Q and special 
Lucan material. But Wiefel 1988: 227 objects to this because of the 
material’s similarity to Matt. 23. 

8 On the coin, see BAGD 117; BAA 235; Matt. 10:29 (the only other NT 
use). Wiefel 1988: 233 puts its worth at five pfennigs, one of the smallest 
German coins. A denarius was a day’s wage, so this is very little money. 
The most basic worker would earn this in roughly a half hour. The term for 
Sparrow (otpovGiov) may also indicate simply a “little bird”; Plummer 
1896: 319-20; Ps. 11:1 [10:1 LXX]; 84:3 [83:4 LXX]; MM 594; 
Bauernfeind, TDNT 7:730, 732 n. 19; Fitzmyer 1985: 960. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 973; Marshall 1978: 524; Klostermann 1929: 136; 
Wiefel 1988: 237. Parallels for this concept are common; see 1 Cor. 15:32; 
Eccles. 8:15; Isa. 22:13; Tob. 7:10. Two other Jewish texts are especially 
relevant: Sir. 11:18-19 (NRSV) reads: “One becomes rich through diligence 


and self-denial, / and the reward allotted to him is this: / when he says, ‘I 


have found rest, / and now I shall feast on my goods!’ he does not know 
how long it will be/ until he leaves them to others and dies.” 1 Enoch 97.8— 
10 reads: “Woe unto you who gain silver and gold by unjust means; / you 
will then say, “We have grown rich and accumulated goods, / we have 
acquired everything that we have desired. / So now let us do whatever we 
like; / for we have gathered silver, / we have filled our treasuries [with 
money] like water. / And many are the laborers in our houses.’ / Your lies 
flow like water. / For your wealth shall not endure / but it shall take off from 
you quickly / for you have acquired it all unjustly, / and you shall be given 
over to a great curse” (translation by E. Isaac in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 
1.78). For Hellenistic parallels, see Euripides, Alcestis 788-89; Menander, 
Fragment 301. 

8 Tob. 2:14; 4:7-11; 12:9; 14:8-11; Sir. 3:30; 29:12; 2 Enoch 50.5; Ps. 
Sol. 9.5; m. Pe.a 1.1; t. Pe>a 4.17-21 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.45, 72-75); 
SB 1:430; Grundmann 1963: 262-63; Talbert 1982: 142; Wiefel 1988: 241; 
Matt. 19:21 = Mark 10:21 = Luke 18:22; 12:21. On the custom of alms, see 
BAGD 249-50; BAA 504. ’EAenhooüvn refers literally to “acts of mercy”; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:486; Dan. 4:27 [4:24 MT]. Interestingly, the refrain of t. 
Pe>a 4.18 is, “My ancestors stored up treasures of money, but I have stored 
up treasures.” The object of the last clause is not clear (“for heaven,” “of 
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benefits,” “of souls,” or “for myself in the world to come”), but the point 
about the value of alms is clear. 

10 Manson 1949: 114 regards the material as coming from distinct 
sources, as does Grundmann 1963: 262, though they differ as to which 


sources and give no reasons. Marshall 1978: 531 argues for the same 


source, but the distinct wording is a difficulty for that view. Fitzmyer 1985: 
981 argues that 12:33a is Lucan and cites 11:41 for support, but that verse is 
figurative for one’s life and is not similar enough to argue that Luke created 
this saying. In addition, Fitzmyer argues that Luke abridged Matthew’s 
saying, but this cannot explain entirely the distinct terminology. Wiefel 
1988: 241 sees Q and special L material here that Luke combined to answer 
the point made in 12:21. 

3 Luce 1933: 233; Manson 1949: 117-18; and Schneider 1977a: 288 say 
that the basic source is Q, while 12:47-48 is L. Tiede 1988: 238-42 and 
Marshall 1978: 533 see all but 12:41, 47-48 as coming from Q. Ellis 1974: 
180 is undecided. Godet 1875: 2.106, 110-11 sees Luke and Matthew using 
different portions of the same tradition. Grundmann 1963: 264; Fitzmyer 
1985: 984-85; and Wiefel 1988: 242, 244 regard the unique material as 
coming from Luke’s special source, while the parable is a mix of Q (12:39- 
40, 42b-46) and L (12:35-38 for Grundmann and Fitzmyer; 12:36, 37a, 38 
for Wiefel). These three treat 12:41—42a and 12:47-48 as Lucan additions. 
Grundmann defends the remark’s authenticity as involving an original 
warning that included the Pharisees. A Matthean prioritist sees Matthew 
where others have Q, though the issue of Luke’s placement of this pericope 
is more of a problem for the Two-Gospel hypothesis, than for a sayings 
source such as Q. Why did Luke change the location if he had Matthew? 
The possibility of other sources cannot be ruled out. The views on sources 
for this pericope are complex, but most see Luke bringing two sets of 
images together (12:35-38 and 12:42—46). For full discussions, see Weiser 
1971: 161-225; Schneider 1975: 20-27; and D. Wenham 1984: 15-100. 


Wenham’s work is part of a larger hypothesis on a pre-Synoptic form of 
Jesus’ eschatological teaching, a view that traces substantial portions of this 
material back to Jesus, including 12:41, 44, 47-48, which others deny have 
such roots. 

6 The judging or separating function of the Holy Spirit is in view in 3:16. 
On mdp, see BAGD 730 82; BAA 1461 82, and the exegesis of 3:16. In the 
OT, fire is acommon way to refer to judgment of both Israel and its 
enemies: Jer. 43:12; Ezek. 15:7; Hos. 8:14; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12, 14; 2:2, 5; 
Nah. 3:13; Zech. 13:9; Mal. 3:2-3. It is also a major judgment image in 
Jewish apocalyptic literature: 1 Enoch 18.15; 102.1; 2 Bar. 37.1; 48.39; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13:10-11; Ps. Sol. 15.4-5; Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1QH 8.20; 
Wiefel 1988: 247; Lang, TDNT 6:936-37; Nolland 1993a: 708. 

5 "Enıgev (he mixed) comes from either neiyvunı (BAGD 499) or 
uiyvuni (BAA 1055), both meaning “to mix.” The expression is an idiom 
for two events occurring together; so Ellis 1974: 185, who cites Exod. Rab. 
19.5 on 12:43-44, SB 2:193, and Blinzler 1957-58: 28-29. The midrash 
refers to a mixture of circumcision blood and Paschal blood to indicate the 
need of a person who eats Passover to be circumcised. Philo, Special Laws 
3.16 891, discusses the inappropriateness of mixing the blood of murderers 
and sacrifices at the temple (Nolland 1993a: 717-18). Wiefel 1988: 252 n. 
11 calls the expression “Palestinian.” 

3 So Kistemaker 1980: 45 speaks of the same occasion. On Q, see 
Grundmann 1963: 281; Egelkraut 1976: 108; Marshall 1978: 559-60; 
Wiefel 1988: 257; Fitzmyer 1985: 1015. The same linkage of parables 


occurs in Matthew and, as noted above, the wording in the leaven parable is 


very similar. The Gospel of Thomas 96-97 links the leaven parable to a 
different parable, the jar full of meal, which has no canonical parallel. A 
parable of the mustard seed is found in the Gospel of Thomas 20; 
Hunzinger, TDNT 7:290 n. 32. 

1 Marshall 1978: 591 sees the presence of other sources. Wiefel 1988: 
277 mentions Q, but also suggests that the passage may be independent (he 
sees 14:28-33 coming from special Lucan material). Grundmann 1963: 301 
says that it is uncertain whether the material is from Q or from a source in 
Luke’s special material. Ernst 1977: 447 is also uncertain. The double 
tradition in the Gospel of Thomas 55 (family and cross) and 101 (family) 
raises the possibility of the existence of multiple traditions in the church 
and, thus, whether they were said on multiple occasions. (The Gospel of 
Thomas 98 has a third picture of an assassin who practices by thrusting his 
sword into a wall.) 

3 For the presence of these verses in Q are Schneider 1977a: 324-25 and 
Wiefel 1988: 282. Fitzmyer 1985: 1073 sees 15:4-6 in Q and 15:8-9 in L. 
Other parallels are found in the Gospel of Thomas 107 and the Gnostic 
Gospel of Truth 31.35-32.9. 

3 For Luke having Q’s original order and not Matthew, see Manson 
1949: 134; Fitzmyer 1985: 1114; Schneider 1977a: 337 (perhaps); Meier 
1994: 157; and Marshall 1978: 627. Ernst 1977: 469 speaks of Q material, 
special Lucan material, and Lucan redaction. Wiefel 1988: 294 speaks of Q 
in 16:16-17 and of Mark in 16:18. Godet 1875: 2.173 prefers Luke’s 
positioning of material to Matthew’s. However, the warnings are so general 


that parallel traditions may exist, reflecting a variety of settings. 


4 Mark also lacks the exception; Wiefel 1988: 294 therefore speaks of 
Mark as Luke’s source. The variation in the tradition is what causes the 
Jesus Seminar’s uncertainty about the saying. But only the exception should 
be a topic for such a discussion. Against a Matthean redaction is the 
probable Semitic background to the exception as stated in Matt. 5:32 (noted 
in Nolland 1993a: 816, although curiously he sees the detail as a redactional 
addition). 

2 So Wiefel 1988: 305 and Bruners 1977. Bruners also argues that the 
account is Lucan. Fitzmyer 1985: 1150-51 and H. Betz 1981 question the 
connection. At most, it is a form parallel. Betz’s main thesis (1971) that the 
account is a polemic against healing miracles is incorrect; see Marshall 
1978: 649. Meier 1994: 750-51 shows how an appeal to Lucan creation 
from 2 Kings cannot explain four differences in the account: (1) no mention 
of Elijah, (2) no mention of Jesus as prophet, (3) no delay in the miracle’s 
occurrence, and (4) the different kind of miracle in the account (punitive 
versus healing). 

14 Plummer 1896: 75 cites H. B. Tristram. Wight 1953: 121 also 
mentions a split travel custom of children spending time with kin and 
neighbors, but without citing ancient evidence. 

29 So Stählin, TDNT 3:154; Wilckens, TDNT 7:516; Liefeld 1984: 901— 
2; Plummer 1896: 207; Jeremias 1963a: 162; Marshall 1978: 301; Ernst 
1977: 353; Tiede 1988: 158; Bovon 1989: 180; Wiefel 1988: 151; and 
Linton 1975-76. Nolland 1989: 344 also notes the possibility of an allusion 
to a real game here, regardless of which view is taken, citing work by 


Legasse 1969: 299-301. 


21 Wilckens, TDNT 8:566-67, notes that ÜrtoKpırng is always a negative 
address in the NT: in Matthew fourteen times (seven of which are in Matt. 
23); elsewhere only four times (Luke 6:42; here; 13:15; Mark 7:6). 

14 On the syntax of tod moteve Ent (to believe), see BAGD 287 
SII.1bv; BAA 582 SII.1by; BDR 8187.2.2; §400.8.10; Acts 5:14; 9:42; 18:8; 
16:31; 22:19; Rom. 9:33; 10:11; 1 Tim. 1:16; 1 Pet. 2:6. Wilcox 1965: 85- 
86 argues that this is possibly a Semitic construction. 

20 Windisch, TDNT 1:496-99, gives a description of how involved these 
greetings could be: hugs, kisses, and news were often exchanged. 

25 Windisch, TDNT 1:499 n. 23, argues that the Spirit is meant here, 
citing Num. 11:25-26; Isa. 11:2; and 1 Pet. 4:14. Although the Spirit is 
related to the provision of blessing, at this point in Luke-Acts it is too early 
to see a direct reference, since the abiding Spirit is not bestowed until Acts 
2. 

4 On leaven as an evil disposition in Judaism, see SB 1:728-29; 
Windisch, TDNT 2:905-6; Manson 1949: 270. 

1 So Marshall 1978: 132; Marshall 1970: 145—46; Bovon 1989: 165 
(who sees John as a “bridge” figure); Wink 1968: 42-86. Other Lucan texts 
on the Baptist are Luke 7:18-35; Acts 1:5, 22; 10:37; 11:16; 13:24-25; 
19:3—4. 

43 Luke 7:11-17; 17:12-19; Wink 1968: 44; Jeremias, TDNT 2:928-41; 
France 1971: 48. 

70 So Winter 1955; also mentioned by older commentators such as Luce 


1933: 86 and Alford 1874: 446. 


3 R. Brown 1977: 346-55; Wiefel 1988: 57; Farris 1985: 86-98; 


Fitzmyer 1981: 359-62; Jones 1968; Bemile 1986: 36. Fitzmyer, agreeing 
with Winter and Schneider, notes that the hymn is parallel to the psalms in 1 
Maccabees, the Qumran Thanksgiving hymns, and the Qumran War Scroll. 
The hymn also resembles the OT hymns of praise (Ps. 33, 47, 48, 113, 135, 
136; one could add to the list 1 Sam. 2:1-10; Jon. 2:2-9 [2:3-10 MT]; Isa. 
38:9-20; Tob. 8:15-17; and Sir. 51:1-12). Fitzmyer (p. 359) regards 1:48 as 
a Lucan insert. In fact, he seems favorable to R. Brown’s position that the 


hymn emerged out of the Jewish-Christian community. Schneider 1977a: 56 


sees a Hellenistic Jewish-Christian rewrite of Jewish material or a 


reworking by Luke himself; so also C. F. Evans 1990: 171-73. 


7 Among the hypotheses are the following: 


1:76-79 


1:76 or 1:76-77 


1:68-75 


1:76-77, 79b 


Added to 


Jewish or Jewish- 


Christian hymn 


early Christian hymn 


Christian hymn 


Baptist hymn 


Adherents 


Winter 1956: 239 n. 41 


Benoit 1956-57: 182— 


91 


Schürmann 1969: 88— 
90 


Hahn 1969: 242—43, 
365—66 


1:76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn R. Brown 1977: 377— 


of the Anawim 78; Farris 1985: 27—28 
1:70, 76-77 Jewish-Christian hymn Fitzmyer 1981: 378 

probably from the 

Anawim 


16 Besides those already cited, other major works on Jesus’ trial are 
Bammel 1970, Blinzler 1969, Sherwin-White 1963: 24-47, and Winter 
1974. Catchpole, Blinzler, and Sherwin-White defend the historicity of 
much of the Lucan account. Fitzmyer 1985: 1466 also thinks a morning trial 
is most likely. 

5 Bovon 1989: 179 n. 65. He notes Isa. 64:1 [63:19 MT]; T. Levi 18.6-7. 
One could add 3 Macc. 6:18; 2 Bar. 22.1; Traub, TDNT 5:530 n. 263. Also 
seeing the presence of apocalyptic elements is Witherington 1990: 149, who 
compares the text to Rev. 1 and defends the event’s authenticity as a vision. 

AO Van Der Loos 1965: 78-79, 110-13 notes that not all disease is 
possession nor is all possession disease. On the distinction between 
miracles and magic, see Witherington 1990: 156-60; on Luke’s antimagic 
polemic, see Garrett 1989, who defers from answering any historical 
questions, staying at the literary level. 

17 On the role of purity in Judaism as a stage on the way to holiness, see 


Neusner and Chilton 1991; m. Sota9.15. On the Pharisees’ concern for 


purity, see Witherington 1990: 56-59, who speaks in particular of the 
häberim, the overly strict Pharisees. 

25 For a defense of the Pharisees’ likely presence in Galilee, see 
Witherington 1990: 61-66. 

29 Liefeld 1984: 887. Similar examples existed in Judaism, such as the 
priority of giving birth or burying the dead versus staying ceremonially 
clean. Witherington 1990: 68 speaks of the Sabbath’s being a day of 
renewal and restoration, so that eating a meal is quite appropriate. 

7 Rom. 11 sees a clear future for Israel and a future role in God’s plan; 
Burns 1992. They will be grafted into the vine again one day. For another 
set of arguments against this Israel-church connection, see Witherington 
1990: 128-29, who also notes that the Twelve were called to help gather a 
community. 

8 M. Smith 1971 argues for a late origin, but Hengel 1961 argues for 
ideological unity between the early group and later Zealots, as does M. 
Stern 1976: 578-79. Much of Josephus’s Jewish War 4 condemns this 
radical group for their activity in A.D.. 66-70; especially descriptive is 
4.6.3 88381-88. Nolland 1989: 271 also prefers a distinction between the 
Zealot party and Luke’s term. Witherington 1990: 81-88, 96-98 supports 
Hengel. Against this connection is R. Brown 1994: 689-93. 

38 If one source is present, this is the likely cause of the difference. For a 
view that places redaction with Luke, see Witherington 1990: 49. 

3 Fitzmyer 1981: 696; SB 2:164; Wiefel 1988: 157-58. Grundmann 
1963: 174 notes that women could not go into the synagogue or say the 


Shema.. The late Tosepta text just cited gives the remark of a Jewish leader 


who rejoices that he is not a pagan, a woman, or unlearned. See also 
Leipoldt 1955: 69-114 and Witherington 1979. 

10 Talbert 1982: 92-93; Witherington 1979. On the escalated role of 
women in the later Jewish synagogue, see Brooten 1982. 

12 Bultmann 1963: 112 also rejects its historicity since it views Jesus’ 
work as past and speaks of the possible exaltation of Capernaum to heaven. 
Neither of these reasons has merit. Mission failure certainly did occur in 
Jesus’ ministry—why else did he meet with crucifixion? On the possibility 
of cities being exalted before God, one need think only of the imagery of 
the OT prophets, where Israel is exalted above its foes. Berger 1984: 200, 
205, speaks of woes of warning. For the woe oracle form, see Amos 6:1-7; 
Mic. 2:1; Hab. 2:6-7; Zeph. 2:5. Witherington 1990: 166 defends their 
authenticity, along with Matthew’s mention of Chorazin, which is not 
mentioned outside of these parallel passages. 

15 This view has been qualified recently by Barr 1988; see Witherington 
1990: 217-18 for an evaluation of Barr’s critique. On relating to God as a 
child does to a parent, see Luke 18:15-17; Dunn 1975: 23. R. Brown 1994: 
172-75 has a full discussion of .abba:. 

3 Witherington 1990: 121 gives two reasons why 12:49-53 is unlikely to 
be a church creation: the baptism mentioned here is not water baptism and 
the saying suggests a historical limitation on Jesus. 

15 Marshall 1978: 548, though favorably disposed toward Q, admits the 
possibility of distinct sources. Matthew may well be speaking about an 
initial arrival of messianic woe; Isa. 34:5; 66:16; Ezek. 21; 1 Enoch 63.11; 


91.12; 100.1-2; 2 Bar. 70.6; Ps. Sol. 17; Witherington 1990: 122-23. 


2 Catchpole 1984 argues against historicity on form-critical grounds. For 
a response, see Witherington 1990: 104-7 and Nolland 1993b: 922-23. 
Holding to historicity, Kinman 1993 argues for a contrast between this 
event and Greco-Roman entries of dignitaries. Kinman also argues that 
Luke tries to show Jesus as a “king like Solomon” who is not a political 
threat and thus seeks to blunt the charge that Christians are a political threat 
to Rome. As such, Luke declares the significance to the event by how he 
tells the whole story of Jesus. 

4 For the options on how to take this act in light of the Synoptics and 
John’s Gospel, see Witherington 1990: 113-15, who appeals to John 2:16; 
Zech. 14:21; and Neh. 13:4-9, 12-13 to see both a prophetic and messianic 
(but not revolutionary) cleansing. He argues that it was the act of an 
individual and was seen as symbolic of a need for national repentance, not 
the rejection of the nation. Witherington also argues that Jesus does not 
have a Davidic expectation (like that expressed in Ps. Sol. 17). True, Jesus 
does not yet function like the warrior in the Psalms of Solomon, but he will, 
as his remarks at his trial show. This is one reason why, when some speak of 
the Christ, Jesus replies in terms of the judging Son of Man, just as he did at 
his trial. For the cleansing as messianic act, see Hamilton 1964. 

5 The temple area was large (over 100 yards by 150 yards), so if Jesus 
acted quickly, there may have been little time to react. In addition, he may 
have intended only a prophetic sign, not a comprehensive cleansing. A brief 
symbolic action may have sufficed to express his intent, as even E. Sanders 
1985: 70 acknowledges. Witherington 1990: 109-10 notes six historical 


questions that influence this passage and argue for its plausibility. One of 


the most basic is, Why invent such an event? Nolland 1993b: 935-36 notes 
nine views on this issue and opts for a modest, symbolic action against 
long-standing temple practice (pace Eppstein 1964) that thwarted true 
worship and called for purification, if not temple replacement. 

17 For defense of the statement’s authenticity, see Witherington 1990: 
140-41. It is hard to imagine the church’s inventing a saying like this where 
Judas is present. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

43 Among those who support this approach are Schürmann 1969: 302; 
Vogt 1959; Buchanan and Wolfe 1978; and apparently Danker 1988: 130. 
Marshall 1978: 230 is uncertain of the origin. 

16 Fitzmyer 1981: 690 and Marshall 1978: 311 mention that no specific 
verb for “to thank” exists in Aramaic or Hebrew. Thus, the sense of ayaTtaw 
is something like that in Ps. 116:1 [114:1 LXX] or Josephus, Jewish War 
1.10.2 8198. See Wood 1954-55 and Jeremias 1963a: 126-27. Fitzmyer 
adds that in 1QH the Hebrew verb for praise (11717, hödä) is constantly used 
to express thanks. What is present is gratitude that also expresses 


appreciation and love. 


1 For the major essays on this theme, see Tuckett 1983, especially the 
critique of Wrede by Dunn (pp. 116-31, originally Dunn 1970b), who also 
sees the historical roots of the secret residing in Jesus’ ministry. 

16 The image of the sheep on the shoulder is common in the ancient 
world; Fitzmyer 1985: 1077; G. Wright 1939; V. Muller 1944. 

47 The relationship between Mary and Elizabeth is not specified. 
Wycliffe seems to be responsible for associating the two as cousins; 
Plummer 1896: 25; R. Brown 1977: 292. On the problem of a supposed 
contradiction between John and Jesus as relatives and the statements of 
John 1:31, 33, see the additional note on 1:25. 

21 The difference may suggest a distinct form of the tradition for Luke, 
since the Spirit’s work is a Lucan emphasis. Schulz 1972: 205 and Manson 
1949: 86 argue that Matthew probably changed the reference to the Spirit, 
possibly in light of Matt. 12:18. But the reason for such a change is not 
entirely compelling, since Matthew also loves OT allusions. However, if 
there is a change here, Matthew is more likely to have made it, since it is 
hard to see Luke’s removing a reference to the Spirit for explanatory 
reasons (but so argue Wall 1987 and Goulder 1989: 504, noting that Luke 
does not use the phrase Spirit of God). For a Lucan change are Hamerton- 
Kelly 1964-65; Yates 1964; and Nolland 1993a: 639-40. Nolland notes that 
Luke alone uses anthropomorphisms like “hand of God” (1:66) and “arm of 
God” (1:51). 

12 Tertullian, On Modesty 11, identifies the woman in Luke 7:36-50 
with the one in Matt. 26:6-13. Gregory the Great identifies the sinful 
woman with Mary Magdalene (Zahn 1920: 330-32 n. 33 lists the ancient 


texts). Ephraem the Syrian (On the Sinful Woman; On Our Lord 47) equates 
Magdalene, Mary of Bethany, and the woman of Luke 7—taking the error 
one step further. 

4 Klostermann 1929: 118 and Egelkraut 1976: 85-90 favor a Lucan 
reworking of Mark. Schneider 1977a: 247 and Wiefel 1988: 207 see an 
independent source for the parable and Luke 10:25-28 using Mark. 
Bultmann 1963: 51; Luce 1933: 204 (citing Q); and Daube 1956: 247-50 
see a version like that in Matthew. Zahn 1920: 427; Manson 1949: 259-61; 
and Jeremias 1963a: 202 see independent incidents or sources. Plummer 
1896: 283 calls the possibility of one incident precarious, but not 
impossible. Fitzmyer 1985: 877—78 clearly ascribes the material to a special 
Lucan source, but sees only one incident, a distinction that seems hard to 
insist upon. Marshall 1978: 441 also leans toward two incidents, as do 
Hendriksen 1978: 591; Liefeld 1984: 942; and Blomberg 1990: 230-31, 
who speaks of “proem midrash” here. Ellis 1974: 159, though noting that 
two incidents are probable, regards the exchange as set in Jerusalem, which 
is possible, since the next account is in Bethany. Grundmann 1963: 221-22 
speaks only of an independent source with the parable coming from L, 
while Ernst 1977: 344—46 leans this way, clearly noting that the parable is 
from special Lucan material. Nolland 1993a: 580 argues for an original link 
of neighbor and the parable, but that Luke is responsible for placing the 
great-commandment discussion here, drawing on Mark 12:28-34. 
Schürmann 1994: 136—40, 149-50 sees the parable emerging from L 
material and rooted in Jesus’ intention, but 10:25—28 is probably rooted in 


Mark’s account and does not testify to a separate event. 


1 Ellis 1974: 163-64 attributes the original context to Luke, a view that 
is possible only if the Sermon on the Mount is a Matthean topical sermon 
(which, though possible, is not likely). In favor of one occasion or point of 
origin are Manson 1949: 265; Godet 1875: 2.47; Zahn 1920: 448-49 
(favoring a view like Ellis’s); Schneider 1977a: 256; and Wiefel 1988: 215. 
A good summary of recent discussion may be found in Meier 1994: 291- 
93, 353-57. Meier sees Luke as reflecting the original size and structure of 
the prayer, with Matthew expanding the petitions and Luke altering some 
wording. But unlike many, he sees two versions in circulation. The Jesus 
Seminar (Funk and Hoover 1993: 325-27) sees Q as the source, with 
Matthew making additions and Luke introducing some changes in 
vocabulary. The seminar’s view of these details parallels many critics. 

4 Zahn 1920: 477-78 n. 73 sees an independent tradition from Matthew, 
but Zahn is less clear if the material of the various passages is essentially 
the same discourse. 

14 On the negative portrayal of dogs in Judaism, see 1 Enoch 89.42-43, 
47, 49; B. Scott 1989: 151; Michel, TDNT 3:1103. For the view that this is a 
positive act, see Zahn 1920: 585. 

17 Zerwick 1963: 85 8260; Wiefel 1988: 58. Nolland 1989: 69 also sees 
this as possible. 

46 Marshall 1978: 430 notes that the rhetorical remark is not a denial or 
a rebuke about their joy over their authority; it is a comparative idea. 
Knowing God, or better, being known by him, is a more important source of 


joy; Zerwick 1963: 8445. 


7 "Eyvov is a dramatic use of the aorist: “I have determined what I will 
do,” which might be idiomatically rendered, “I’ve got it!” (Kistemaker 
1980: 230-31; Burton 1900: 845; Zerwick 1963: 8258). The asyndeton in 
the verse suggests that the idea came to him suddenly; Plummer 1896: 383. 

41 This key term links 16:9 and 16:11. In this context, &öıkla is a 
Hebraistic “genitive of quality,” describing the steward’s character; Zerwick 
1963: 840; Büchsel, TDNT 3:943 n. 2 (for kpitnc). Schrenk, TDNT 1:157, 
calls it a “genitive of definition.” 

4 On the impersonal use of the third-person plural, see Fitzmyer 1985: 
1193 and Zerwick 1963: §1. The imperfect in this context vividly portrays 
ongoing action by many: “They were bringing.” 

9 Luke has almost two-thirds of the NT uses of dmtayyéAAw: eleven times 
in his Gospel (7:18, 22; 8:20, 34, 36, 47; 9:36; 13:1; 14:21; 18:37; 24:9), 
fifteen times in Acts, and nineteen times in the rest of the NT; BAGD 79; 
BAA 157. On the grammar, see Zerwick 1963: 81. 

4 F. E. D. Schleiermacher also held this view. On the history of 
interpretation, see Thiessen 1934; Weinert 1977: 505; and Zerwick 1959. 

17 Laurentin 1967: 75-82, who also cites S. Lyonnet as holding this 
view. Note also the remark of Zimmerli, TDNT 9:367 n. 66. 

7 Semahot 8-11 (= Zlotnick 1966: 57—80; see Lerner 1987: 389-91), an 
extratalmudic tractate, deals with the deceased. M. Ber. 3.1—2 and b. Ketub. 
17a say that if a procession is small, one is to interrupt the study of Torah to 
participate, but if the group is large enough, one should continue studying; 
SB 1:1047—48. Though the Ketubot tractate is late, it reveals the importance 


to Jews of community involvement in mourning. 


10 On mourners, see m. Meg. 4.3; Danby 1933: 206 nn. 9-10. M. Ketub. 
4.4 argues that a minimum of two flutes and one wailing woman should be 
present; also Semahot 12.5 (= Zlotnick 1966: 81). T. Judah 26.3 protests 
against too much extravagance in the funeral procession for Judah. 

1 Jeremias 1980: 266 argues that €vtoc Du@v (in your midst) in 17:21 is 
not Lucan. Whether Luke worded the introduction is an open question. 
After a detailed presentation of the options, Zmijewski 1972: 387-90 
decides for a special Lucan source. 

8 Conzelmann 1960: 105 n. 3, 123 suggests that this speech is the 
“insider” explanation for Jesus’ remarks. So also Zmijewski 1972: 417-19, 
although he acknowledges the possibility of a special Lucan source. Against 
a Lucan redaction are Kümmel 1957: 29; Colpe, TDNT 8:450-51; and 
Marshall 1978: 659, who notes that Luke does not create Son-of-Man 
sayings and that the text has a good claim to authenticity. In addition, the 
criterion of multiple attestation favors authenticity. 

20 Some regard ATtOKOAUTIT@ as conceptually equal to Matthew’s 
rtapovoia (parousia). The noun amoKdAvwic (revelation) does have an 
eschatological force; 1 Cor. 1:7; 2 Thess. 1:7-8; 1 Pet. 1:7, 13; 4:13; 
Zmijewski 1972: 442 n. 50. 


24 Cf. ebpioxa (to find) in Matt. 10:39 and 16:25 and ow (to save) in 
Luke 9:24 = Mark 8:35. Geiger 1972: 121 speaks of the influence of Ezek. 
13:18-19 (which uses nepinoićo), and Zmijewski 1976: 479 n. 56 sees a 
connection to Exod. 1:17 (which uses C@oyovéw). Neither LXX reference 
satisfies, however, since each has only one element of Luke 17:33, and one 
can hardly argue for a double LXX allusion. In addition, if the LXX 
alteration is based on an earlier, existing traditional saying, what does it 
add? Ilepırtoıew appears only three times in the NT (Acts 20:28; 1 Tim. 
3:13) and the noun rtepıntoinoig is never used in the Gospels (five times 
elsewhere). Since the conscious shift of terminology appears to have no 
point, the rare terminology is probably from a source. 

28 For description of the millstone, see the exegesis of 17:2 (cf. Exod. 
11:5; Isa. 47:2; Zmijewski 1972: 496). 

18 Fitzmyer follows Conzelmann 1960: 126; but correctly Marshall 
1978: 762. Danker 1988: 329 notes that the issues of Jerusalem’s 
destruction and the end-time were linked in most people’s minds; one 
suggests the other. Jesus’ answer goes beyond the temple. Zmijewski 1972: 
93-95 suggests that the reference to the “coming days” in 21:6 suggests an 
eschatological setting, since nuépa (day) alludes to the day of the Lord. It 
must be remembered that any judgment that consumed Jerusalem would be 
seen as catastrophic, so either event—Jerusalem’s fall or the temple’s 
removal—would suggest severe judgment. The disciples are asking, “When 
will that judgment come?” 

50 Luke often emphasizes prayer for the disciple: S€opo0 in Luke 5:12; 
8:38; 9:38, 40; 22:32; Acts 4:31; 8:22, 24; and mpooevyopa in Luke 1:10; 


3:21; 5:16; 6:12; 11:1 [twice]; 18:1; Acts 1:24; 8:15; Zmijewski 1972: 289. 
Constant prayer is called for at Luke 18:1, 7-8; Rom. 12:12; and 1 Thess. 
5:17. 

49 Aypurtveo occurs elsewhere in the NT at Mark 13:33; Eph. 6:18; 
Heb. 13:17; BAGD 14; BAA 24. The usual NT term for this concept is 
Ypnyopew (to watch); BAGD 167; BAA 334; e.g., Matt. 26:41; 1 Thess. 
5:6; cf. 1 Pet. 4:7; 1 Esdr. 8:58 LXX [= 8:59 NRSV]; Luke 8:13; 22:40, 46. 

4 Fitzmyer 1985: 1474 and Delling, TDNT 6:279, note that twenty-four 
uses of rtAfidoc (company) are in Luke—Acts, with only one in Mark and 
none in Matthew. The combination ärtav (or ma&v) tò rıAfjdog (the whole 
company) is found in Luke 1:10; 8:37; 19:37; Acts 15:12; 25:24; Marshall 
1978: 852. The idea of leading Jesus to Pilate shows the use of Ayo for 
taking a criminal somewhere (Matt. 10:18; Josephus, Jewish War 6.5.3 
8303; BAGD 14 82; BAA 25 82). 

9 Ayovilopa suggests intense effort or straining labor; BAGD 15; BAA 
27. With the present tense it contextually denotes continual striving. This is 
the only use of the word in the Synoptics; elsewhere at John 18:36; 1 Cor. 
9:25; Col. 1:29; 4:12; 1 Tim. 4:10; 6:12; 2 Tim. 4:7. It is a term of 
Hellenistic, Jewish, and early Christian exhortation; Nolland 1993a: 733; 
Hoffmann 1967: 196. 

26 ’Adikoc normally means “unjust” (BAGD 18; BAA 33); when 
opposite the term mıotög (faithful), it means “unfaithful.” "EAdyiotoc 
indicates faithfulness in the “smallest” thing. But the comparison is general; 


so the sense is “small,” since the term is in parallelism to moAUc (much). 


29 Either adik@ papovà means “worldly wealth” or it is an exhortation 
to be a good steward of money gained dishonestly—an impossible sense. 
There is a pattern in these applications: stewardship (16:8b), money (16:9), 
stewardship (16:10), money (16:11), and stewardship and money (16:12- 
13). 

29 On dertög, see Lev. 11:13; Deut. 14:12; Job 39:27; Matt. 24:28; 
BAGD 19; BAA 36; Marshall 1978: 669. Aetoc can refer to an eagle, but 
not here, since eagles do not seek out dead meat; Rev. 12:14; 4:7; 8:13; 
Arndt 1956: 376. Attempts to interpret &etög as eagle, recalling the Roman 
emblem that accompanied the invasion of Jerusalem, assume a post—a.d. 70 
date for Luke, as well as suggest an image contextually distant from the 
metaphor here; but so Danker 1988: 294; Leaney 1958: 232; and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1173 (with less certainty). 

15 AxoAov8€w@ is the standard verb for following in discipleship; BAGD 
31 83; BAA 60 83; Luke 5:11 (of Peter, James, and John’s leaving all); 
Mark 1:18; 8:34; 2:14 = Luke 5:27-28. 

19 For Bodw (to cry out), see BAGD 144; BAA 288 81d; Stauffer, TDNT 
1:625-26; elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 3:3 = Mark 1:3 = Luke 3:4 = John 
1:23; Mark 15:34 (= Matt. 27:46 [dvaßoao]); Luke 9:38; 18:7, 38; Acts 
8:7; 17:6; 25:24; Gal. 4:27. In the LXX at Gen. 4:10; Judg. 10:10 (B); Num. 
20:16 (avaBbodw). Rev. 6:9-11 is conceptually similar. 

5 Jeremias 1971a: 187 argues that the verb dvayıvaokw renders Semitic 
X71? (qr,) and means “to recite,” so that Jesus is calling for a specific text. 


Derrett 1970: 224 n. 1 notes that this view goes back to J. B. Lightfoot. 


31 In 1 Cor. 7:26 dvaykn (distress) has a generalized eschatological force 
of drawing close to the end (BAGD 52 82; BAA 102 82), which equals the 
generalized description of desolation in Luke 21:20 (in 2 Cor. 6:4 and 
12:10, &vaykn lacks any eschatological force). The other term, dpyn, often 
refers to divine wrath (BAGD 579 82b; BAA 1173 82b) and conceptually 
recalls Deut. 28:58-68, a covenantal curse passage (the phrase all the 
nations in Deut. 28:64 may recall the phrase to all the nations in Luke 
21:24). See also Isa. 9:12 [9:11 MT]; Jer. 4:4; Ezek. 5:13; 30:3; 32:9; Rom. 
2:8; 12:19; Eph. 2:3; 5:6; Col. 3:6; 1 Thess. 1:10; 5:9; Rev. 6:16, 17; 11:18; 
14:10; 16:19; 19:15. 

15 Egelkraut 1976: 143, esp. n. 1; Miyoshi 1974: 59-61. For example, 
età TATA occurs nine times in Luke-Acts, but not at all in Matthew and 
Mark (unless one counts the textually uncertain Mark 16:12). The use of 6 
Küpıog (the Lord) in narrative introductions is Lucan; see the exegesis of 
Luke 2:11. The verb dvaödeikvuni (to appoint) appears only here and in Acts 
1:24; Schlier, TDNT 2:30. 

14 Grundmann, TDNT 7:650 n. 31, lists the Lucan expressions for the 
six phases of Jesus’ career: €060c (exodus) in Luke 9:31; óga (glory) in 
Luke 24:26; àvañaußávo (taken up) in Acts 1:2, 11, 22; kaðñoða EX 
deE1v tov HeoD (seated at the right hand of God) in Luke 20:42; 22:69; and 
Acts 2:34; totnpt (standing) in Acts 7:55-56; and épyouio (coming) in Luke 
9:26 and Acts 1:11. 

7 AvoAöon is unusual since in Classical Greek &vaAv@ normally means 
“to loose.” This is the only NT occurrence with the meaning “return,” 


although it has this meaning in the LXX: Tob. 2:9; 2 Macc. 8:25; 12:7; 


15:28; Wis. 2:1 (BAGD 57 82; BAA 113 82). The subjunctive mood with 
the adverb mote (when) refers to the unspecified hour of his return: 
“whenever he ‘might break loose’ from the wedding”; BAGD 695; BAA 
1393. 

12 Avoneipoc probably describes the severely maimed or mutilated 
(BAGD 59; BAA 117; LSJ 116; elsewhere in the NT only at Luke 14:21), 
as opposed to ywAoc, which refers to all the lame (BAGD 889; BAA 1772; 
Plummer 1896: 359). 

38 Luke 18:33; 24:7, 46; Acts 10:41; 17:3; BAGD 70; BAA 138-39. 
The related noun &väotaoıg (resurrection) is used of Jesus in Acts 1:22; 
2:31; 4:2, 33; 17:18, 32; 26:23; BAGD 60; BAA 119-20. 

19 Aviotnut (BAGD 70; BAA 138-39) can mean “to erect, to bring on 
the scene”; here it means “to raise from the dead” (Luke 16:31; 18:33; 24:7; 
Acts 2:24, 32; 3:22; 10:41; 13:34; 17:3, 31). 

10 Avop86q is limited to OT quotations in its other NT uses: Acts 15:16; 
Heb. 12:12; Creed 1930: 183; Klostermann 1929: 145. It was used 
commonly in medical situations; LSJ 147. 

4 Tlapfjoov (arrived), from népe (to arrive; BAGD 624 §1a; BAA 
1261 81), refers to the crowd’s arrival, not only its presence as many 
translations suggest; so correctly Plummer 1896: 337; Acts 10:21; 12:20; 
17:6; 24:19, Marshall 1978: 553. In addition, &mayyéAA@ (to announce) 
usually refers to recent news; Marshall 1978: 553; Matt. 2:8; 28:8, 11; Mark 
5:14 = Luke 8:34; Mark 16:10, 13; Luke 7:18; BAGD 79; BAA 157. 

9 Luke has almost two-thirds of the NT uses of artayyeAAo: eleven times 


in his Gospel (7:18, 22; 8:20, 34, 36, 47; 9:36; 13:1; 14:21; 18:37; 24:9), 


fifteen times in Acts, and nineteen times in the rest of the NT; BAGD 79; 
BAA 157. On the grammar, see Zerwick 1963: 81. 

25 So ArıeAoßeg means “you have received.” BAGD 94 and BAA 189 
note that KntoAaußava has a commercial sense here: the rich man is “paid 
up.” The sense equals that of arteyo (to receive) in 6:24. 

8 The more intensive amoKpUmt@ (to conceal) is used in contrast to 
unveiling (ArtoKaAürtt@) revelation and the mystery of God’s plan (Luke 
10:21; 1 Cor. 2:7; Eph. 3:9; Col. 1:26). Luke uses the synonymous 
TAPAKAAUTIT@ (to conceal) in Luke 9:45 and Kpürtto@ (to hide) in 19:42 
(Marshall 1978: 691). 

20 Some regard &moKaAUTTw@ as conceptually equal to Matthew’s 
napovoia (parousia). The noun amoKdAvwic (revelation) does have an 
eschatological force; 1 Cor. 1:7; 2 Thess. 1:7-8; 1 Pet. 1:7, 13; 4:13; 
Zmijewski 1972: 442 n. 50. 

8 The more intensive amoKpUmt@ (to conceal) is used in contrast to 
unveiling (GmokaAUmt@) revelation and the mystery of God’s plan (Luke 
10:21; 1 Cor. 2:7; Eph. 3:9; Col. 1:26). Luke uses the synonymous 
TAPAKAAUTIT@ (to conceal) in Luke 9:45 and Kpürtto (to hide) in 19:42 
(Marshall 1978: 691). 

25 So anéAaBecs means “you have received.” BAGD 94 and BAA 189 
note that &mtoAGUBava has a commercial sense here: the rich man is “paid 
up.” The sense equals that of amtéy@ (to receive) in 6:24. 

18 AnoAauBdava@ (to receive back) occurs elsewhere in Luke at 6:34; 


15:27; 16:25; 23:41; BAGD 94; BAA 189. The idea of “receiving back” is 


often associated with divine retribution or reward: 2 John 8; Rom. 1:27; 
Col. 3:24. 

8 On the rare use of ġnoàúo as a description of being freed from the 
effects of disease, see BAGD 96; BAA 193; Josephus, Antiquities 3.11.3 
8264. The term is generally used of freeing prisoners or releasing from debt. 
This common usage may inform the use of the term here. Contextually, the 
perfect tense announces entry into a state of healing; Arndt 1956: 329. 

23 “Qppnoev in Matt. 8:32 = Mark 5:13 = Luke 8:33 means to rush 
irrationally or with some emotion; Fitzmyer 1981: 739; Bertram, TDNT 
5:470; BAGD 581; BAA 1178; elsewhere only at Acts 7:57; 19:29. On 
ànonviyo (to drown), see BAGD 97; BAA 195; elsewhere only Luke 8:7 
(of thorns and thistles that choke); a related verb, ovunviyo, occurs in 8:14, 
42. 

4 Guenther 1985: 31. Nolland 1989: 265-68 has a full discussion, 
though he sees too much distance between Paul’s and Luke’s views when he 
argues that Luke limits the term ünt60ToAoc to the Twelve. One of the ways 
that Luke indicates respect for Paul is by calling him an apostle in Acts 
14:4, 14 and by showing that Paul does everything that Peter did as an 
apostle. Nolland decides that the Lucan use reflects a later title. The use of 
the phrase the Twelve as a fixed technical term in the earliest Christian 
material—even when the Twelve are not present (1 Cor. 15:5)—also speaks 
for the authenticity of dmd0tOAOc here. 

8 Note yap (for) and the solemn and emphatic A€y@ Duiv (I say to you; 
also 22:18; 13:35; 9:27). “Eac tov (until; also 12:50; 13:8) is equivalent to 


amo tod viv (from now on) in 22:18 (Fitzmyer 1985: 1396). 


18 The verse is loaded with business terms: &pyúpiov (money; BAGD 
104 82b; BAA 211 82b; elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 25:18, 27; 26:15 = 
Mark 14:11 = Luke 22:5; Matt. 27:3, 5, 6, 9; 28:12, 15; Luke 9:3; 19:15; 
Acts 3:6; 7:16; 8:20; 19:19; 20:33; 1 Pet. 1:18), tpärtela (bank [lit., table]; 
BAGD 824; BAA 1643 84; MM 639-40; Goppelt, TDNT 8:211 8A3; 
fifteen times in the NT, e.g., Matt. 21:12 = Mark 11:15 = John 2:15; cf. 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.2.3 828; the term looks to the financial table where 
deals are done), TöKog (interest; BAGD 821; BAA 1637; elsewhere in the 
NT only at Matt. 25:27; cf. Exod. 22:25 [22:24 LXX]; Lev. 25:36-37; Deut. 
23:19 [23:20 LXX]), and mpdo0ow (to collect; BAGD 698 §1b; BAA 1400 
§1b; earlier in Luke at 3:13). 

10 Marshall 1978: 493—94 notes the custom to eat two meals daily: a 
mid-morning meal called &piotov (BAGD 106; BAA 214) and a mid- 
afternoon meal called deinvov (BAGD 173; BAA 346; m. Sab. 16.2). On 
the Sabbath, three meals were served, but a Sabbath meal is not indicated 
here. John 21:12, 15 refers to an early meal with a verb related to &piotov, 
so it is clear that this is not an evening setting. Josephus, Life 54 8279, notes 
a Sabbath meal at the sixth hour, or midday. 

17 A similar metonymic meaning for &ptoc as food, not just bread, is 
found in Luke 7:33; John 13:18; 2 Thess. 3:8, 12; Marshall 1978: 458; 
Behm, TDNT 1:477-78. 

4 For a&pyn, see Luke 1:2; Acts 11:15; 26:4; for the verbal equivalent, see 
Acts 1:21-22; 10:37. For the participle àpyóuevoç, present here, see Luke 
24:27; Acts 8:35; 11:4; Bovon 1989: 189. 


12 On the synagogue leader (&pyliovvaywyoc), see Schrage, TDNT 7:847. 
This person was responsible for the order and progress of worship, so he is 
the right one to speak. The most learned member presents the official view 
on Jesus’ act. There is no need to argue for a redactional seam at the shift of 
address to the audience. The leader is responsible for the assembly’s 
worship (Nolland 1993a: 724). Nolland argues that “the directive fits only 
imperfectly in the flow of the story.” I disagree: practice and custom is the 
issue here. The issue cannot arise until Jesus heals. 

13 Marshall 1978: 140; Luke 7:39, 49; 16:3; 18:4; Black 1967: 302. 
Manson 1949: 40 notes that the Semitism is reflected in Luke’s wording, 
while Matthew has a more stylized Greek. The verb &pyq@ occurs in the 
middle voice, äpyonon, meaning “to begin,” thirty-one times in Luke and 
thirteen times in Matthew. 

6 On the syntax of rjpgavto (they began), which Luke often uses to speak 
of a fresh reaction, see 4:21; 5:21; 7:15; 12:45; 13:25; 19:37; Plummer 
1896: 520; Grundmann 1963: 422. Katnyop&o (to accuse) is used 
elsewhere by Luke at Luke 6:7; 23:10, 14; Acts 22:30; 24:2, 8, 13, 19; 25:5, 
11, 16; 28:19; Biichsel, TDNT 3:637. 

4 For a&pyn, see Luke 1:2; Acts 11:15; 26:4; for the verbal equivalent, see 
Acts 1:21-22; 10:37. For the participle àpyóuevoç, present here, see Luke 
24:27; Acts 8:35; 11:4; Bovon 1989: 189. 

16 Abotnpoc (severe, strict, exacting) is used in the NT only in this 
pericope (twice); also 2 Macc. 14:30. In P. Tebt. vol. 2 #315 line 19, the 
term is used of a demanding financial inspector; MM 93; Fitzmyer 1985: 


1237. 


4 Avt@ (by him) is the only NT example of the dative of agent, which is 
good Attic Greek; BDF 8191. 

23 ’Aoavtog is used in 2 Macc. 3:34 of angels and in Greco-Roman 
literature of disappearing gods: Euripides, Orestes 1496; Euripides, Helen 
605-6; Virgil, Aeneid 9.656-58; Creed 1930: 297; Marshall 1978: 898; 
Danker 1988: 394; Klostermann 1929: 238; Grundmann 1963: 447. On 
departures of transcendent or transported figures, see Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; 
Acts 10:7; 12:10; and esp. 8:39; Nolland 1993b: 1206. 

15 To indicate sleep, Luke uses Unvoc (BAGD 843; BAA 1679; 
elsewhere in Luke’s writings twice in Acts 20:9) and Bap€éw (to be heavy; 
BAGD 133; BAA 267; elsewhere in Luke’s writings only in Luke 21:34). 
In 22:45-46, Luke uses the synonymous koidaw and Ka8evdo. It is clear 
that the disciples are in deep sleep, for the phrase BeBapnpevor Unvo 
translates literally as “weighed down with sleep.” Balz, TDNT 8:554, 
speaks of disciples “drunk with sleep.” Bovon’s term “second 
consciousness” (1989: 498) is too visionary in force. He cites Gen. 15:12; 
Dan. 8:18; 10:9. 

20 A similar use of Bioc occurs in 8:43. The term has a slightly different 
force in 15:12, 30, where it means “inheritance”; Marshall 1978: 752. 

57 The contrast in the verbs at the end of the passage is key. Bàéno is 
used figuratively with the meaning “to perceive” in Rom. 7:23; 2 Cor. 7:8; 
Col. 2:5; Heb. 2:9; 10:25; Michaelis, TDNT 5:344. 

19 For Boda (to cry out), see BAGD 144; BAA 288 81d; Stauffer, TDNT 
1:625-26; elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 3:3 = Mark 1:3 = Luke 3:4 = John 
1:23; Mark 15:34 (= Matt. 27:46 [avaßoaw]); Luke 9:38; 18:7, 38; Acts 


8:7; 17:6; 25:24; Gal. 4:27. In the LXX at Gen. 4:10; Judg. 10:10 (B); Num. 
20:16 (dvaßodo). Rev. 6:9-11 is conceptually similar. 

18 The earliest extant literary reference to the Sanhedrin is 198 b.c., the 
date of a letter that Antiochus III the Great wrote after the Battle of Panion; 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.3.3 8138; Lohse, TDNT 7:862—66; Schürer 1973- 
87: 2.199-217. Josephus also uses the term Bovàń (council) to describe the 
Sanhedrin (Jewish War 2.15.6 8331; 2.16.2 8336). R. Brown 1994: 340-57 
stresses that there is only one such group at this time, the number of 
members usually being put at seventy-one (m. Sanh. 1.6, drawing on Num. 
11:16). 

7 Bovvoc (hill) is rare in the NT, both times being tied to an OT text: 
Luke 3:5 (Isa. 40:4) and Luke 23:30 (Hos. 10:8); BAGD 146; BAA 292; 
BDR 8126.1b.5. In contrast, the synonymous Öpog (mountain) appears 
sixty-three times in the NT. 

5 Y. Sota 20c (5.4) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 27.153); Creed 1930: 21; 
SB 2:101. The idea of singing babies does represent a major expansion of 
this motif, not paralleled in the OT or NT. On Bpéq@oc as fetus, see Oepke, 
TDNT 5:637; BAA 293-94; Luke 1:44; Sir. 19:11. In later Judaism, Tg. Ps. 
68:27 calls on the fetus in the womb to praise God, while Odes Sol. 28.2 
speaks of a child leaping in the womb; Bovon 1989: 85 n. 35. 

8 Lachs 1987: 328 argues that the alternation of Bpéwoc and nariov may 
have behind it a Semitic term that includes both age groups. 

5 Fitzmyer 1985: 1046 suggests that yanog is broad enough to describe 
any feast, not just a wedding; cf. Esth. 2:18; 9:22. It can simply be a 


celebration. The difference in sense is not significant, since a representative 
picture is present. 

11 Outside of this pericope and its parallels, tfic yeveäg taútng occurs in 
Luke 7:31 = Matt. 11:16; Luke 11:50-51 = Matt. 23:36; Luke 17:25; 21:32 
= Mark 13:30 = Matt. 23:34; Büchsel, TDNT 1:663. Note that the concept is 
multiply attested in Q and Mark. 

27 Gressmann 1911 notes the nature of the customs. Perles’s attempt 
(1919-20) to suggest an Aramaic element ?2N (tbl) behind the tradition that 
should be translated “seasoning” instead of “soil” fails on lexical grounds. 
The ?2n/yfi interchange is found in Isa. 14:21; 26:9, 18; 1 Chron. 16:30; cf. 
x11QtgJob 24.8; 29.3 with Job 34:13; 37:12. Correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 
1069-70 and Black 1967: 166-67. 

21 So yv@pidw often in the NT (Rom. 9:22-23; Acts 2:28), and often tied 
to the idea of making known a mystery (Col. 1:27; Eph. 1:9; 3:5, 10; 6:19); 
Bultmann, TDNT 1:718. 

31 Grundmann 1963: 250 suggests that yv@aoewg (knowledge) is an 
objective genitive, thus “the key for knowledge.” Another option, a genitive 
of apposition (“the key that is knowledge,” by which is meant “obedient 
knowledge”) is less likely. This latter reading would be an odd way to say 
“you have taken away knowledge,” but so Jeremias, TDNT 3:747—48, who 
acknowledges that this image, though different from the other option, is 
similar. 

34 I'v@otoc (acquaintance, friend; BAGD 164 §1b; BAA 328 81b) 


occurs elsewhere with this sense at Luke 2:44 and John 18:15—16 and in the 


LXX at 2 Kings 10:11; Ps. 30:12 [31:11 Engl.]; 54:14 [55:13 Engl.]; 87:9, 
19 [88:8, 18 Engl.]; cf. 38:12. 

14 Similarly high interest for items is found in ancient Egyptian 
documents; Derrett 1972b. The term tà ypappata describes the promissory 
note; BAGD 165 82a; BAA 330 82b; Schrenk, TDNT 1:764-65; Fitzmyer 
1985: 1100. 

49 Aypurtveo occurs elsewhere in the NT at Mark 13:33; Eph. 6:18; 
Heb. 13:17; BAGD 14; BAA 24. The usual NT term for this concept is 
Ypnyopew (to watch); BAGD 167; BAA 334; e.g., Matt. 26:41; 1 Thess. 
5:6; cf. 1 Pet. 4:7; 1 Esdr. 8:58 LXX [= 8:59 NRSV]; Luke 8:13; 22:40, 46. 

14 One other Synoptic difference needs notation. Luke uses what some 
see as the narrower term for petition: S€noic. The distinction that d€noic = 
petition and mpooevyn = prayer is not present in the NT, and the reference in 
5:33 appears to be general. For the distinction, see Greeven, TDNT 2:807, 
though he acknowledges that it is harder to argue for the distinction in 
nouns. 

5 Marshall 1978: 125-26. One can only note the restraint in this account 
compared to the apocryphal gospels. In contrast, the Jesus Seminar puts 
Jesus’ saying in 2:49 in black type (meaning that it does not go back to 
Jesus); Funk and Hoover 1993: 275-76. They see the unit as Luke’s 
production, drawing on the child-prodigy genre, the Lucan emphasis on 
design, and its lack of attestation elsewhere. But these criteria ignore the 
potential of a unique source surfacing in Luke’s research and the evidence 
for the unit’s origins in Palestinian settings (see the discussion above and n. 


3). Its enigmatic expression also reflects Jesus’ style (see also Nolland 


1989: 127-28, who speaks less directly on the issue of historicity in 2:49). 
That this is the only use of dei relating Jesus to the Father speaks against a 
Lucan origin. On the historicity of the entire scene, see the exegesis of 2:50. 

2 See Borg 1987: 162-63, 170, who notes Jer. 12:7 and Ezek. 11:22-23. 
So also Horsley 1987: 300-302, who calls Luke 13:32-33 part of a “fairly 
solid tradition” (p. 190). For the debate on 13:31—33, see Nolland 1993a: 
738-39, who accepts 13:31-32, but regards 13:33 as a Lucan redaction that 
makes the transition from 13:32 to 13:34. However, the use of dei is too 
widespread in the Gospel tradition to make this conclusion solid (see the 
exegesis of 13:33). In addition, as Marshall 1978: 570 suggests, 13:33 is an 
integral link to 13:32. 

13 While Acts 14:22 uses dei to say that the disciples’ suffering is also 
inevitable (Fitzmyer 1985: 1170), it does not speak of Jesus’ suffering. For 
the view that the disciples’ suffering in Luke—Acts mirrors Jesus’, see 
Moessner 1990. 

2 The idea of fulfilling Scripture occurs throughout Luke’s writings, 
frequently with teA€o (BAGD 811 81, esp. 82; BAA 1617 82; Luke 2:39; 
12:50; 18:31; 22:37; Acts 13:29) or det (Luke 9:22; 17:25); also Luke 
13:22, 32; 24:44-49; Acts 2:23. Delling, TDNT 8:60 n. 16, says that this 
emphasis is part of special Lucan material. 

20 On öeinvov, a full, formal meal in the evening, see Luke 14:12; John 
13:4, 21; BAGD 173; BAA 346 (cf. ôsınvéo, to dine, in Luke 22:20; 1 Cor. 
11:25; Rev. 3:20). For Jesus’ reversal of the image, see Luke 12:37 and 
John 13:4. 


10 Marshall 1978: 493-94 notes the custom to eat two meals daily: a 
mid-morning meal called &piotov (BAGD 106; BAA 214) and a mid- 
afternoon meal called öeinvov (BAGD 173; BAA 346; m. Sab. 16.2). On 
the Sabbath, three meals were served, but a Sabbath meal is not indicated 
here. John 21:12, 15 refers to an early meal with a verb related to Gpiotov, 
so it is clear that this is not an evening setting. Josephus, Life 54 8279, notes 
a Sabbath meal at the sixth hour, or midday. 

20 On öeinvov, a full, formal meal in the evening, see Luke 14:12; John 
13:4, 21; BAGD 173; BAA 346 (cf. deırtv&o, to dine, in Luke 22:20; 1 Cor. 
11:25; Rev. 3:20). For Jesus’ reversal of the image, see Luke 12:37 and 
John 13:4. 

50 Luke often emphasizes prayer for the disciple: ö&onan in Luke 5:12; 
8:38; 9:38, 40; 22:32; Acts 4:31; 8:22, 24; and npooebyonan in Luke 1:10; 
3:21; 5:16; 6:12; 11:1 [twice]; 18:1; Acts 1:24; 8:15; Zmijewski 1972: 289. 
Constant prayer is called for at Luke 18:1, 7-8; Rom. 12:12; and 1 Thess. 
5:17. 

13 In Sir. 23:1, 4; 51:10 natńp often occurs alongside kúpioç (Lord) or 
deonortng (master) (Schrenk, TDNT 5:979 n. 209, 981, 984-85). Elsewhere 
in Judaism at Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] nos. 4—6 (= Schürer 
1973-87: 2.456-57, 460); Wis. 14:3; 3 Macc. 6:3, 8. In the OT at Deut. 
32:6; Isa. 63:16; 64:8 [64:7 MT]; Jer. 3:4; Ps. 68:5 [68:6 MT]; 89:26 [89:27 
MT] (of God’s relationship to the king, as also 2 Sam. 7:14); Mal. 1:6; 2:10; 
1 Chron. 29:10. As a NT term of intimacy, see Rom. 8:14-16; Gal. 4:6; 
Mark 14:36. 


10 So öeyonaı (BAGD 177 81, 83b; BAA 355 §3b) indicates receiving 
the word of God by Moses (Acts 7:38), the gospel (2 Cor. 11:4), financial 
gifts (Phil. 4:18), a guest in the home (Matt. 10:14 = Luke 9:5; 16:4), 
teaching (Luke 8:13; Acts 8:14; 11:1), the kingdom (Mark 10:15), and grace 
(2 Cor. 6:1). One can speak of receiving Jesus by appealing to John 1:12; 
the other biblical metaphor is to receive the kingdom. To accept the king is 
to enter the kingdom and its promises. 

26 Fitzmyer 1981: 470; LSJ 387; BAA 358. Some of these figures in 
Palestine would be Jews. A related term, Snpdotoc, occurs four times in 
Acts (5:18; 16:37; 18:28; 20:20). 

11 Carson 1984: 112. In Bovon’s short excursus (1989: 196-97) on the 
term devil, he notes that Luke uses ö1&ßoAog and oataväg seven times each 
in Luke-Acts. The reference to ö1dßoAog in Luke 4:2 is possibly Luke’s 
choice, though Matt. 4:1, 8 renders this judgment as less than certain. Matt. 
4:3 uses ó TleipaC@v and Matt. 4:10 oatava, which Luke lacks. In 4:1-13, 
Luke speaks only of the 61aBoAoc, avoiding Matthew’s variation of terms 
and Mark’s reference to Satan. 

7 Auayoyyl(o (to grumble) appears in the NT only here and in 19:7. This 
idea is a significant one in the OT and is often negative in force: Num. 11:1; 
14:27, 29 (using the simple yoyybGw); Danker 1988: 274. The word order, 
with Pharisees first, is unusual; so 5:30, but not 5:21; 6:7; 11:53. 

19 The verb öiaKoveo (to serve) has religious significance later in the 
NT: Matt. 20:28 (twice) = Mark 10:45 (twice); 2 Cor. 8:19; 1 Pet. 4:10; esp. 


1 Tim. 3:10, 13 (of the diaconate office). Here we have an everyday 


meaning: “to wait on tables”; Luke 12:37; 22:26-27 (three times); Acts 6:2; 
BAGD 184; BAA 368. 

35 On öÖtaAoyıouög, see BAGD 186 81; BAA 372 81; Schrenk, TDNT 
2:97 $B1. The term is often negative in the NT (Rom. 1:21; 1 Cor. 3:20; 
Mark 7:21; Matt. 15:19; Luke 2:35; 6:8; 9:47), with Rom. 14:1, where it 
means “reasoning,” being the only neutral use of the term. Matt. 9:4 has a 
synonymous term: Ev8öunotc. 

8 Kapdia (BAGD 403 81bß; BAA 819 §1bß) occurs with Ö1aAoylouög 
(thoughts) in 2:35 and 9:47 (cf. 3:15 and 5:22) and with the verb dvaBaiva 
(to arise), which may be rendered idiomatically as “thoughts arise within 
the person,” in Acts 7:23; 1 Cor. 2:9; Jer. 3:16-17. BDR 84.3.8 calls the 
expression of thoughts arising in the heart a Semitism. Auadoyıouöc (BAGD 
186 82; BAA 372 82) carries the sense of “doubt” or “dispute” in Luke 
9:46; 24:38; Phil. 2:14; 1 Tim. 2:8 and the sense of “thoughts” in Matt. 
15:19 = Mark 7:21; Luke 2:35; 5:22; 6:8; 9:47; Rom. 1:21; 14:1; 1 Cor. 
3:20; James 2:4. 

13 Auotidnni has the meaning “to assign” in Josephus, Antiquities 
13.16.1 8407; BAGD 189-90 83; BAA 381 82; Behm, TDNT 2:104-6. 

10 For more on émjynoic as meaning oral and written accounts, see the 
introduction to 8I.A above and TDNT 2:909, where Büchsel provides a nice 
summary of usage. One parallel to note is Polybius 5.31.4. 

20 On 50€éa, see BAGD 204 82; BAA 410 82; Schweizer 1984: 83; and 
Hendriksen 1978: 235-36 (who cites 2 Chron. 9:9-28; Eccles. 2:1-11; Rev. 
18:12-13). Kittel, TDNT 2:237, suggests translating the term “radiance.” 


The term alludes to the splendor and value of these kingdoms. 


14 Grundmann, TDNT 7:650 n. 31, lists the Lucan expressions for the 
six phases of Jesus’ career: €060c (exodus) in Luke 9:31; óga (glory) in 
Luke 24:26; avoAaußavo (taken up) in Acts 1:2, 11, 22; kaðñoða EX 
deE1dv tov HeoD (seated at the right hand of God) in Luke 20:42; 22:69; and 
Acts 2:34; totnpt (standing) in Acts 7:55-56; and épyouio (coming) in Luke 
9:26 and Acts 1:11. 

19 Avopn (only here and 13:29 in Luke) refers to the sun’s setting, thus 
to the west; BAGD 209; BAA 422. These western rains were crucial for the 
well-being of Palestinian farmers. 

22 For ôðua, see BAGD 210; BAA 423; Luke 5:19; 12:3; Josh. 2:6, 8; 2 
Sam. 16:22; Isa. 22:1. The flat roof was probably used as living space (Acts 
10:9; Nolland 1993a: 861). 

3 The case for this approach is enhanced syntactically if &yylöo can mean 
“to be in the vicinity of” rather than “to draw near,” as Porter 1992 argues. 

5 ’EyyiG@ (to come near) is often used to denote approach, especially in 
conjunction with the preposition eig (to); Luke 19:29 = Matt. 21:1 = Mark 
11:1; Luke 24:28; Tob. 11:1; Plummer 1896: 430. See the introduction to 
this unit for the possibility that this remark is a condensation of Mark 10:46 
and for the linkage of Luke 18:35-43 and 19:1—10. 

15 That Luke is the only Synoptist to note this praise leads Marshall 
1978: 714 to raise the possibility that Luke uses another source because of 
the unusual combinations of €yyi@@ with mpdc (to draw near to) and nıpög 
with the dative. The latter construction occurs only here in Luke, six times 
elsewhere in the NT (Mark 5:11; John 18:16; 20:11, 12 [twice]; Rev. 1:13; 
BDR 8240.2), and 104 times in the LXX. 


4 K ai €yéveto (or €yéveto 6€) with a verb is a common Lucan 
expression: 1:5, 8, 23, 41, 59; 2:1, 6; 6:1; 8:22; Fitzmyer 1981: 363; 
Klostermann 1929: 16-17. On the grammar with &kovw, where the genitive 
indicates the speaker and the accusative the thing heard, see BDF 8173 and 
BDR 8173.1—2. Luke 11:31 and 15:25 are grammatically parallel to 1:41. 

17 On the term ExßoAA@ (to thrust out), see BAGD 237 82 and BAA 478 
82. Against Hendriksen 1978: 572, the term does not mean “force out” here. 
It is, however, a strong, graphic term that shows that God calls and equips; 
so Arndt 1956: 281. 

18 The passages match except for the reversal of two words, €pyatac 
€kBaAn (thrust out workers), in Matthew. Gospel of Thomas 73 also has an 
exact parallel; in Judaism, see m. ‚Abot 2.15. 

15’EkBdaAA@ is a term for judgment in Matt. 8:12; 22:13; 25:30; John 
12:31; Bertram, TDNT 4:839 n. 56. 

17 Delling 1962: 16 n. 68 cites numerous LXX uses of €xdikéw: Ps. 
149:7 (of the punishment of the wicked); 1 Macc. 3:15; 7:9, 24, 38; Exod. 
12:12 and Num. 33:4 (of what God did to the Egyptians in the plagues); 
Mic. 5:14 [5:15 Engl.] (of judgment on the nations); Ezek. 16:41 and 23:10 
(of what the nations did to Israel). 

20 Marshall 1978: 821 argues that ExXeino (elsewhere in the NT at Luke 
16:9; 23:45; Heb. 1:12) here means “to disappear,” so the idea is that 
Peter’s faith does not disappear. He avoids ultimate failure (cf. Col. 1:21— 
23). Nolland’s paraphrase (1993b: 1072) of faith “drained away to nothing” 


gives the sense. 


20 Bock 1987: 115. ‘O éxAextoc is the normal OT form: Isa. 42:1 LXX 
uses it as a description of Israel. In Luke 23:35, the people use 6 EKAeKtög 
to scoff at Jesus’ messianic claim; thus, the regal force for Luke is 
indisputable. 

8 This is the only NT use of €fov8evew with the meaning “to treat with 
contempt” (BAGD 277 83; BAA 562 83). The citation of Ps. 118:22 in Acts 
4:11 also shows Jesus as the righteous, rejected sufferer. The other verb, 
£urtalßo (to mock, make fun of; BAGD 255; BAA 516), is used in the 
passion prediction of Luke 18:32 (= Matt. 20:19 = Mark 10:34) and often in 
the passion narrative: Matt. 27:29, 31= Mark 15:20; Matt. 27:41 = Mark 
15:31; Luke 22:63; 23:36. 

49 Ellis 1974: 158 notes that &v abt th Mpa (in this hour) refers not so 
much to chronology as to “this key eschatological time”; cf. Luke 12:56; 
19:44; 21:24; 22:53; 23:43; John 4:23; 5:25; 2 Cor. 6:2; Heb. 3:7—4:10. 

33 ’Eveyo is a difficult term to translate (BAGD 265; BAA 536; Mark 
6:19): “to press against someone,” “to hold a grudge,” or “to have it in for 
someone.” With deivddc (terribly), the idea is “to be very hostile” to 
someone (BAGD 173; BAA 346; Matt. 8:6). Hanse, TDNT 2:828, argues 
for “to press against him,” where the idea is that of being surrounded by 
hostile opponents. 

1 Jeremias 1980: 266 argues that €vtoc Du@v (in your midst) in 17:21 is 
not Lucan. Whether Luke worded the introduction is an open question. 
After a detailed presentation of the options, Zmijewski 1972: 387-90 


decides for a special Lucan source. 


8 Josephus, Antiquities 10.5.2 883 (of Jehoiakim); Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities 10.10.7; Livy 22.3.4. Evtpéno is used in 
Luke 20:13 = Matt. 21:37 = Mark 12:6 to describe the respect that the 
master’s son should get; elsewhere in the NT at 1 Cor. 4:14; 2 Thess. 3:14; 
Titus 2:8; Heb. 12:9; BAGD 269 82b; BAA 544 82b. On not fearing God, 
see Deut. 25:18 (of the Amalekites). 

9 Michaelis, TDNT 4:247-48, describes the image as one of heavenly 
glory; so Egaotpäantav (gleaming like lightning); Ezek. 1:4, 7. Conceptual 
parallels occur in Ezek. 1:27-28; Dan. 10:6; Luke 24:4; Acts 1:10; Rev. 
2:17; 6:2; 20:11; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:97; 1 Enoch 38.4; 104.2; 2 Bar. 51. 

8 This is the only NT use of &&ouBeveo with the meaning “to treat with 
contempt” (BAGD 277 83; BAA 562 83). The citation of Ps. 118:22 in Acts 
4:11 also shows Jesus as the righteous, rejected sufferer. The other verb, 
Eurtaißo (to mock, make fun of; BAGD 255; BAA 516), is used in the 
passion prediction of Luke 18:32 (= Matt. 20:19 = Mark 10:34) and often in 
the passion narrative: Matt. 27:29, 31= Mark 15:20; Matt. 27:41 = Mark 
15:31; Luke 22:63; 23:36. 

42 Schwarz 1974 sees these commendatory remarks as ironic; they are 
really condemnatory. This interpretation is forced and is not a possible 
rendering of Ertawveo (to praise); BAGD 281; BAA 569 (elsewhere in the 
NT at Rom. 15:11; 1 Cor. 11:2, 17, 22 [twice]). Also failing is Bailey’s 
attempt (1976: 107) to argue that Ertaıveo has eschatological force in 
picturing approval at the judgment. Other than the use of praise in Matt. 
25:21, 34, the Gospels do not have this eschatological force, and in this 


Matthean context the eschatological force is clear, not inferred as it would 


have to be here. Porter 1990: 146-47 recognizes that the term must be 
positive, for the steward is commended for choosing to associate with the 
sons of this age, a comment dripping with bitter irony from the master. If 
one is to argue the irony position, this is the best way to do it. Against it, 
however, is the comparison in 16:8-9, which makes the steward look like a 
positive example through the commendation, not a negative one. 

6 The word for begging, émaitéa, is rare in the NT: elsewhere only Luke 
16:3 and Mark 10:46 variant; also Ps. 109:10 [108:10 LXX]; Sir. 40:28; 
BAGD 282; BAA 571. Mark 10:46 uses npooaitng (beggar), which appears 
elsewhere only in John 9:8; BAGD 711; BAA 1425. 

23 The phrase emBadovdo Ep’ Duäg Tac xyetpac (laying hands on you) 
occurs in 1 Kings 20:6 [21:6 LXX]; Luke 20:19; 22:53; Acts 4:3; 5:18; 
12:1; 21:27; Mark 14:46; John 7:30, 44. On toxo (lit., to pursue) as 
persecution, see Luke 11:49 and Acts 7:52. 

1’Eruywvooko is frequently used by Luke with the sense “to thoroughly 
ascertain”; Luke 7:37; Acts 19:34; 22:29; 24:11; 28:1; Plummer 1896: 521. 
Here it almost has the force of “to discover.” 

11 ’Em«pivo can have the technical meaning “to issue a sentence” (2 
Macc. 4:47; 3Macc. 4:2; Fitzmyer 1985: 1492; Plummer 1896: 527), 
although it was also used of determining whether a person was fit for 
military service or exempt from a poll tax (MM 240). 

12 ’Emupinto appears in the NT only here and at 1 Pet. 5:7; BAGD 298; 
BAA 603. In the LXX it is used of Elijah throwing his cloak over Elisha (1 


Kings 19:19) and of Joab’s henchman covering Amasa’s corpse with a 


garment (2 Sam. 20:12). The declaration of Jehu as king (2 Kings 9:13) 
provides verbal contact only with iuátiov (garment). 

5 'Erutiuä@ here means to verbally censure; BAGD 303; BAA 614; also 
Luke 4:39; 8:24; 9:21, 42, 55; 17:3; 19:39; 23:40. Given Jesus’ response, 
the effort to rebuke fails and the verb could be conative in force: “They 
tried to rebuke.” Luke has an imperfect where Mark and Matthew have 
aorists. 

14 Grundmann, TDNT 7:650 n. 31, lists the Lucan expressions for the 
six phases of Jesus’ career: €060c (exodus) in Luke 9:31; óga (glory) in 
Luke 24:26; avadauBdave (taken up) in Acts 1:2, 11, 22; kaðñoða EX 
deE1dv tod HeoD (seated at the right hand of God) in Luke 20:42; 22:69; and 
Acts 2:34; totnpt (standing) in Acts 7:55-56; and épyouio (coming) in Luke 
9:26 and Acts 1:11. 

11 Grundmann, TDNT 2:706, says that the Bible uses €towoc to speak of 
three kinds of readiness: (1) ready to do good works (Titus 3:1); (2) ready to 
preach the gospel (1 Pet. 3:15); and (3) ready for the Lord’s return (here and 
Matt. 24:44). 

32 The KJV reflects a three-part division by reading nominative evdéoxia; 
so Godet 1875: 1.132-33. Many recent translations reflect a two-part 
division by reading genitive eböoklag; so Plummer 1896: 57—58; Fitzmyer 
1981: 410-12; and R. Brown 1977: 403-5. 

24 Cf. edpioxa (to find) in Matt. 10:39 and 16:25 and ooo (to save) in 
Luke 9:24 = Mark 8:35. Geiger 1972: 121 speaks of the influence of Ezek. 
13:18-19 (which uses nepinoićo), and Zmijewski 1976: 479 n. 56 sees a 


connection to Exod. 1:17 (which uses C@oyovéw). Neither LXX reference 


satisfies, however, since each has only one element of Luke 17:33, and one 
can hardly argue for a double LXX allusion. In addition, if the LXX 
alteration is based on an earlier, existing traditional saying, what does it 
add? Ilepırroıew appears only three times in the NT (Acts 20:28; 1 Tim. 
3:13) and the noun nepinoinor is never used in the Gospels (five times 
elsewhere). Since the conscious shift of terminology appears to have no 
point, the rare terminology is probably from a source. 

25 So the passive ebppatvo (to rejoice); BAGD 327 82; BAA 663 82; 
Luke 12:19; 16:19; Acts 2:26; 7:41; Rom. 15:10; Gal. 4:27. Used in other 
passages for eschatological joy, here its meaning is more mundane. The 
participle ọayóvteç (eating) functions like a second verb (BDF 8420.3; 
Marshall 1978: 611): “Let us eat and rejoice.” 

10 Evopaive in the passive means “to make merry, to cheer oneself”; 
BAGD 327; BAA 663 82; elsewhere in Luke’s Gospel at 12:19; 15:23, 24, 
29, 32. MM 267 notes a papyri that describes such a feast. 

5 Ebyaptoté@ (to thank) is common, but not in the first person. The verb 
is used six times by Luke, including Luke 17:16; Acts 27:35; 28:15; also 
1QH 2.20, 31; 3.19, 37; 4.5; 2 Macc. 1:11. Luke 10:21 is similar in tone, but 
decidedly different in content. 

8 Note yap (for) and the solemn and emphatic A€y@ Duiv (I say to you; 
also 22:18; 13:35; 9:27). “Eac ÖTou (until; also 12:50; 13:8) is equivalent to 
amo tod vbv (from now on) in 22:18 (Fitzmyer 1985: 1396). 

23 On rtepinoleo@ (to gain), see BAGD 650; BAA 1310; Gen. 12:12; 
Exod. 1:16; elsewhere in the NT only at Acts 20:28; 1 Tim. 3:13. On 
C@OyOVE® (to preserve alive), see BAGD 341; BAA 690; Exod. 1:17; Judg. 


8:19; 1 Sam. 2:6; elsewhere in the NT only at Acts 7:19; 1 Tim. 6:13; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:873-74. 

5 The first obstacle (the crowd) is indicated by anö (BAGD 87 8V.1; 
BAA 175 8V.1; also Luke 21:26; 22:45; 24:41; Acts 11:19; 12:14; 22:11; 
John 21:6; Heb. 5:7) and the second obstacle (Zacchaeus’s size) by öt. 
While nAtkia (BAGD 345 82; BAA 700 82) can refer to age, here it refers 
to Zacchaeus’s height (as in Luke 2:52; see the exegesis of 12:25). The 
crowd produced a barrier of a different kind in 18:39. 

6 Xtdo1c means “rebellion or uprising” elsewhere at Mark 15:7; Luke 
23:25; Acts 19:40 (elsewhere in the NT at Acts 15:2; 23:7, 10; 24:5; Heb. 
9:8; BAGD 764 82; BAA 1526 82). This is the only NT expression of 
periphrasis with v (was) and an aorist participle; BDR $355.1; BDF 
8355.1; Plummer 1896: 526 (although X* in John 18:30 also has this 
construction). 

13 Other Gospel writers call it simply a sea (B&Aa000; Matt. 4:18; 15:29; 
Mark 1:16; 7:31; so also the LXX: Num. 34:11; Josh 12:3; BAGD 350; 
BAA 711 82). Luke’s language is precise, while the other evangelists’ 
language reflects popular usage. Luke uses 8GAaooa only three times: Luke 
17:2, 6; 21:25. 

8 On the term 8¢00d (of God) as tightly binding Jesus and God, see 
Stauffer, TDNT 3:104 n. 261; Mark 1:24; John 1:29; 6:33, 69; Luke 23:35; 2 
Cor. 4:4. Grundmann, TDNT 9:532, calls it a genitive of authorship: Jesus is 
the Christ sent from God. The expression tov xp10TOV tod 8eod is unique to 


Luke. 


16 @epamneia refers to a body of servants only here in the NT; cf. Esth. 
5:2b [= 15:16 NRSV]; BAGD 359 82; BAA 729 82; Creed 1930: 177. 

7 The verb 8opuß&o (to be troubled), is related to the verb used here 
(Bopußälo, a hapax legomenon). Both verbs look at a situation of disorder, 
not in terms of illness but stress; BAGD 362-63; BAA 737; Acts 17:5; 
20:10; Matt. 9:23 = Mark 5:39; 13:7 (variant reading in Codex D). 

7 The verb 8opuß&o (to be troubled), is related to the verb used here 
(Bopußälo, a hapax legomenon). Both verbs look at a situation of disorder, 
not in terms of illness but stress; BAGD 362-63; BAA 737; Acts 17:5; 
20:10; Matt. 9:23 = Mark 5:39; 13:7 (variant reading in Codex D). 

10 Luke uses ‘Iovéata for either the smaller specific region (Luke 2:4; 
Acts 1:8; 8:1) or the broad area (Luke 1:5; 7:17; Acts 2:9; 10:37; 11:1, 29); 
Plummer 1896: 521. 

14 Grundmann, TDNT 7:650 n. 31, lists the Lucan expressions for the 
six phases of Jesus’ career: €060¢ (exodus) in Luke 9:31; óga (glory) in 
Luke 24:26; avadAauBdave (taken up) in Acts 1:2, 11, 22; kaðñoða EX 
deE1dv tov HeoD (seated at the right hand of God) in Luke 20:42; 22:69; and 
Acts 2:34; totnpt (standing) in Acts 7:55-56; and épyouio (coming) in Luke 
9:26 and Acts 1:11. 

4 So the aorist passive participle otaQeic (as he stood); BAGD 382 
81I.1b; BAA 775 8I1.1b. The circumstantial aorist passive participle of 
totnpt is found in the NT only in Luke’s writings: Luke 18:40; 19:8; Acts 
2:14; 5:20; 11:13; 17:22; 25:18; 27:21; Fitzmyer 1985: 1186. In the Jewish 
world, it was not unusual to stand and pray (1 Sam. 1:26; 1 Kings 8:14, 22; 
Plummer 1896: 416; SB 1:401-2; 2:240; Marshall 1978: 679). 


6 Kadapilo (to cleanse) is often used of leprosy: Matt. 8:2 = Mark 1:40 
= Luke 5:12; Matt. 10:8; Luke 4:27; 7:22 = Matt. 11:2; Luke 17:17; Lev. 
14:7; 2 Kings 5:13; BAGD 387; BAA 785. 

6 K aðegñgç is clearly temporal, denoting events that follow those of 
Luke 7; BAGD 388; BAA 788. It means afterward, but not necessarily soon 
afterward, as A. B. Bruce 1897: 518 correctly notes. It appears only in 
Luke—Acts (Luke 1:3; here; Acts 3:24; 11:4; 18:23). Acts 3:24 speaks of the 
sequence of prophets following Samuel—which spanned centuries. 

15 To indicate sleep, Luke uses Unvoc (BAGD 843; BAA 1679; 
elsewhere in Luke’s writings twice in Acts 20:9) and Bap€éw (to be heavy; 
BAGD 133; BAA 267; elsewhere in Luke’s writings only in Luke 21:34). 
In 22:45-46, Luke uses the synonymous Koité and Ka8evdo. It is clear 
that the disciples are in deep sleep, for the phrase BeBapnpevor Unvo 
translates literally as “weighed down with sleep.” Balz, TDNT 8:554, 
speaks of disciples “drunk with sleep.” Bovon’s term “second 
consciousness” (1989: 498) is too visionary in force. He cites Gen. 15:12; 
Dan. 8:18; 10:9. 

14 Grundmann, TDNT 7:650 n. 31, lists the Lucan expressions for the 
six phases of Jesus’ career: €060¢ (exodus) in Luke 9:31; 60€ (glory) in 
Luke 24:26; avadauBdave (taken up) in Acts 1:2, 11, 22; kaðñoða EX 
deE1dv tod HeoD (seated at the right hand of God) in Luke 20:42; 22:69; and 
Acts 2:34; totnpt (standing) in Acts 7:55-56; and épyouo (coming) in Luke 
9:26 and Acts 1:11. 

4 K ai €yéveto (or €yéveto 5€) with a verb is a common Lucan 


expression: 1:5, 8, 23, 41, 59; 2:1, 6; 6:1; 8:22; Fitzmyer 1981: 363; 


Klostermann 1929: 16-17. On the grammar with &kovw, where the genitive 
indicates the speaker and the accusative the thing heard, see BDF 8173 and 
BDR 8173.1—2. Luke 11:31 and 15:25 are grammatically parallel to 1:41. 

20 Luke alone refers explicitly to the cloth as Kaıvög, which here means 
“unused.” He uses the term three times in the verse, so it has a touch of 
emphasis. I translated it “new” to keep the parallelism and linkage clear. It 
usually refers to a qualitative newness; Bovon 1989: 263. So here it means a 
new and better teaching. Luke returns to the use of véoc in 5:37-38 in 
agreement with the Synoptic parallels; Behm, TDNT 3:448; Matt. 9:17; 
Luke 22:20. On this metaphor, see Maurer, TDNT 7:961 84a. 

24 The term kapöia describes the place of reflection; Luke 1:51; 9:47; 
24:38; Acts 8:22; Mark 11:23; Behm, TDNT 3:612. 

7 So katad8aCw (to stone to death), a NT hapax legomenon; BAGD 
413-14; BAA 841; cf. Exod. 17:4; Num. 14:10. Luke mentions stoning 
elsewhere in Luke 13:34; Acts 5:26; 7:58; 14:19. 

2 KatdAvua is a private house, but in Luke 2:7 it refers to the inn where 
Jesus was born; elsewhere in the NT only at the parallel Mark 14:14; also 1 
Sam. 1:18 [no MT equivalent]; 9:22; Sir. 14:25; BAGD 414; BAA 841; 
Biichsel, TDNT 4:338; Stahlin, TDNT 5:19 n. 136. 

19 Does katévevoovy refer to signaling with their heads or voices because 
their hands are busy, as Nolland 1989: 222 suggests? Cf. the use of signals 
in 1:62. Métoyoc appears only here in the Gospels; Hanse, TDNT 2:831. 

58 For katavoćo, see Luke 12:24, 27; 20:23; Acts 11:6; Plummer 1896: 
191. Nolland 1989: 307 argues that the force is that one should attend to 


nonjudgment and love of the enemy, not ethical minutiae. This is correct 


contextually, but the remark is so proverbial that the application is broader. 
Sin in general is in view. 

13 KeXelow (to order) is frequent in Acts (e.g., 4:15; 8:38; 12:19; 21:34; 
22:24, 30; 23:3, 10, 35; 25:6, 17, 21, 23; 27:43), though this is its only use 
in Luke. Matthew uses it seven times; BAGD 427; BAA 869. 

28 Both BAGD 429 and BAA 872 define k€papoc in Luke 5:19 as “roof 
tile” (see their bibliographies for details); LSJ 940. Nonetheless, the 
meaning “clay” is possible, as in 2 Sam. 17:28 and Shepherd of Hermas, 
Vision 4.1.6 §22. 

15 To indicate sleep, Luke uses Unvoc (BAGD 843; BAA 1679; 
elsewhere in Luke’s writings twice in Acts 20:9) and Bap€éw (to be heavy; 
BAGD 133; BAA 267; elsewhere in Luke’s writings only in Luke 21:34). 
In 22:45-46, Luke uses the synonymous koipa@ and kaG_evdo. It is clear 
that the disciples are in deep sleep, for the phrase BeBapnpevor Unvo 
translates literally as “weighed down with sleep.” Balz, TDNT 8:554, 
speaks of disciples “drunk with sleep.” Bovon’s term “second 
consciousness” (1989: 498) is too visionary in force. He cites Gen. 15:12; 
Dan. 8:18; 10:9. 

48 The NT hapax legomenon kpoundAn refers to the dizziness or 
carousing associated with drunkenness; BAGD 448; BAA 910; Ps. 78:65 
[77:65 LXX]; Isa. 24:20; 29:9. Méðn (drunkenness) and uépıva (worries) 
are often mentioned in the NT as obstacles to spirituality: péðn in Rom. 
13:13 and Gal. 5:21, and pépipva in Matt. 13:22 = Mark 4:19 = Luke 8:14 
(cf. Luke 12:22). On being morally sober, see 1 Thess. 5:7; on being 
spiritually directed, see Eph. 5:18. 


8 The more intensive amoKpUmt@ (to conceal) is used in contrast to 
unveiling (GmokaAUmt@) revelation and the mystery of God’s plan (Luke 
10:21; 1 Cor. 2:7; Eph. 3:9; Col. 1:26). Luke uses the synonymous 
napaKaAUTtT@ (to conceal) in Luke 9:45 and Kpürtto (to hide) in 19:42 
(Marshall 1978: 691). 

27 The four terms are yœàóç (lame), used fourteen times in the NT, six 
times in Luke-Acts (e.g., Luke 7:22; 14:13, 21); KvAAög (maimed), used 
four times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 15:30-31), not used by Luke; mapaAutikoc 
(stricken with palsy, paralytic), used ten times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 4:24), 
not used by Luke; and rtapaAeAune&vog (paralytic), a perfect passive 
participle of mapaAvo, used five times in the NT, four of which are in 
Luke-Acts (Luke 5:18, 24; Acts 8:7; 9:33). See Van Der Loos 1965: 436 n. 
3. 

15 Egelkraut 1976: 143, esp. n. 1; Miyoshi 1974: 59—61. For example, 
età TADTA occurs nine times in Luke—Acts, but not at all in Matthew and 
Mark (unless one counts the textually uncertain Mark 16:12). The use of 6 
Kuptoc (the Lord) in narrative introductions is Lucan; see the exegesis of 
Luke 2:11. The verb ävaödeikvuni (to appoint) appears only here and in Acts 
1:24; Schlier, TDNT 2:30. 

13 In Sir. 23:1, 4; 51:10 natnp often occurs alongside Küpıog (Lord) or 
deonorng (master) (Schrenk, TDNT 5:979 n. 209, 981, 984-85). Elsewhere 
in Judaism at Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] nos. 4-6 (= Schürer 
1973-87: 2.456-57, 460); Wis. 14:3; 3 Macc. 6:3, 8. In the OT at Deut. 
32:6; Isa. 63:16; 64:8 [64:7 MT]; Jer. 3:4; Ps. 68:5 [68:6 MT]; 89:26 [89:27 
MT] (of God’s relationship to the king, as also 2 Sam. 7:14); Mal. 1:6; 2:10; 


1 Chron. 29:10. As a NT term of intimacy, see Rom. 8:14-16; Gal. 4:6; 
Mark 14:36. 

20 Luke uses kuptoc as a title for Jesus fifteen times in the narrative 
comments of his Gospel, almost always in non-Marcan settings (7:13, 19; 
10:1, 39, 41; 11:39; 12:42a; 13:15; 17:5, 6; 18:6; 19:8a; 22:61 [twice]; 
24:3); Osborne 1984: 104, esp. n. 5. 

7 This pericope contains no allusion to infant baptism (Marshall 1978: 
682; Schweizer 1984: 285; Tiede 1988: 309-10; and Fitzmyer 1985: 1193 
correctly challenge Jeremias 1960: 54; Cullmann 1950: 76—78; and 
Grundmann 1963: 353), though by implication a child’s spiritual responses 
should be encouraged and accepted. Jeremias notes the use of k®AU@ in 
baptismal settings (Matt. 3:14; Acts 8:36; 10:47; 11:17), but in Luke 18, the 
point is blessing, not baptism (against the Jesus Seminar [Funk and Hoover 
1993: 370], who import a baptismal sense here; see the discussion of 
sources and historicity above). 

10 For 6yAoc in Luke, see 4:42; 5:1, 3, 15, 19, 29; 6:17, 19; 7:9, 11, 12, 
24; 8:4, 19, 40, 42, 45; 9:11, 12, 16, 18, 37, 38; 11:14, 27, 29; 12:1, 13, 54; 
14:25; 18:36; 19:3, 39; 22:6, 47; 23:4, 48. In 8:40—56, 6yAoc is synonymous 
to Aadc (people), as 8:47 shows. "OyAoc recalls the interested group of 8:4, 
19. Pointing to 8:47, Bovon 1989: 446 sees a more expectant crowd and 
speaks of their eschatological hope as they await Jesus, but the term is more 
neutral here. Schiirmann 1969: 489 rightly speaks of their expectation of 
miracles, as Mark 6:53-56 indicates. See the exegesis of Luke 8:4. 

32 A€yq@ pð (I say to you) elsewhere introduces applications in Luke: 


14:24; 15:7, 10; 16:9; 18:8, 14; 19:26; Fitzmyer 1985: 912. 


11 Both verbs appear only here and in the parallel at Matt. 21:44. On 
ovv0Adm@, see BAGD 790; BAA 1575; Ps. 57:7 LXX [58:6 Engl.]; Mic. 3:3. 
On Aıkudo, see BAGD 474-75; BAA 963; Dan. 2:44 [Theodotion]; Ruth 
3:2; Job 27:21; Isa. 17:13; Jer. 38:10 LXX [31:10 Engl.]; Amos 9:9; 
Josephus, Antiquities 5.9.3 8328. 

29 Holtz 1968: 42 argues that àoyiopoa (to reckon) is a sign of LXX 
influence, claiming that it is not the normal rendering of Hebrew mn 
(mand, to count, measure). The LXX rendering of mn Niphal is, however, 
fairly evenly split: twice each by Aoyilonaı and ApıduEw@ (to count) and once 
each by Egapıduew@ (to count) and ävapiduntog (innumerable). The presence 
of AoyiZonan in Luke thus does not indicate his use of the LXX. 

10 The word group is rare in the NT: Autpöo (to redeem; Luke 24:21; 
Titus 2:14; 1 Pet. 1:18), Abtpov (ransom; Matt. 20:28 = Mark 10:45), 
ADTpaoıG (redemption; Luke 1:68; 2:38; Heb. 9:12), and Autpotng 
(redeemer; Acts 7:35); cf. BAGD 482-83; BAA 979-80; Deut. 13:5 [13:6 
LXX]; 2 Sam. 7:23; Hos. 13:14; Barn. 14.5-7; 19.2; Ignatius, 
Philadelphians 11.1; Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 131.3; Irenaeus, 
Against Heresies 1.21.4. 

10 The word group is rare in the NT: Autpöo (to redeem; Luke 24:21; 
Titus 2:14; 1 Pet. 1:18), Abtpov (ransom; Matt. 20:28 = Mark 10:45), 
ADbTpa@oıG (redemption; Luke 1:68; 2:38; Heb. 9:12), and Autpotng 
(redeemer; Acts 7:35); cf. BAGD 482-83; BAA 979-80; Deut. 13:5 [13:6 
LXX]; 2 Sam. 7:23; Hos. 13:14; Barn. 14.5-7; 19.2; Ignatius, 
Philadelphians 11.1; Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 131.3; Irenaeus, 
Against Heresies 1.21.4. 


10 The word group is rare in the NT: Autpöo (to redeem; Luke 24:21; 
Titus 2:14; 1 Pet. 1:18), Abtpov (ransom; Matt. 20:28 = Mark 10:45), 
AUTPaOtc (redemption; Luke 1:68; 2:38; Heb. 9:12), and Autpwtnc 
(redeemer; Acts 7:35); cf. BAGD 482-83; BAA 979-80; Deut. 13:5 [13:6 
LXX]; 2 Sam. 7:23; Hos. 13:14; Barn. 14.5-7; 19.2; Ignatius, 
Philadelphians 11.1; Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 131.3; Irenaeus, 
Against Heresies 1.21.4. 

10 The word group is rare in the NT: Autpöo (to redeem; Luke 24:21; 
Titus 2:14; 1 Pet. 1:18), Abtpov (ransom; Matt. 20:28 = Mark 10:45), 
ADbTpaoıG (redemption; Luke 1:68; 2:38; Heb. 9:12), and Autpw@tnc 
(redeemer; Acts 7:35); cf. BAGD 482-83; BAA 979-80; Deut. 13:5 [13:6 
LXX]; 2 Sam. 7:23; Hos. 13:14; Barn. 14.5-7; 19.2; Ignatius, 
Philadelphians 11.1; Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 131.3; Irenaeus, 
Against Heresies 1.21.4. 

29 Either adik@ papa@va means “worldly wealth” or it is an exhortation 
to be a good steward of money gained dishonestly—an impossible sense. 
There is a pattern in these applications: stewardship (16:8b), money (16:9), 
stewardship (16:10), money (16:11), and stewardship and money (16:12- 
13). 

25 Schürmann 1969: 117-18 notes the unique Lucan usage in 2:19 
involving the specific form of Mary’s name; fourteen of the twenty-seven 
uses of Mapıäyn are in Luke—Acts (but eleven of these are in the infancy 
material, so the usage may reflect sources). In addition, all six NT uses of 


ovuBGAA® are in Luke-Acts. Also tied up in this point is a textual issue (see 


the additional notes on 2:19). I read Mapia here, a reading that makes the 
possibility of Lucan composition less likely. 

24 In Acts 4:24—31 believers rejoice that they are found worthy of 
suffering as they boldly declare Jesus’ name. The church leaders are 
witnesses (lLäpTug) in the midst of rejection: Luke 24:48; Acts 1:8; 2:32; 
3:15; 5:32; 10:39, 41; 13:31; 22:15; 26:16 (Isa. 43-44 alludes to this 
concept in the OT). 

8 BAGD 496; BAA 1006; Grundmann, TDNT 4:541-42. MeyoAeıörnc is 
used in Acts 19:27 of Artemis; in 2 Pet. 1:16 of Christ; in Dan. 7:27 of the 
nations; and in 1 Esdr. 1:4 [1:5 NRSV] of Solomon. A related term is found 
in Luke 1:49. 

48 The NT hapax legomenon kpainaAn refers to the dizziness or 
carousing associated with drunkenness; BAGD 448; BAA 910; Ps. 78:65 
[77:65 LXX]; Isa. 24:20; 29:9. Méðn (drunkenness) and pepiva (worries) 
are often mentioned in the NT as obstacles to spirituality: péðn in Rom. 
13:13 and Gal. 5:21, and pépipva in Matt. 13:22 = Mark 4:19 = Luke 8:14 
(cf. Luke 12:22). On being morally sober, see 1 Thess. 5:7; on being 
spiritually directed, see Eph. 5:18. 

5 "Enıgev (he mixed) comes from either neiyvunı (BAGD 499) or 
uiyvuni (BAA 1055), both meaning “to mix.” The expression is an idiom 
for two events occurring together; so Ellis 1974: 185, who cites Exod. Rab. 
19.5 on 12:43-44, SB 2:193, and Blinzler 1957-58: 28-29. The midrash 
refers to a mixture of circumcision blood and Paschal blood to indicate the 
need of a person who eats Passover to be circumcised. Philo, Special Laws 


3.16 §91, discusses the inappropriateness of mixing the blood of murderers 


and sacrifices at the temple (Nolland 1993a: 717-18). Wiefel 1988: 252 n. 
11 calls the expression “Palestinian.” 

3 Meilov is superlative, not comparative, since there are more than two 
disciples (cf. the use of pıkpótepoç, the least, in 9:48; BDF 8244). Luke’s 
characteristic optative ein (might be) expresses a question whose answer is 
uncertain; BDR 8267.2.3, 8385.2.2; Luke 1:62; 3:15; 6:11. 

5 Meilwv (greatest) is comparative in form but probably superlative in 
context; BDF 8244. But note that in 22:26-27 the same term is comparative 
again. 

3 Bayer 1986: 193-94. Appealing to possible oral tradition, Marshall 
1978: 394 more cautiously notes that péAAet reflects an Aramaic participle 
and thus perhaps the saying’s ancient form. Colpe, TDNT 8:444, speaks of a 
possible “unabbreviated special tradition,” though he also sees the church 
developing this tradition. Fitzmyer 1981: 812 sees Luke’s dependence only 
on Mark, though he has trouble explaining Luke’s abbreviated prediction. 
Bayer 1986: 197 makes a good case against the Lucan short form as the 
original form, arguing that Luke has abbreviated the tradition. Against a 
second source is Nolland 1993a: 512. 

44 The verbal form is found in 10:41; 12:11, 22, 25, 26. Mépıųuva is 
excessive self-concern over one’s welfare; Bovon 1989: 410 speaks of 
“egocentric worry.” 

48 The NT hapax legomenon xpaınäAn refers to the dizziness or 
carousing associated with drunkenness; BAGD 448; BAA 910; Ps. 78:65 
[77:65 LXX]; Isa. 24:20; 29:9. Méðn (drunkenness) and uépıva (worries) 


are often mentioned in the NT as obstacles to spirituality: péðn in Rom. 


13:13 and Gal. 5:21, and ue£piuva in Matt. 13:22 = Mark 4:19 = Luke 8:14 
(cf. Luke 12:22). On being morally sober, see 1 Thess. 5:7; on being 
spiritually directed, see Eph. 5:18. 

8 All other uses of urn y£vorto are made by Paul, who uses it fourteen 
times, ten times in Romans alone (e.g., 3:4, 6, 31; 6:2, 15; BDF 8384; BDR 
8384.2). Fitzmyer 1985: 1285 notes that the Hebrew equivalent translates, 
“Tt is an abomination to me/us” (Gen. 44:17; Josh. 22:29). 

5 "Enıgev (he mixed) comes from either peiyvupt (BAGD 499) or 
uiyvuni (BAA 1055), both meaning “to mix.” The expression is an idiom 
for two events occurring together; so Ellis 1974: 185, who cites Exod. Rab. 
19.5 on 12:43-44, SB 2:193, and Blinzler 1957-58: 28-29. The midrash 
refers to a mixture of circumcision blood and Paschal blood to indicate the 
need of a person who eats Passover to be circumcised. Philo, Special Laws 
3.16 891, discusses the inappropriateness of mixing the blood of murderers 
and sacrifices at the temple (Nolland 1993a: 717-18). Wiefel 1988: 252 n. 
11 calls the expression “Palestinian.” 

20 It is likely that nıKkpöTtepog is to be taken as a superlative. BDF (860, 
8244) discusses the construction, but does not mention this verse. Fitzmyer 
1981: 675 erroneously attributes this form of the remark to the early church; 
see the introduction to 7:18-35. The blessedness of the pikpótepog is 
frequent in the NT: Matt. 10:42; 18:10, 14; Mark 9:42; Luke 9:48; Nolland 
1989: 337. 

3 Meilov is superlative, not comparative, since there are more than two 


disciples (cf. the use of pKpotepos, the least, in 9:48; BDF 8244). Luke’s 


characteristic optative ein (might be) expresses a question whose answer is 
uncertain; BDR 8267.2.3, §385.2.2; Luke 1:62; 3:15; 6:11. 

24 The verb pwpav6f literally means for salt “to become foolish,” a 
personification that shows its total lack of value because it is no longer 
salty; BAGD 531 82; BAA 1075 82. There may be a wordplay on the 
Semitic 23N (tpl), which can mean “to be foolish” or “to be unsavory”; Job 
1:22; Jer. 23:13; Marshall 1978: 595; Black 1967: 166; Schwarz 1978. 
Nolland 1993a: 765 notes that the figure is based on the result of salt losing 
its saltiness, regardless of whether it actually happens. 

20 Luke alone refers explicitly to the cloth as koivoc, which here means 
“unused.” He uses the term three times in the verse, so it has a touch of 
emphasis. I translated it “new” to keep the parallelism and linkage clear. It 
usually refers to a qualitative newness; Bovon 1989: 263. So here it means a 
new and better teaching. Luke returns to the use of véoc in 5:37-38 in 
agreement with the Synoptic parallels; Behm, TDNT 3:448; Matt. 9:17; 
Luke 22:20. On this metaphor, see Maurer, TDNT 7:961 84a. 

17 Nüuopn (lit., bride; BAGD 545 82; BAA 1103 82) in this context 
means “bride” to the mother-in-law (mev@epa; BAGD 642; BAA 1295), 
thus, daughter-in-law (Marshall 1978: 549; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1099). 

4 Fitzmyer gives four reasons why this view cannot work: (1) it cannot 
explain the presence of Moses and Elijah; (2) the verb öpaw (to see; passive 
= to appear) is not limited to postresurrection events; (3) Jesus’ glory is 
never mentioned in a resurrection account; and (4) the form does not match 
resurrection appearances. See also Bock 1987: 324 n. 98; H. Müller 1960: 
60; Stein 1976. 


31 In 1 Cor. 7:26 dvaykn (distress) has a generalized eschatological force 
of drawing close to the end (BAGD 52 82; BAA 102 82), which equals the 
generalized description of desolation in Luke 21:20 (in 2 Cor. 6:4 and 
12:10, avaykn lacks any eschatological force). The other term, öpyn, often 
refers to divine wrath (BAGD 579 82b; BAA 1173 82b) and conceptually 
recalls Deut. 28:58—68, a covenantal curse passage (the phrase all the 
nations in Deut. 28:64 may recall the phrase to all the nations in Luke 
21:24). See also Isa. 9:12 [9:11 MT]; Jer. 4:4; Ezek. 5:13; 30:3; 32:9; Rom. 
2:8; 12:19; Eph. 2:3; 5:6; Col. 3:6; 1 Thess. 1:10; 5:9; Rev. 6:16, 17; 11:18; 
14:10; 16:19; 19:15. 

23 “Qpunoev in Matt. 8:32 = Mark 5:13 = Luke 8:33 means to rush 
irrationally or with some emotion; Fitzmyer 1981: 739; Bertram, TDNT 
5:470; BAGD 581; BAA 1178; elsewhere only at Acts 7:57; 19:29. On 
åànonviyo (to drown), see BAGD 97; BAA 195; elsewhere only Luke 8:7 
(of thorns and thistles that choke); a related verb, ovunviyo, occurs in 8:14, 
42. 

7 Bovvoc (hill) is rare in the NT, both times being tied to an OT text: 
Luke 3:5 (Isa. 40:4) and Luke 23:30 (Hos. 10:8); BAGD 146; BAA 292; 
BDR 8126.1b.5. In contrast, the synonymous 6poc (mountain) appears 
sixty-three times in the NT. 

28 Odtoc (this one) represents contempt in Matt. 20:12; Luke 18:11; 
Acts 17:18; Jeremias 1963a: 131; BDF 8290.6. It will reappear in Luke 23 
as the characters discuss and rebuke Jesus (23:2, 35). 

11 Obdtoc is derogatory in 18:11 and throughout the Lucan passion 
narrative: 23:4, 14, 22, 35 (except for 23:41). 


18 The meaning of oütwg is not clear (Marshall 1978: 905). Fitzmyer 
1985: 1583 argues that it means “so” the Scripture speaks, referring to the 
manner of the message and thus focusing on its content. It could also be 
causative (Klostermann 1929: 242, pointing to 24:26), thus meaning 
“because” the Scripture must be fulfilled. Either possibility makes good 
sense; the second emphasizes design a little more. 

10 For 6yAoc in Luke, see 4:42; 5:1, 3, 15, 19, 29; 6:17, 19; 7:9, 11, 12, 
24; 8:4, 19, 40, 42, 45; 9:11, 12, 16, 18, 37, 38; 11:14, 27, 29; 12:1, 13, 54; 
14:25; 18:36; 19:3, 39; 22:6, 47; 23:4, 48. In 8:40—56, ÖyAog is synonymous 
to Aadc (people), as 8:47 shows. "OyAoc recalls the interested group of 8:4, 
19. Pointing to 8:47, Bovon 1989: 446 sees a more expectant crowd and 
speaks of their eschatological hope as they await Jesus, but the term is more 
neutral here. Schiirmann 1969: 489 rightly speaks of their expectation of 
miracles, as Mark 6:53-56 indicates. See the exegesis of Luke 8:4. 

5 Iloıdebo here refers to flogging; BAGD 604 §2by; BAA 1222 82by; 
elsewhere in the NT with this meaning only at Luke 23:22; cf. 1 Kings 
12:11, 14; 2 Chron. 10:11, 14. Mark 15:15 uses @payeAAo@oac for the 
whipping before the crucifixion. Sherwin-White 1963: 27-28 distinguishes 
three types of flogging: fustes, flagella, and verbera. He may be right that 
Luke refers to fustigatio in terms of Pilate’s initial intention, but when he 
gave Jesus over, the verberatio would be administered for crucifixion. R. 
Brown 1994: 851 questions the value of these distinctions and whether 
Luke’s audience would know them. Regardless, the punishment came with 


the crucifixion. 


8 Lachs 1987: 328 argues that the alternation of Bp€@oc and naidiov may 
have behind it a Semitic term that includes both age groups. 

17 Tlapaßıalonon usually means “to use force” on someone, but here 
“quiet persuasion” is meant, which is similar to the use of the unprefixed 
form in the difficult 16:16. On the importance of hospitality in Judaism, see 
Philo, On Abraham 22 88107-13; Josephus, Antiquities 1.11.2 8196. 

8 TlapaBoAnvy (parable) is singular, as in 5:36, where it also referred to 
more than one parable. Marshall 1978: 600 suggests that it means “a 
parabolic discourse.” 

12 As usual for Luke’s Gospel (four of seven occurrences), napekáer is 
imperfect: “he was beseeching [him].” On such requests, see Matt. 8:5; 
14:36 = Mark 6:56; Matt. 26:53; Mark 1:40; 5:18; 7:32; 8:22; Luke 7:4; 
Schmitz, TDNT 5:794 §F1. 

8 The more intensive amoKpUmt@ (to conceal) is used in contrast to 
unveiling (ArtoKaAürtt@) revelation and the mystery of God’s plan (Luke 
10:21; 1 Cor. 2:7; Eph. 3:9; Col. 1:26). Luke uses the synonymous 
TMAPAKAAVTIT@ (to conceal) in Luke 9:45 and Kpürtto (to hide) in 19:42 
(Marshall 1978: 691). 

27 The four terms are ywA0dc (lame), used fourteen times in the NT, six 
times in Luke-Acts (e.g., Luke 7:22; 14:13, 21); kvAAOc (maimed), used 
four times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 15:30-31), not used by Luke; mapaAutikoc 
(stricken with palsy, paralytic), used ten times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 4:24), 
not used by Luke; and rtapaAeAune&vog (paralytic), a perfect passive 


participle of mapaAvo, used five times in the NT, four of which are in 


Luke-Acts (Luke 5:18, 24; Acts 8:7; 9:33). See Van Der Loos 1965: 436 n. 
3. 

27 The four terms are yœàóç (lame), used fourteen times in the NT, six 
times in Luke—Acts (e.g., Luke 7:22; 14:13, 21); KvAAög (maimed), used 
four times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 15:30-31), not used by Luke; tapaAUTIKöG 
(stricken with palsy, paralytic), used ten times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 4:24), 
not used by Luke; and rtapaAeAune&vog (paralytic), a perfect passive 
participle of mapaAvo, used five times in the NT, four of which are in 
Luke-Acts (Luke 5:18, 24; Acts 8:7; 9:33). See Van Der Loos 1965: 436 n. 
3. 

27 The four terms are yœàóç (lame), used fourteen times in the NT, six 
times in Luke-Acts (e.g., Luke 7:22; 14:13, 21); kvAAOc (maimed), used 
four times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 15:30-31), not used by Luke; mapaAutikoc 
(stricken with palsy, paralytic), used ten times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 4:24), 
not used by Luke; and rtapaAeAun£&vog (paralytic), a perfect passive 
participle of mapaAvo, used five times in the NT, four of which are in 
Luke-Acts (Luke 5:18, 24; Acts 8:7; 9:33). See Van Der Loos 1965: 436 n. 
3. 

32 Tapatiðnyı (to give over) occurs elsewhere of divine protection at 
Luke 12:48; Acts 14:23; 20:32; 1 Pet. 4:19; Ps. 31:5 [30:6 LXX]; cf. 1 Tim. 
1:18; 2 Tim. 2:2; Tob. 1:14; 4:1, 20; 1 Macc. 9:35; BAGD 623 82bß; BAA 
1258-59 §2bß. The reference to Jesus’ nveüna (spirit) indicates his person; 
BAGD 674 82; BAA 1355-56 82; Matt. 27:50 = John 19:30; Luke 8:55; 
Acts 7:59; Rom. 1:4; 1 Tim. 3:16; Heb. 12:23; 1 Pet. 3:18-19; Rev. 11:11. 


4 Tlapfjoov (arrived), from népe (to arrive; BAGD 624 81a; BAA 
1261 81), refers to the crowd’s arrival, not only its presence as many 
translations suggest; so correctly Plummer 1896: 337; Acts 10:21; 12:20; 
17:6; 24:19, Marshall 1978: 553. In addition, &mayyéAA@ (to announce) 
usually refers to recent news; Marshall 1978: 553; Matt. 2:8; 28:8, 11; Mark 
5:14 = Luke 8:34; Mark 16:10, 13; Luke 7:18; BAGD 79; BAA 157. 

8 Ilap£pyonon usually has a figurative sense of passing by in the sense of 
neglecting or passing from the scene (11:42; 15:29; 16:17; 21:33). Here it 
means to physically pass by (also Matt. 8:28; Mark 6:48); BAGD 625; 
BAA 1264; also Exod. 12:23. The parallel Matt. 20:30 has napáye (is 
passing by). 

3 Carson cites texts where náoya can mean Passover week: Josephus, 
Antiquities 14.2.1 821; 17.9.3 8213; Jewish War 2.1.3 810; m. Pesah. 9.5. 

1 The term passion is a wordplay on Hebrew nọ} (Pesah., Passover) and 
Greek ntüoyw (paschö, to suffer); Fitzmyer 1985: 1369; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 4.10.1. 

23 On rtepinoleo (to gain), see BAGD 650; BAA 1310; Gen. 12:12; 
Exod. 1:16; elsewhere in the NT only at Acts 20:28; 1 Tim. 3:13. On 
(woyoVv£o (to preserve alive), see BAGD 341; BAA 690; Exod. 1:17; Judg. 
8:19; 1 Sam. 2:6; elsewhere in the NT only at Acts 7:19; 1 Tim. 6:13; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:873-74. 

24 Cf. edpioxa (to find) in Matt. 10:39 and 16:25 and ooo (to save) in 
Luke 9:24 = Mark 8:35. Geiger 1972: 121 speaks of the influence of Ezek. 
13:18-19 (which uses nepinoićo), and Zmijewski 1976: 479 n. 56 sees a 


connection to Exod. 1:17 (which uses C@oyovéw). Neither LXX reference 


satisfies, however, since each has only one element of Luke 17:33, and one 
can hardly argue for a double LXX allusion. In addition, if the LXX 
alteration is based on an earlier, existing traditional saying, what does it 
add? Ilepırroıew appears only three times in the NT (Acts 20:28; 1 Tim. 
3:13) and the noun nepinoinor is never used in the Gospels (five times 
elsewhere). Since the conscious shift of terminology appears to have no 
point, the rare terminology is probably from a source. 

16 The use of ei (if) plus äv (untranslated particle) yields a mixed 
condition; Arndt 1956: 369; BDF 8372.1a. On the idiom niot éyetv (to 
have faith), see 4 Macc. 16:22; Matt. 17:20; 21:21 = Mark 11:22; Acts 14:9; 
Rom. 14:2 (conceptually); 1 Cor. 13:2; 1 Tim. 1:19; 3:9; Philem. 5; James 
2:1, 14, 18; Hanse, TDNT 2:826 n. 58. 

11 ‘PUN is a side street (BAGD 737; BAA 1476; Isa. 15:3; Tob. 13:17- 
18; elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 6:2; Acts 9:11; 12:10) versus mAateta, a 
wide street (BAGD 666; BAA 1340; in the Gospels and Acts at Matt. 6:5; 
12:19; Luke 10:10; 13:26; Acts 5:15). 

32 Ilapatidnni (to give over) occurs elsewhere of divine protection at 
Luke 12:48; Acts 14:23; 20:32; 1 Pet. 4:19; Ps. 31:5 [30:6 LXX]; cf. 1 Tim. 
1:18; 2 Tim. 2:2; Tob. 1:14; 4:1, 20; 1 Macc. 9:35; BAGD 623 82bß; BAA 
1258-59 82bß. The reference to Jesus’ mvebdpa (spirit) indicates his person; 
BAGD 674 82; BAA 1355-56 82; Matt. 27:50 = John 19:30; Luke 8:55; 
Acts 7:59; Rom. 1:4; 1 Tim. 3:16; Heb. 12:23; 1 Pet. 3:18-19; Rev. 11:11. 

5 TIöAıc is used in its broadest sense of inhabited area here and refers to a 
village; BAGD 685; BAA 1375 81; Bovon 1989: 360-61 notes the present 


size of Nein, as does Schürmann 1969: 399. 


46 See the use of mopevo in 4:42; 7:6, 11; 9:51, 52, 56, 57; 13:33; 17:11; 
22:22, 39; 24:28; Fitzmyer 1981: 539; Ernst 1977: 174-75. “Jesus’ hour 
had not yet come”; Nolland 1989: 201. 

18 The verse is loaded with business terms: &pyúpiıov (money; BAGD 
104 82b; BAA 211 82b; elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 25:18, 27; 26:15 = 
Mark 14:11 = Luke 22:5; Matt. 27:3, 5, 6, 9; 28:12, 15; Luke 9:3; 19:15; 
Acts 3:6; 7:16; 8:20; 19:19; 20:33; 1 Pet. 1:18), tpartela (bank [lit., table]; 
BAGD 824; BAA 1643 84; MM 639-40; Goppelt, TDNT 8:211 8A3; 
fifteen times in the NT, e.g., Matt. 21:12 = Mark 11:15 = John 2:15; cf. 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.2.3 828; the term looks to the financial table where 
deals are done), TöKog (interest; BAGD 821; BAA 1637; elsewhere in the 
NT only at Matt. 25:27; cf. Exod. 22:25 [22:24 LXX]; Lev. 25:36-37; Deut. 
23:19 [23:20 LXX]), and mpdoow (to collect; BAGD 698 §1b; BAA 1400 
§1b; earlier in Luke at 3:13). 

6 The word for begging, émaitéo, is rare in the NT: elsewhere only Luke 
16:3 and Mark 10:46 variant; also Ps. 109:10 [108:10 LXX]; Sir. 40:28; 
BAGD 282; BAA 571. Mark 10:46 uses npooaitng (beggar), which appears 
elsewhere only in John 9:8; BAGD 711; BAA 1425. 

14 One other Synoptic difference needs notation. Luke uses what some 
see as the narrower term for petition: Sénoic. The distinction that d€noic = 
petition and mpooevyn = prayer is not present in the NT, and the reference in 
5:33 appears to be general. For the distinction, see Greeven, TDNT 2:807, 
though he acknowledges that it is harder to argue for the distinction in 


nouns. 


50 Luke often emphasizes prayer for the disciple: ôéopa in Luke 5:12; 
8:38; 9:38, 40; 22:32; Acts 4:31; 8:22, 24; and mpooevyopan in Luke 1:10; 
3:21; 5:16; 6:12; 11:1 [twice]; 18:1; Acts 1:24; 8:15; Zmijewski 1972: 289. 
Constant prayer is called for at Luke 18:1, 7-8; Rom. 12:12; and 1 Thess. 
5:17. 

22 Bovon 1989: 200 n. 36. IIpookuv&o is also found in Acts 7:43; 8:27; 
10:25; 24:11. It always has a religious force for Luke. ’Evoruov with a 
genitive is common in Luke (twenty-two times, including 1:15, 17, 19, 75, 
76; 5:18, 25; Plummer 1896: 112). 

13 IIpootißnni (to add) is also Lucan, appearing thirteen times in Luke- 
Acts and only three times in the other Gospels; Schneider 1977a: 347; Isa. 
26:15. As Fitzmyer 1985: 1143 notes, the apostles would already have had 
some faith, so the idea is to add faith (against BAGD 719 §2; BAA 1440 
§2). 

7 Creed 1930: 229 says that the use of the optative in an indirect 
question and the use of nvovôávopoa (to inquire) are Lucan (only three NT 
uses of novôávopoa are non-Lucan: Luke 15:26; Acts 4:7; 10:18, 29; 21:33; 
23:19, 20, 34; Matt. 2:4; John 4:52; 13:24); BAGD 729; BAA 1459. 

23 On mupetoc, see BAGD 730-31; BAA 1462; Van Der Loos 1965: 
553; K. Weiss, TDNT 6:956-59; Galen, De Differentiis Febrium 1.1; SB 
1:479; Hobart 1882: 3-5. 

17 The phrase nõp kai Beiov (fire and sulfur) occurs elsewhere in the NT 
only in Rev. 9:17, 18; 14:10; 19:20; 20:10; 21:8; BAGD 353; BAA 718; 
Philo, Life of Moses 2.10 856. It is apocalyptic-judgment language whose 


concepts reflect the apocalyptic-prophetic teaching of Jesus. 


14 Matthew uses Küpıe, while Mark uses the Semitic paßßovvi (rabbi). 
Luke never uses paßßovvi (only Mark 10:51 and John 20:16) or the related 
paßPi (fifteen times in Matthew, Mark, and John); BAGD 733; BAA 1467. 

14 Matthew uses Küpıe, while Mark uses the Semitic paBBovuvi (rabbi). 
Luke never uses poBBovvi (only Mark 10:51 and John 20:16) or the related 
paßPi (fifteen times in Matthew, Mark, and John); BAGD 733; BAA 1467. 

12 The expression is used only here in the NT. Matt. 19:24 = Mark 10:25 
has pagic, which always refers to a sewing needle; BAGD 734; BAA 1470 
(in the NT only in these parallels). For other exaggerations by Jesus, see 
Luke 6:41; 17:2; Ernst 1977: 504. 

12 For prjnata as events see Gen. 24:66; Luke 2:19, 51; Klostermann 
1929: 24. It can also refer to words (1 Sam. 3:1, 7). 

11 ‘PUN is a side street (BAGD 737; BAA 1476; Isa. 15:3; Tob. 13:17- 
18; elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 6:2; Acts 9:11; 12:10) versus mAateta, a 
wide street (BAGD 666; BAA 1340; in the Gospels and Acts at Matt. 6:5; 
12:19; Luke 10:10; 13:26; Acts 5:15). 

11 Carson 1984: 112. In Bovon’s short excursus (1989: 196-97) on the 
term devil, he notes that Luke uses ö1&ßoAog and oataväg seven times each 
in Luke—Acts. The reference to ö1dßoAog in Luke 4:2 is possibly Luke’s 
choice, though Matt. 4:1, 8 renders this judgment as less than certain. Matt. 
4:3 uses 0 TleipaC@v and Matt. 4:10 oatava, which Luke lacks. In 4:1-13, 
Luke speaks only of the 61aBoAoc, avoiding Matthew’s variation of terms 
and Mark’s reference to Satan. 

13 AaiAay may be onomatopoetic; so Arndt 1956: 327; Job 21:18; 38:1. 
The other NT uses are Mark 4:37 and 2 Pet. 2:17; BAGD 462-63; BAA 


940. Matt. 8:24 uses oeıouög (earthquake or storm), a term that may make 
apocalyptic associations with the event; BAGD 746; BAA 1493. 

10 It is difficult to know if Luke’s onpepov (today) refers to morning or 
late evening. On the time of the cock crowings, see Kosmala 1963-68. If an 
evening crowing is meant, it is about 3:00 a.m.; if morning, then it is 
sunrise. 

12 Simndo, a favorite term for Mark (3:4; 4:39; 9:34; 10:48; 14:61), 
occurs elsewhere in the NT only at Matt. 20:31; 26:63; Luke 1:20; Acts 
18:9; BAGD 752; BAA 1504. See the additional note for a textual issue that 
influences this point. 

42 On oKavöaAllo as a term of gospel rejection, see Matt. 11:6 = Luke 
7:23; Matt. 13:57; 24:10; as a term for a “believer” stumbling into apostasy, 
see Matt. 18:6 = Mark 9:42 = Luke 17:1-2 (which see for details). 

20 Xxnvn is the OT term used for “booths” and alludes to the picture of 
blessing that was tied to celebrating the exodus; Lev. 23:34. See also Mark 
9:5; Rev. 7:15; 21:3; 1 Enoch 39.4; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 2:11. On the 
eschatological use of oxnvn (booths or habitations), see Michaelis, TDNT 
7:378-79. T. Schmidt 1987: 154-55 argues that the passage refers neither to 
alms nor to the generous use of money, but to a prudent person acting in a 
“critical impermanent situation with that which has been entrusted to him in 
order to gain lasting benefits.” This may be the broad application if one had 
just this one verse, but the Lucan context suggests that using money 
generously is a central concern. 

6 Xtdo1c means “rebellion or uprising” elsewhere at Mark 15:7; Luke 


23:25; Acts 19:40 (elsewhere in the NT at Acts 15:2; 23:7, 10; 24:5; Heb. 


9:8; BAGD 764 82; BAA 1526 82). This is the only NT expression of 
periphrasis with v (was) and an aorist participle; BDR 8355.1; BDF 
8355.1; Plummer 1896: 526 (although X* in John 18:30 also has this 
construction). 

11 On lifting the eyes in prayer, see Mark 6:41; 7:34; John 11:41; 17:1; 
Ps. 123:1; 1 Esdr. 4:58 (in 1 Enoch 13.5 evil angels are too ashamed to look 
up); Jeremias, TDNT 1:185-86; Michaelis, TDNT 5:377 n. 11. Lifting the 
hands is a symbol of supplication in the NT; 1 Tim. 2:8. Ztfjdog (breast) 
stands for the person; BAGD 767 and BAA 1532 (“the seat of the inner 
life”); elsewhere in the NT only at Luke 23:48; John 13:25; 21:20; Rev. 
15:6. Jeremias 1963a: 141 at n. 46 says that in Judaism the heart is seen as 
the seat of sin, but cites as evidence only the late Eccles. Rab. 7.2.5 on 7:2. 

15 On ovvoprıälo, see BAGD 785; BAA 1566; elsewhere only at Acts 
6:12; 19:29; 27:15 (of a ship caught in a storm). 

11 Both verbs appear only here and in the parallel at Matt. 21:44. On 
ovv0Adm, see BAGD 790; BAA 1575; Ps. 57:7 LXX [58:6 Engl.]; Mic. 3:3. 
On Aıkudo, see BAGD 474-75; BAA 963; Dan. 2:44 [Theodotion]; Ruth 
3:2; Job 27:21; Isa. 17:13; Jer. 38:10 LXX [31:10 Engl.]; Amos 9:9; 
Josephus, Antiquities 5.9.3 8328. 

10 Luke uses ooo (to save) thirty times, including 7:50; 8:12, 48, 50; 
9:24 (twice); 13:23; 19:10. Ironic uses occur in Luke 23:35 (twice), 37, 39. 
The term also occurs in Acts 2:21; 4:9, 12; 14:9; 15:11. 

24 Cf. eüpioko (to find) in Matt. 10:39 and 16:25 and ooo (to save) in 
Luke 9:24 = Mark 8:35. Geiger 1972: 121 speaks of the influence of Ezek. 
13:18-19 (which uses nepinoićo), and Zmijewski 1976: 479 n. 56 sees a 


connection to Exod. 1:17 (which uses C@oyovéw). Neither LXX reference 
satisfies, however, since each has only one element of Luke 17:33, and one 
can hardly argue for a double LXX allusion. In addition, if the LXX 
alteration is based on an earlier, existing traditional saying, what does it 
add? Ilepırtoıew appears only three times in the NT (Acts 20:28; 1 Tim. 
3:13) and the noun rtepıntoinoig is never used in the Gospels (five times 
elsewhere). Since the conscious shift of terminology appears to have no 
point, the rare terminology is probably from a source. 

30 Za (normally “body”) means “corpse” in Luke 23:52, 55; 24:3, 23; 
Acts 9:40; BAGD 799 81a; BAA 1593 81a. 

5 TeAeıö@ (to complete) is a key NT term for the completion of God’s 
plan: Luke 12:50; 22:37; John 19:30; and Heb. 2:10; 5:8-9; 7:28 (though in 
Hebrews it has the additional nuance of perfecting). 

2 The idea of fulfilling Scripture occurs throughout Luke’s writings, 
frequently with TeA&w (BAGD 811 81, esp. 82; BAA 1617 82; Luke 2:39; 
12:50; 18:31; 22:37; Acts 13:29) or det (Luke 9:22; 17:25); also Luke 
13:22, 32; 24:44-49; Acts 2:23. Delling, TDNT 8:60 n. 16, says that this 
emphasis is part of special Lucan material. 

18 The verse is loaded with business terms: äpybpıov (money; BAGD 
104 §2b; BAA 211 §2b; elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 25:18, 27; 26:15 = 
Mark 14:11 = Luke 22:5; Matt. 27:3, 5, 6, 9; 28:12, 15; Luke 9:3; 19:15; 
Acts 3:6; 7:16; 8:20; 19:19; 20:33; 1 Pet. 1:18), tpartela (bank [lit., table]; 
BAGD 824; BAA 1643 84; MM 639-40; Goppelt, TDNT 8:211 8A3; 
fifteen times in the NT, e.g., Matt. 21:12 = Mark 11:15 = John 2:15; cf. 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.2.3 828; the term looks to the financial table where 


deals are done), TöKog (interest; BAGD 821; BAA 1637; elsewhere in the 
NT only at Matt. 25:27; cf. Exod. 22:25 [22:24 LXX]; Lev. 25:36-37; Deut. 
23:19 [23:20 LXX]), and mpdoow (to collect; BAGD 698 §1b; BAA 1400 
§1b; earlier in Luke at 3:13). 

18 The verse is loaded with business terms: äpybpıov (money; BAGD 
104 §2b; BAA 211 §2b; elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 25:18, 27; 26:15 = 
Mark 14:11 = Luke 22:5; Matt. 27:3, 5, 6, 9; 28:12, 15; Luke 9:3; 19:15; 
Acts 3:6; 7:16; 8:20; 19:19; 20:33; 1 Pet. 1:18), tpartela (bank [lit., table]; 
BAGD 824; BAA 1643 84; MM 639-40; Goppelt, TDNT 8:211 8A3; 
fifteen times in the NT, e.g., Matt. 21:12 = Mark 11:15 = John 2:15; cf. 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.2.3 828; the term looks to the financial table where 
deals are done), tokoc (interest; BAGD 821; BAA 1637; elsewhere in the 
NT only at Matt. 25:27; cf. Exod. 22:25 [22:24 LXX]; Lev. 25:36-37; Deut. 
23:19 [23:20 LXX]), and mpdoow (to collect; BAGD 698 §1b; BAA 1400 
§1b; earlier in Luke at 3:13). 

47 On the elements of Lucan and non-Lucan style in the verse, see 
Schürmann 1969: 227 n. 45. He argues that the name Nazareth and the 
reference to Jesus’ being reared in Nazareth are not Lucan, since avatpeéga@ 
is used in Acts 7:20-21 and 22:3. Tpégo (to rear) occurs only here in the 
NT with this meaning, though Luke 23:29; Rev. 12:6, 14 are close in sense: 
“to nourish, nurture” (BAGD 825; BAA 1645-46). 

17 Schiirmann 1969: 291 n. 28 notes that Mark and Matthew reflect an 
Aramaism with oi ioyvovtec. If so, the alteration of wording is Luke’s 
rendering of the figure. The other difference is that Matt. 9:12 and Mark 


2:17 agree against Luke in their introductions to Jesus’ saying: “and 
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hearing, Jesus/he said,” versus Luke’s “and replying, Jesus said to them.” 
All the Synoptic writers use ioyb@ (Matthew four times, Mark four times, 
Luke eight times in his Gospel and six times in Acts), but Luke is the only 
Gospel writer to use bylaiv@ (Luke 5:31; 7:10; 15:27). Two of Luke’s three 
uses have Synoptic parallels. 

14 Glickman 1983: 226-27. Nolland 1989: 179 says that the test is 
exploitation of Jesus’ privilege of sonship, since the Son has access to the 
powers of the Father. “Son of God” here has a special force for Jesus’ 
unique filial relationship to God, since Jesus can access such power. But C. 
F. Evans 1990: 258 ties viöc to 3:22, so that it means “servant of God” or 
“king.” Nolland’s view is more likely. Satan is not testing regal authority, 
but something more significant. 

9 An argument for a Matthean conflation of preresurrection and 
postresurrection titles here is unnecessary, since sonship to God is an OT 
regal image: Ps. 2; against Fitzmyer 1981: 774, who argues that xpıotög is 
preresurrection and ó vidc tod Heoü tod C@vtoc (Son of the living God) is 
postresurrection. 

15 To indicate sleep, Luke uses Unvoc (BAGD 843; BAA 1679; 
elsewhere in Luke’s writings twice in Acts 20:9) and Bap€éw (to be heavy; 
BAGD 133; BAA 267; elsewhere in Luke’s writings only in Luke 21:34). 
In 22:45-46, Luke uses the synonymous Kolnda and kaB_evdo. It is clear 
that the disciples are in deep sleep, for the phrase BeBapnpevor nvo 
translates literally as “weighed down with sleep.” Balz, TDNT 8:554, 


speaks of disciples “drunk with sleep.” Bovon’s term “second 


consciousness” (1989: 498) is too visionary in force. He cites Gen. 15:12; 
Dan. 8:18; 10:9. 

60 Hendriksen 1978: 362. Schürmann 1969: 372 notes that the second- 
person speech is against an original reference to the Pharisees, since they 
are rebuked in this way only in Luke 14:7-11. In addition, the term 
ÖTLOKPITNG is not always used of Pharisees, as Matt. 24:51 and Luke 12:56 
show. He sees the address as to the disciples, but not limited to them. 

21 Wilckens, TDNT 8:566-67, notes that Ürtokpırng is always a negative 
address in the NT: in Matthew fourteen times (seven of which are in Matt. 
23); elsewhere only four times (Luke 6:42; here; 13:15; Mark 7:6). 

29 The term únootpégo is used thirty-two times in Luke—Acts and three 
times in the rest of the NT (Gal. 1:17; Heb. 7:1; 2 Pet. 2:21). Considered 
alongside the use of ovv, this verb may show 1:56 to be a Lucan linkage. 

37 Matt. 24:45 = Luke 12:42 uses opovimoc to describe a steward in 
another parable who thought ahead and lived in light of his master’s return; 
so also Matt. 7:24; 25:2, 4, 8, 9; BAGD 866; BAA 1728. 

8 Normally meaning “to guard” (BAGD 868 81f; BAA 1731 81f), 
@LAA00@ here means to keep or obey the law; Lev. 20:22; 26:3; Ps. 119:5 
[118:5 LXX]; Wis. 6:4; Sir. 21:11; 4 Macc. 5:29; T. Judah 26.1; T. Iss. 5.1; 
Luke 11:28. 

5 On the use of @@vn (voice), see Luke 11:27; Acts 4:24; Gen. 39:15, 
18; Judg. 21:2; 1 Sam. 11:4; Van Der Loos 1965: 496 n. 4; Klostermann 
1929: 173. The call for mercy is also used in the Psalter (e.g., 109:21; 
Glö;ckner 1983: 139-40), but not much can be made of this general 


expression, as Nolland 1993a: 846 indicates. 


27 Joy (xap&) is a Lucan theme: Luke 1:14; 2:10; 8:13; 10:17; 15:7, 10; 
24:41; Acts 8:8; 12:14; 13:52; 15:3. Osborne 1984: 140 notes that in Luke’s 
writings joy is a present experience shared to the degree of one’s 
participation in events. 

27 The four terms are yœàóç (lame), used fourteen times in the NT, six 
times in Luke-Acts (e.g., Luke 7:22; 14:13, 21); KvAAög (maimed), used 
four times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 15:30-31), not used by Luke; rtapaAUTIKöG 
(stricken with palsy, paralytic), used ten times in the NT (e.g., Matt. 4:24), 
not used by Luke; and rtapaAeAun£&vog (paralytic), a perfect passive 
participle of mapaAvo, used five times in the NT, four of which are in 
Luke-Acts (Luke 5:18, 24; Acts 8:7; 9:33). See Van Der Loos 1965: 436 n. 
3. 

12 Avärteıpog probably describes the severely maimed or mutilated 
(BAGD 59; BAA 117; LSJ 116; elsewhere in the NT only at Luke 14:21), 
as opposed to ywAoc, which refers to all the lame (BAGD 889; BAA 1772; 
Plummer 1896: 359). 

9 PnAagdw occurs elsewhere in the NT only at Acts 17:27; Heb. 12:18; 
1 John 1:1 (BAGD 892; BAA 1779-80); cf. Gen. 27:12; Judg. 16:26; 
Ignatius, Smyrneans 3.2. Plummer 1896: 560 wonders if 1 John 1:1 knows 
of this event, given its use of this rare term. See also C. F. Evans 1970: 108- 
9. 

11 Jesus uses two monetary terms: the hapax legomenon darıävn (BAGD 
171; BAA 341; MM 137), which refers to the expenses of a given 
enterprise, and Wngidw (to count) (BAGD 892; BAA 1780; elsewhere in the 


NT only at Rev. 13:18). This last term often means to count with pebbles 
and can also mean to vote or make a calculated choice; MM 698. 

3 Luce 1933: 186 is wrong to say that the remark is more literal in Mark 
than in Luke, for the contexts are identical. Fitzmyer 1981: 788 notes the 
OT parallels to saving one’s Woyn: Gen. 19:17; 1 Sam. 19:11; and Jer. 31:6 
LXX [48:6 MT]; Schiirmann 1969: 543 n. 111. Jewish parallels are found in 
b. Tamid 32a (“What shall a man do to live? They replied: Let him mortify 
himself. What should a man do to kill himself? They replied: Let him keep 
himself alive [i.e., indulge in luxuries]”) and b. Ber. 63b (“whoever abases 
himself for the words of the Torah will in the end be exalted”); SB 1:587- 
88. Bovon 1989: 482 speaks of the OT picture of the two ways (Deut. 
30:15-18) and compares Luke’s emphasis to the structure of Luke 6:47-49. 
Note how the Jewish emphasis on the law is replaced with an emphasis on 
Christ in the NT. 

4 "Qpa (hour) occurs many times in the passion narrative, including 
Mark 14:35, 41; John 12:23; 13:1; 17:1; Luke 22:53. Because @pa carries 
no qualifiers (as in 22:53), it conveys no special sense of God’s hour 
(against Grundmann 1963: 392 and Fitzmyer 1985: 1384; as noted by 
Marshall 1978: 794 and especially Soards 1987: 33). 

24 Luke uses woei (about) frequently to show approximate time; Luke 
3:23; 9:14 (twice), 28; 22:41, 59; 24:11; cf. Acts 2:15; 3:1; 10:3, 9; 23:23). 
"Hôn (already) is also frequent: Matthew uses it seven times, Mark eight 
times, Luke ten times, elsewhere in the NT thirty-six times; Plummer 1896: 


536; Untergassmair 1980: 85 n. 372. 


12 In the OT, see 1 Kings 4:25 [5:5 MT]; Ps. 80:8-19 [80:9-20 MT]; Isa. 
5:1-7; 34:4; Jer. 5:17; 8:13; 24:1-8; Hos. 2:12 [2:14 MT]; 9:10; Joel 1:7; 
Mic. 4:4; 7:1; Hab. 3:17; Matt. 20:1-8; 21:28, 33-41 = Mark 12:1-9 = Luke 
20:9-16. In Judaism, see Syriac Ahigar 8.35 (Charles 1913: 2.775). The 
picture of caring for the vine makes the figure refer to God’s blessings. 
Manson 1949: 274 notes that in rabbinic literature the fig-tree image often 
alluded to the law, but that is not its referent in this parable. 

17 Marshall 1978: 555 cites the refusal in Syriac Ahigar 8.35 and the 
small yield in ‚Abot de Rabbi Nathan A.16 (= Goldin 1955: 86). 

6 Luce 1933: 349 sees an allusion to Isa. 54:1, but since the images are 
so different (i.e., in Isaiah the barren will bear a child), this is probably not 
correct; correctly Marshall 1978: 864 (cf. Luke 1:7, 25; Gal. 4:27) and R. 
Brown 1994: 923, who cites parallels from Lam. 4:4; Wis. 3:13; Eccles. 
4:2-3; 2 Bar. 10.6-10 and argues that Luke received the saying from a 
sayings source. 

8 Some Jews believed that only a few of the truly righteous would 
experience immediate blessing, while the rest would wait in Gehenna for 
resurrection. Two verses in 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] (NRSV) are close to the tone 
of this question: “Many have been created, but only a few shall be saved” 
(8:3) and “The Most High made this world for the sake of many, but the 
world to come for the sake of only a few” (8:1). See also 2 Bar. 21.11; 
44.15; 48.23, 45-50; 51.1-6. 

5 Bovon 1989: 179 n. 65. He notes Isa. 64:1 [63:19 MT]; T. Levi 18.6-7. 
One could add 3 Macc. 6:18; 2 Bar. 22.1; Traub, TDNT 5:530 n. 263. Also 


seeing the presence of apocalyptic elements is Witherington 1990: 149, who 
compares the text to Rev. 1 and defends the event’s authenticity as a vision. 

19 Ellis 1974: 189 notes that Qumran had a similar banquet expectation, 
but with a very different and exclusive audience, namely Messiah, the high 
priest, the priests, the chief of the tribes, and the congregation of Israel’s 
righteous; 1Q28a [= 1QSa = Rule Annex] 2.11—22. Fitzmyer 1985: 1026 
and Marshall 1978: 568 add other Jewish references: 1 Enoch 62.14; 2 
Enoch 42.5; 2 Bar. 29.4; m. ‚Abot 3.17; SB 4:1148, 1154-59. 

3 Similar settings are found in Luke 10:25-30; 12:13-15; 15:1-3. The 
idea is to share in eternal reward or eternal life. On the eschatological 
banquet in Judaism, see Exod. Rab. 25.7 on 16:4; 2 Bar. 29.8; 1 Enoch 25.5; 
Behm, TDNT 2:691. 

6 The judging or separating function of the Holy Spirit is in view in 3:16. 
On mdp, see BAGD 730 82; BAA 1461 82, and the exegesis of 3:16. In the 
OT, fire is acommon way to refer to judgment of both Israel and its 
enemies: Jer. 43:12; Ezek. 15:7; Hos. 8:14; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12, 14; 2:2, 5; 
Nah. 3:13; Zech. 13:9; Mal. 3:2-3. It is also a major judgment image in 
Jewish apocalyptic literature: 1 Enoch 18.15; 102.1; 2 Bar. 37.1; 48.39; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13:10-11; Ps. Sol. 15.4-5; Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1QH 8.20; 
Wiefel 1988: 247; Lang, TDNT 6:936—37; Nolland 1993a: 708. 

8 Some Jews believed that only a few of the truly righteous would 
experience immediate blessing, while the rest would wait in Gehenna for 
resurrection. Two verses in 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] (NRSV) are close to the tone 
of this question: “Many have been created, but only a few shall be saved” 


(8:3) and “The Most High made this world for the sake of many, but the 


world to come for the sake of only a few” (8:1). See also 2 Bar. 21.11; 
44.15; 48.23, 45-50; 51.1-6. 

8 Some Jews believed that only a few of the truly righteous would 
experience immediate blessing, while the rest would wait in Gehenna for 
resurrection. Two verses in 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] (NRSV) are close to the tone 
of this question: “Many have been created, but only a few shall be saved” 
(8:3) and “The Most High made this world for the sake of many, but the 
world to come for the sake of only a few” (8:1). See also 2 Bar. 21.11; 
44.15; 48.23, 45-50; 51.1-6. 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

6 The judging or separating function of the Holy Spirit is in view in 3:16. 
On mdp, see BAGD 730 82; BAA 1461 82, and the exegesis of 3:16. In the 
OT, fire is a common way to refer to judgment of both Israel and its 
enemies: Jer. 43:12; Ezek. 15:7; Hos. 8:14; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12, 14; 2:2, 5; 
Nah. 3:13; Zech. 13:9; Mal. 3:2-3. It is also a major judgment image in 
Jewish apocalyptic literature: 1 Enoch 18.15; 102.1; 2 Bar. 37.1; 48.39; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13:10-11; Ps. Sol. 15.4-5; Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1QH 8.20; 
Wiefel 1988: 247; Lang, TDNT 6:936-37; Nolland 1993a: 708. 

8 Some Jews believed that only a few of the truly righteous would 
experience immediate blessing, while the rest would wait in Gehenna for 


resurrection. Two verses in 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] (NRSV) are close to the tone 


of this question: “Many have been created, but only a few shall be saved” 
(8:3) and “The Most High made this world for the sake of many, but the 
world to come for the sake of only a few” (8:1). See also 2 Bar. 21.11; 
44.15; 48.23, 45-50; 51.1-6. 

9 Michaelis, TDNT 4:247—48, describes the image as one of heavenly 
glory; so €aotpantwv (gleaming like lightning); Ezek. 1:4, 7. Conceptual 
parallels occur in Ezek. 1:27—28; Dan. 10:6; Luke 24:4; Acts 1:10; Rev. 
2:17; 6:2; 20:11; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:97; 1 Enoch 38.4; 104.2; 2 Bar. 51. 

8 Some Jews believed that only a few of the truly righteous would 
experience immediate blessing, while the rest would wait in Gehenna for 
resurrection. Two verses in 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] (NRSV) are close to the tone 
of this question: “Many have been created, but only a few shall be saved” 
(8:3) and “The Most High made this world for the sake of many, but the 
world to come for the sake of only a few” (8:1). See also 2 Bar. 21.11; 
44.15; 48.23, 45-50; 51.1-6. 

7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
§149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

15 Marshall 1978: 548, though favorably disposed toward Q, admits the 
possibility of distinct sources. Matthew may well be speaking about an 
initial arrival of messianic woe; Isa. 34:5; 66:16; Ezek. 21; 1 Enoch 63.11; 


91.12; 100.1-2; 2 Bar. 70.6; Ps. Sol. 17; Witherington 1990: 122-23. 


18 Ellis 1974: 183 notes that the image from Micah was applied to 
messianic times in Judaism: 1 Enoch 99.5; 100.1-2; Jub. 23.19; 2 Bar. 70.6; 
x1Q14 [= 1QpMic.] 20-21. M. Sota 9.9 applied the remark to the 
martyrdom of a rabbi, so the text was used as a common description of 
opposition. Division is also found in Luke 14:26; 17:34-35; Mark 10:29— 
30. 

21 Creed 1930: 207 adopts this meaning, but regards it as unlikely that 
Jesus said it. On the endurance of the law in Judaism, see Bar. 4:1; 2 Esdr. 
[= 4 Ezra] 9.37; 2 Bar. 77.15. 

40 1 Macc. 11:43; 1 Enoch 5.4; BAGD 126-27; BAA 254; Schlier, 
TDNT 1:513. Braun, TDNT 6:252, says that dpiotnı Means apostasy. 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

7 Earlier Jewish texts on the theme include Jdt. 16:17; 1 Enoch 10.13; 
18.11-16; 27.1—3; 90.26; Jub. 9.15; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:36; Fitzmyer 1985: 
959-60. Apparently a debate in Judaism discussed whether hell involved 
eternal torment or limited suffering with extinction, a view called 
“annihilationism” today. The Tosepta text noted argues that there are three 
groups of people: one destined for eternal life, another destined for shame 
and everlasting contempt, and a third group that visits Gehenna but is 


healed as through a refiner’s fire, citing Zech. 13:9 and 1 Sam. 2:6. As the 


portion of t. Sanh. 3 quoted above shows, some Jews believed that Gehenna 
burns the body and the soul perishes after twelve months of judgment. 

11 On lifting the eyes in prayer, see Mark 6:41; 7:34; John 11:41; 17:1; 
Ps. 123:1; 1 Esdr. 4:58 (in 1 Enoch 13.5 evil angels are too ashamed to look 
up); Jeremias, TDNT 1:185-86; Michaelis, TDNT 5:377 n. 11. Lifting the 
hands is a symbol of supplication in the NT; 1 Tim. 2:8. Ztfjdog (breast) 
stands for the person; BAGD 767 and BAA 1532 (“the seat of the inner 
life”); elsewhere in the NT only at Luke 23:48; John 13:25; 21:20; Rev. 
15:6. Jeremias 1963a: 141 at n. 46 says that in Judaism the heart is seen as 
the seat of sin, but cites as evidence only the late Eccles. Rab. 7.2.5 on 7:2. 

1 For the Pharisee view of resurrection, see Josephus, Jewish War 3.8.5 
8374; Against Apion 2.30 8218; Antiquities 18.1.3 814. For the Essene 
view, see Jewish War 2.8.11 8154; Antiquities 18.1.5 818. Cf. SB 1:885--86; 
1 Enoch 15.6-9. 

7 Earlier Jewish texts on the theme include Jdt. 16:17; 1 Enoch 10.13; 
18.11-16; 27.1—3; 90.26; Jub. 9.15; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:36; Fitzmyer 1985: 
959-60. Apparently a debate in Judaism discussed whether hell involved 
eternal torment or limited suffering with extinction, a view called 
“annihilationism” today. The Tosepta text noted argues that there are three 
groups of people: one destined for eternal life, another destined for shame 
and everlasting contempt, and a third group that visits Gehenna but is 
healed as through a refiner’s fire, citing Zech. 13:9 and 1 Sam. 2:6. As the 
portion of t. Sanh. 3 quoted above shows, some Jews believed that Gehenna 


burns the body and the soul perishes after twelve months of judgment. 


6 The judging or separating function of the Holy Spirit is in view in 3:16. 
On mdp, see BAGD 730 82; BAA 1461 82, and the exegesis of 3:16. In the 
OT, fire is a common way to refer to judgment of both Israel and its 
enemies: Jer. 43:12; Ezek. 15:7; Hos. 8:14; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12, 14; 2:2, 5; 
Nah. 3:13; Zech. 13:9; Mal. 3:2-3. It is also a major judgment image in 
Jewish apocalyptic literature: 1 Enoch 18.15; 102.1; 2 Bar. 37.1; 48.39; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13:10-11; Ps. Sol. 15.4-5; Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1QH 8.20; 
Wiefel 1988: 247; Lang, TDNT 6:936-37; Nolland 1993a: 708. 

12 Luke 4:36; 6:18; 8:29; 9:42; 11:24; Foerster, TDNT 2:16; Hauck, 
TDNT 3:428. On demons in Judaism, see Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185 
(“spirits of wicked men who enter the living and kill them unless aid is 
forthcoming”); 1 Enoch 19.1; Jub. 10.5; T. Ben. 5.2; C. F. Evans 1990: 279. 
In the OT, daipoviov occurs in Ps. 90:6 [91:6 Engl.] and to nveüna TO 
a&kabaptov in Zech. 13:2. 

51 1 Enoch 40.9 names four angels: Michael, Raphael, Gabriel (the 
angel of strength), and Phanuel (alternately called Uriel); 1 Enoch 20 names 
these four as well as Saragael, Raguel, and Suruel (Gabriel is described as 
caring for the Garden of Eden and the cherubim). See Tob. 12:15; Fitzmyer 
1981: 327-28; Bousset 1926: 325-31; SB 2:89--97. 

22 Torment in both the intermediate state and the resurrection is found in 
Jewish (1 Enoch 22) and early Christian texts (2 Clem. 10.4; 17.7). In the 2 
Clement texts the torture of hell is presented quite vividly as physical 
suffering. 

32 Van Der Loos 1965: 572 cites OT precedent (Judg. 15:19; 1 Sam. 


30:12); more correct is Schneider 1977a: 199. In Judaism, see 1 Enoch 


22.1-14; 39.4-8. Nolland 1989: 422 notes a possible contact with 1 Kings 
17:21-22. 

18 1 Enoch 22.10-11 speaks of a place for the dead who have sinned and 
yet have received a proper interment; SB 2:227. Not unlike Jesus’ warning, 
1 Enoch 103.5-8 delivers a stinging indictment of wealthy Sadducees who 
live extravagantly only to descend to Sheol. 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28—40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77—90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; AQsPs? 
[= 4QpPs 37]; 11QTemple? 29.8—10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

3 Similar settings are found in Luke 10:25-30; 12:13-15; 15:1-3. The 
idea is to share in eternal reward or eternal life. On the eschatological 
banquet in Judaism, see Exod. Rab. 25.7 on 16:4; 2 Bar. 29.8; 1 Enoch 25.5; 
Behm, TDNT 2:691. 

7 Earlier Jewish texts on the theme include Jdt. 16:17; 1 Enoch 10.13; 
18.11-16; 27.1—3; 90.26; Jub. 9.15; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:36; Fitzmyer 1985: 
959-60. Apparently a debate in Judaism discussed whether hell involved 
eternal torment or limited suffering with extinction, a view called 
“annihilationism” today. The Tosepta text noted argues that there are three 


groups of people: one destined for eternal life, another destined for shame 


and everlasting contempt, and a third group that visits Gehenna but is 
healed as through a refiner’s fire, citing Zech. 13:9 and 1 Sam. 2:6. As the 
portion of t. Sanh. 3 quoted above shows, some Jews believed that Gehenna 
burns the body and the soul perishes after twelve months of judgment. 

9 Michaelis, TDNT 4:247—48, describes the image as one of heavenly 
glory; so €aotpantwv (gleaming like lightning); Ezek. 1:4, 7. Conceptual 
parallels occur in Ezek. 1:27—28; Dan. 10:6; Luke 24:4; Acts 1:10; Rev. 
2:17; 6:2; 20:11; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:97; 1 Enoch 38.4; 104.2; 2 Bar. 51. 

20 Xxnvn is the OT term used for “booths” and alludes to the picture of 
blessing that was tied to celebrating the exodus; Lev. 23:34. See also Mark 
9:5; Rev. 7:15; 21:3; 1 Enoch 39.4; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 2:11. On the 
eschatological use of oxnvn (booths or habitations), see Michaelis, TONT 
7:378-79. T. Schmidt 1987: 154-55 argues that the passage refers neither to 
alms nor to the generous use of money, but to a prudent person acting in a 
“critical impermanent situation with that which has been entrusted to him in 
order to gain lasting benefits.” This may be the broad application if one had 
just this one verse, but the Lucan context suggests that using money 
generously is a central concern. 

32 Van Der Loos 1965: 572 cites OT precedent (Judg. 15:19; 1 Sam. 
30:12); more correct is Schneider 1977a: 199. In Judaism, see 1 Enoch 
22.1-14; 39.4-8. Nolland 1989: 422 notes a possible contact with 1 Kings 
17:21-22. 

51 1 Enoch 40.9 names four angels: Michael, Raphael, Gabriel (the 
angel of strength), and Phanuel (alternately called Uriel); 1 Enoch 20 names 


these four as well as Saraqael, Raguel, and Suruel (Gabriel is described as 


caring for the Garden of Eden and the cherubim). See Tob. 12:15; Fitzmyer 
1981: 327-28; Bousset 1926: 325-31; SB 2:89--97. 

36 On “wisdom’s children,” see Sir. 4:11; Prov. 8:32-33. On wisdom 
personified, see Prov. 1:20-33; 8:1-9:6; 1 Enoch 42; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
5:10; Wis. 7:22-11:1; Schürmann 1969: 427; Nolland 1989: 346. 

12 Bultmann 1963: 114 sees wisdom here. Leaney 1958: 210 cites Matt. 
23:34; Luke 2:40, 52; 7:35; 11:31, 49 as parallels. See also 1 Enoch 42. 
Luke 11:49-51 uses the wisdom motif openly. For more reasons not to see 
wisdom here, see Bock 1987: 120. Marshall 1978: 573-74 and Fitzmyer 
1985: 1034 opt for wisdom terminology, but without Jesus alluding to 
himself as wisdom, since Jesus sees himself as wisdom’s messenger. Sir. 
24:7-12 provides a plausible background. If wisdom is in the background, 
this is the best way to argue for it. Nolland 1993a: 739 questions the 
presence of wisdom here, as do I. 

31 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 


point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 


undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

3 1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 


47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619—20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

3.1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 


et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

13 On Jesus as bearer of God’s wisdom, see Luke 7:35; 10:21-22; 1 Cor. 
1:24, 30. On the Son of Man as bringer of wisdom, see 1 Enoch 49.1-3; 
Grundmann 1963: 242. 

26 1 Chron. 17:16 is not an exception to this belief. David’s sitting 
before (not by) the Lord alludes to a worshipful dialogue involving 
submission, and the nonheavenly scene does not contrast Jesus’ claims. The 
language is less direct than Jesus’ explicit claim. Only Moses (Ezekiel the 
Tragedian) and the Son of Man (1 Enoch 51.3; 61.8) might be exceptions. 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 
the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 
specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 


equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 


13 This may also be the significance of the request in Luke 8:31 not to 
be sent into the abyss; Van Der Loos 1965: 387 n. 4. 1 Enoch 56.3; T. 
Moses 10.11-12; and T. Levi 18 reflect such an eschatological judgment 
(the T. Moses reference is disputed; see J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.932, 
933 n. g). 

26 1 Chron. 17:16 is not an exception to this belief. David’s sitting 
before (not by) the Lord alludes to a worshipful dialogue involving 
submission, and the nonheavenly scene does not contrast Jesus’ claims. The 
language is less direct than Jesus’ explicit claim. Only Moses (Ezekiel the 
Tragedian) and the Son of Man (1 Enoch 51.3; 61.8) might be exceptions. 

31 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 


23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta:an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

31 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

36 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 9:29-33; Plummer 1896: 220. The imagery of 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 8:41—44 is close to this parable; Fitzmyer 1981: 712; 
Schiirmann 1969: 463 n. 131. 1 Enoch 62.8 speaks of sowing saints. 
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“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
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notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
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13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta:an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

19 Ellis 1974: 189 notes that Qumran had a similar banquet expectation, 
but with a very different and exclusive audience, namely Messiah, the high 
priest, the priests, the chief of the tribes, and the congregation of Israel’s 
righteous; 1Q28a [= 1QSa = Rule Annex] 2.11—22. Fitzmyer 1985: 1026 
and Marshall 1978: 568 add other Jewish references: 1 Enoch 62.14; 2 
Enoch 42.5; 2 Bar. 29.4; m. -Abot 3.17; SB 4:1148, 1154-59. 


3.1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta:an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

15 Marshall 1978: 548, though favorably disposed toward Q, admits the 
possibility of distinct sources. Matthew may well be speaking about an 
initial arrival of messianic woe; Isa. 34:5; 66:16; Ezek. 21; 1 Enoch 63.11; 
91.12; 100.1-2; 2 Bar. 70.6; Ps. Sol. 17; Witherington 1990: 122-23. 

31 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 


“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 


Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

11 Schürmann 1969: 164 n. 21. On “coming wrath” in Judaism, see Jub. 
15.34; Ps. Sol. 15.4; 1 Enoch 84.4-6; C. F. Evans 1990: 239. 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28—40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77—90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; 4QsPs? 


[= 4QpPs 37]; 11Q Temple? 29.8-10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

19 Grundmann 1963: 209; Ernst 1977: 332; also 1 Enoch 89.14, 18-20, 
55; 90.6-17; Sir. 13:17 (“how can wolf and lamb agree? / just so with sinner 
and devout” [njb]); 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 5:18. 

19 Grundmann 1963: 209; Ernst 1977: 332; also 1 Enoch 89.14, 18-20, 
55; 90.6-17; Sir. 13:17 (“how can wolf and lamb agree? / just so with sinner 
and devout” [njb]); 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 5:18. 

14 On the negative portrayal of dogs in Judaism, see 1 Enoch 89.42-43, 
47, 49; B. Scott 1989: 151; Michel, TDNT 3:1103. For the view that this is a 
positive act, see Zahn 1920: 585. 

14 On the negative portrayal of dogs in Judaism, see 1 Enoch 89.42-43, 
47, 49; B. Scott 1989: 151; Michel, TDNT 3:1103. For the view that this is a 
positive act, see Zahn 1920: 585. 

14 On the negative portrayal of dogs in Judaism, see 1 Enoch 89.42-43, 
47, 49; B. Scott 1989: 151; Michel, TDNT 3:1103. For the view that this is a 
positive act, see Zahn 1920: 585. 

19 Grundmann 1963: 209; Ernst 1977: 332; also 1 Enoch 89.14, 18-20, 
55; 90.6-17; Sir. 13:17 (“how can wolf and lamb agree? / just so with sinner 
and devout” [njb]); 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 5:18. 

6 For a methodological assessment of this debate, see R. Miller 1991. 
Sanders is unaware of Eppstein’s 1964 article (see n. 1). Some in Judaism 
saw the temple as corrupt; 1 Enoch 89.73-90.29; 4Q174 [= 4QFlor] 1.1-12. 
Meier 1994: 886 rightly calls the cleansing “prophetic action,” but opts for 


a rejection of the temple rather than a cleansing. This ignores the 
connection to Isa. 56. 

19 Grundmann 1963: 209; Ernst 1977: 332; also 1 Enoch 89.14, 18-20, 
55; 90.6-17; Sir. 13:17 (“how can wolf and lamb agree? / just so with sinner 
and devout” [njb]); 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 5:18. 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

7 Earlier Jewish texts on the theme include Jdt. 16:17; 1 Enoch 10.13; 
18.11-16; 27.1—3; 90.26; Jub. 9.15; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:36; Fitzmyer 1985: 
959-60. Apparently a debate in Judaism discussed whether hell involved 
eternal torment or limited suffering with extinction, a view called 
“annihilationism” today. The Tosepta text noted argues that there are three 
groups of people: one destined for eternal life, another destined for shame 
and everlasting contempt, and a third group that visits Gehenna but is 
healed as through a refiner’s fire, citing Zech. 13:9 and 1 Sam. 2:6. As the 
portion of t. Sanh. 3 quoted above shows, some Jews believed that Gehenna 


burns the body and the soul perishes after twelve months of judgment. 


3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28—40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77-90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; AQsPs? 
[= 4QpPs 37]; 11QTemple* 29.8-10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

15 Marshall 1978: 548, though favorably disposed toward Q, admits the 
possibility of distinct sources. Matthew may well be speaking about an 
initial arrival of messianic woe; Isa. 34:5; 66:16; Ezek. 21; 1 Enoch 63.11; 
91.12; 100.1-2; 2 Bar. 70.6; Ps. Sol. 17; Witherington 1990: 122-23. 

2 Because the exact list of names is so uncertain and because Luke says 
nothing about the structure, one should be cautious about invoking such 
precise symbolism. Wiefel 1988: 97 seems to regard this twelfth-week view 
as possible. Schiirmann 1969: 203 n. 119 argues that if it is present Luke is 
not conscious of it. Nolland 1989: 168 suggests that it was the point of 
Luke’s source, whose order he reversed. But how can one know this? 
Goulder 1989: 284-85 is strongly supportive of this view, citing 1 Enoch 
93.3-10 to stress that the form is to some extent artificial. 

2 Abraham is the root in 1 Enoch 93.5. The parable is not unlike Paul’s 
vine image in Rom. 11. Though related to Israel as “natural branches,” this 
promise is tied to God’s commitment to Abraham and encompasses, but is 


not limited to, Israel (Luke 1:54-55). See Burns 1992 on Rom. 11. 


7 Tiede 1988: 233; Ernst 1977: 398; Fitzmyer 1985: 970; Lev. 19:18. 
Manson 1949: 271 notes the similar OT perspective: Job 31:24-25; Ps. 49; 
Eccles. 2:1-11. Note also T. Judah 18-19; Sir. 11:18-19; 1 Enoch 97.8-10; 
Mark 7:22; Rom. 1:29; 2 Cor. 9:5; 1 Tim. 6:10; 2 Pet. 2:3, 14; B. Scott 
1989: 131-32. 

8 This stands in contrast to Prov. 11:26; Jer. 17:11; 1 Enoch 97.8-10. Sir. 
11:18-19 is especially close to Jesus’ picture, except that wealth comes 
through self-denial and diligence (lit., “from afflicting himself”), not simply 
fortune as in Luke. The LXX renders the key phrase “by his wariness and 
pinching,” referring to frugality; Schweizer 1984: 207. Note also Ps. 49:16— 
20 [49:17-21 MT]; Plummer 1896: 323; Fitzmyer 1985: 972 (noting 1 
Enoch 97.8-10, which rebukes unrighteous wealth); Nickelsburg 1978-79: 
334-37. See n. 11 below for the Sirach and 1 Enoch texts. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 973; Marshall 1978: 524; Klostermann 1929: 136; 
Wiefel 1988: 237. Parallels for this concept are common; see 1 Cor. 15:32; 
Eccles. 8:15; Isa. 22:13; Tob. 7:10. Two other Jewish texts are especially 
relevant: Sir. 11:18-19 (NRSV) reads: “One becomes rich through diligence 
and self-denial, / and the reward allotted to him is this: / when he says, ‘I 
have found rest, / and now I shall feast on my goods!’ he does not know 
how long it will be/ until he leaves them to others and dies.” 1 Enoch 97.8— 
10 reads: “Woe unto you who gain silver and gold by unjust means; / you 
will then say, ‘We have grown rich and accumulated goods, / we have 
acquired everything that we have desired. / So now let us do whatever we 
like; / for we have gathered silver, / we have filled our treasuries [with 


money] like water. / And many are the laborers in our houses.’ / Your lies 


flow like water. / For your wealth shall not endure / but it shall take off from 
you quickly / for you have acquired it all unjustly, / and you shall be given 
over to a great curse” (translation by E. Isaac in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 
1.78). For Hellenistic parallels, see Euripides, Alcestis 788-89; Menander, 
Fragment 301. 

18 Ellis 1974: 183 notes that the image from Micah was applied to 
messianic times in Judaism: 1 Enoch 99.5; 100.1—2; Jub. 23.19; 2 Bar. 70.6; 
x1Q14 [= 1QpMic.] 20-21. M. Sota 9.9 applied the remark to the 
martyrdom of a rabbi, so the text was used as a common description of 
opposition. Division is also found in Luke 14:26; 17:34-35; Mark 10:29— 
30. 

15 Marshall 1978: 548, though favorably disposed toward Q, admits the 
possibility of distinct sources. Matthew may well be speaking about an 
initial arrival of messianic woe; Isa. 34:5; 66:16; Ezek. 21; 1 Enoch 63.11; 
91.12; 100.1-2; 2 Bar. 70.6; Ps. Sol. 17; Witherington 1990: 122-23. 

18 Ellis 1974: 183 notes that the image from Micah was applied to 
messianic times in Judaism: 1 Enoch 99.5; 100.1—2; Jub. 23.19; 2 Bar. 70.6; 
x1Q14 [= 1QpMic.] 20-21. M. Sota 9.9 applied the remark to the 
martyrdom of a rabbi, so the text was used as a common description of 
opposition. Division is also found in Luke 14:26; 17:34-35; Mark 10:29— 
30. 

5 On 6p8poc (dawn), see BAGD 580; BAA 1176; elsewhere in the NT at 
John 8:2 and Acts 5:21; cf. Gospel of Peter 12.50 (= Schneemelcher 1991— 
92: 1.225); T. Jos. 8.1; 1 Enoch 100.2. On Baðúç (deep), see BAGD 130 82; 
BAA 263 82; elsewhere in the NT at John 4:11; Acts 20:9; Rev. 2:24. 


6 The judging or separating function of the Holy Spirit is in view in 3:16. 
On mdp, see BAGD 730 82; BAA 1461 82, and the exegesis of 3:16. In the 
OT, fire is acommon way to refer to judgment of both Israel and its 
enemies: Jer. 43:12; Ezek. 15:7; Hos. 8:14; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12, 14; 2:2, 5; 
Nah. 3:13; Zech. 13:9; Mal. 3:2-3. It is also a major judgment image in 
Jewish apocalyptic literature: 1 Enoch 18.15; 102.1; 2 Bar. 37.1; 48.39; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13:10-11; Ps. Sol. 15.4-5; Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1QH 8.20; 
Wiefel 1988: 247; Lang, TDNT 6:936-37; Nolland 1993a: 708. 

6 The present participle oi o@Copevoi refers to those who are being 
delivered, but it looks to the future; Marshall 1978: 564; Isa. 37:32; 1 Enoch 
102.7 [variant reading]; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:66; Mark 10:26; 1 Cor. 1:18; 2 
Cor. 2:15. 

7 1 Enoch 102.9-10 shows the Jewish contempt for the selfish rich. T. 
Moses 7.3 may apply to the Sadducees or Pharisees. Lachs 1987: 311-12 
revives Manson’s thesis and rejects the idea that this is a description of the 
Pharisees. On the Pharisees’ relatively modesty means (not every lover of 
money succeeds in being rich), see Jeremias 1969: 259; Bammel, TDNT 
6:901-2. 

18 1 Enoch 22.10-11 speaks of a place for the dead who have sinned and 
yet have received a proper interment; SB 2:227. Not unlike Jesus’ warning, 
1 Enoch 103.5-8 delivers a stinging indictment of wealthy Sadducees who 
live extravagantly only to descend to Sheol. 

14 On Bpvyuóç (gnashing), see BAGD 147-48; BAA 294-95; Rengstorf, 
TDNT 1:642; Prov. 19:12; Sir. 51:3; Plummer 1896: 347. On kAauduög 
(weeping), see BAGD 433; BAA 882; Rengstorf, TDNT 3:726; Job 30:31; 


Jer. 3:21. The verb Bpüxoa (to gnash) is used as an expression of anger in 
Job 16:9; Ps. 35:16 [34:16 LXX]; 37:12 [36:12 LXX]; 112:10 [111:10 
LXX]; Marshall 1978: 567. On darkness and judgment in Judaism, see 1 
Enoch 103.7-8; 108.5-14; Ps. Sol. 14.9; 15.10; Lev. Rab. 27.1 on 22:27; 
and Exod. Rab. 14.2 on 10:22. Leviticus Rabbah cites Ps. 35:6; Gen. 1:2; 
Isa. 29:15; and Eccles. 6:4 in describing Gehenna’s darkness. Exodus 
Rabbah cites Job 10:22; Ezek. 31:15; Isa. 29:15; and Gen. 1:2. The partial 
overlap of OT texts is interesting. 

47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619—20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

9 Michaelis, TDNT 4:247—48, describes the image as one of heavenly 
glory; so €aotpantwv (gleaming like lightning); Ezek. 1:4, 7. Conceptual 
parallels occur in Ezek. 1:27-28; Dan. 10:6; Luke 24:4; Acts 1:10; Rev. 
2:17; 6:2; 20:11; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:97; 1 Enoch 38.4; 104.2; 2 Bar. 51. 

14 On ßBpuyuög (gnashing), see BAGD 147-48; BAA 294-95; Rengstorf, 
TDNT 1:642; Prov. 19:12; Sir. 51:3; Plummer 1896: 347. On kAauduög 
(weeping), see BAGD 433; BAA 882; Rengstorf, TDNT 3:726; Job 30:31; 
Jer. 3:21. The verb Bpbya@ (to gnash) is used as an expression of anger in 


Job 16:9; Ps. 35:16 [34:16 LXX]; 37:12 [36:12 LXX]; 112:10 [111:10 


LXX]; Marshall 1978: 567. On darkness and judgment in Judaism, see 1 
Enoch 103.7-8; 108.5-14; Ps. Sol. 14.9; 15.10; Lev. Rab. 27.1 on 22:27; 
and Exod. Rab. 14.2 on 10:22. Leviticus Rabbah cites Ps. 35:6; Gen. 1:2; 
Isa. 29:15; and Eccles. 6:4 in describing Gehenna’s darkness. Exodus 
Rabbah cites Job 10:22; Ezek. 31:15; Isa. 29:15; and Gen. 1:2. The partial 
overlap of OT texts is interesting. 

47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619—20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

22 On the expression the fathers in Judaism, see Schrenk, TDNT 5:976- 
77; 1 Esdr. 1:11 [1:12 LXX]; 4:60; 1 Macc. 2:19; 2 Enoch 33.12; 35.2. On 
the theme of holy graves, see Jeremias 1958a and 1961. 

22 On the expression the fathers in Judaism, see Schrenk, TDNT 5:976- 
77; 1 Esdr. 1:11 [1:12 LXX]; 4:60; 1 Macc. 2:19; 2 Enoch 33.12; 35.2. On 
the theme of holy graves, see Jeremias 1958a and 1961. 

19 Ellis 1974: 189 notes that Qumran had a similar banquet expectation, 
but with a very different and exclusive audience, namely Messiah, the high 
priest, the priests, the chief of the tribes, and the congregation of Israel’s 


righteous; 1Q28a [= 1QSa = Rule Annex] 2.11—22. Fitzmyer 1985: 1026 


and Marshall 1978: 568 add other Jewish references: 1 Enoch 62.14; 2 
Enoch 42.5; 2 Bar. 29.4; m. ‚Abot 3.17; SB 4:1148, 1154-59. 

8 Tob. 2:14; 4:7-11; 12:9; 14:8-11; Sir. 3:30; 29:12; 2 Enoch 50.5; Ps. 
Sol. 9.5; m. Pe.a 1.1; t. Pe>a 4.17—21 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.45, 72-75); 
SB 1:430; Grundmann 1963: 262-63; Talbert 1982: 142; Wiefel 1988: 241; 
Matt. 19:21 = Mark 10:21 = Luke 18:22; 12:21. On the custom of alms, see 
BAGD 249-50; BAA 504. ’EAenpoovvn refers literally to “acts of mercy”; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:486; Dan. 4:27 [4:24 MT]. Interestingly, the refrain of t. 
Pe>a 4.18 is, “My ancestors stored up treasures of money, but I have stored 
up treasures.” The object of the last clause is not clear (“for heaven,” “of 
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benefits,” “of souls,” or “for myself in the world to come”), but the point 
about the value of alms is clear. 

9 Paul’s image of the olive tree in Rom. 11 is a variation on Jesus’ 
picture. There the key point is not growth, but one’s presence in the plant; 
Egelkraut 1976: 109; Jeremias 1963a: 147—49; Joseph and Asenath 15. On 
the verb KataoKnvow (to live or nest), see BAGD 418 82; BAA 851. 
Elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 13:32 = Mark 4:32; Acts 2:26. 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28—40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77—90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; 4QsPs? 


[= 4QpPs 37]; 11Q Temple? 29.8-10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619-20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-59 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

15 Isa. 33:15; Prov. 28:18; Jub. 7.26; Hauck and Schulz, TDNT 6:571. 
Marshall 1978: 52 notes that this description for spiritual integrity carried 
over into Judaism; T. Reub. 1.6; 4.1. 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

7 Earlier Jewish texts on the theme include Jdt. 16:17; 1 Enoch 10.13; 
18.11-16; 27.1—3; 90.26; Jub. 9.15; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:36; Fitzmyer 1985: 
959-60. Apparently a debate in Judaism discussed whether hell involved 
eternal torment or limited suffering with extinction, a view called 
“annihilationism” today. The Tosepta text noted argues that there are three 
groups of people: one destined for eternal life, another destined for shame 


and everlasting contempt, and a third group that visits Gehenna but is 


healed as through a refiner’s fire, citing Zech. 13:9 and 1 Sam. 2:6. As the 
portion of t. Sanh. 3 quoted above shows, some Jews believed that Gehenna 
burns the body and the soul perishes after twelve months of judgment. 

6 The judging or separating function of the Holy Spirit is in view in 3:16. 
On mdp, see BAGD 730 82; BAA 1461 82, and the exegesis of 3:16. In the 
OT, fire is acommon way to refer to judgment of both Israel and its 
enemies: Jer. 43:12; Ezek. 15:7; Hos. 8:14; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12, 14; 2:2, 5; 
Nah. 3:13; Zech. 13:9; Mal. 3:2-3. It is also a major judgment image in 
Jewish apocalyptic literature: 1 Enoch 18.15; 102.1; 2 Bar. 37.1; 48.39; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13:10-11; Ps. Sol. 15.4-5; Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1QH 8.20; 
Wiefel 1988: 247; Lang, TDNT 6:936-37; Nolland 1993a: 708. 

14 On unclean spirits in the NT, see Hauck, TDNT 3:428 n. 12; in 
Judaism, see Zech. 13:2; T. Ben. 5.2; Jub. 10.1; 11.4; 12.20; T. Sim. 4.9; 
6.6. 

12 Luke 4:36; 6:18; 8:29; 9:42; 11:24; Foerster, TDNT 2:16; Hauck, 
TDNT 3:428. On demons in Judaism, see Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185 
(“spirits of wicked men who enter the living and kill them unless aid is 
forthcoming”); 1 Enoch 19.1; Jub. 10.5; T. Ben. 5.2; C. F. Evans 1990: 279. 
In the OT, daipoviov occurs in Ps. 90:6 [91:6 Engl.] and to nveüna TO 
aKadaprov in Zech. 13:2. 

18 Ellis 1974: 100. The Hebrew term is 713 (gä:«ar, to shout at, exorcise), 
the Aramaic 741 (gé.ar, to exorcise); Zech. 3:2; Ps. 68:30 [68:31 MT]; 
106:9; Jub. 10.5-9; 1QapGen 20.28-29; 1QM 14.10; Kee 1967—68; 
Stauffer, TDNT 2:625-26; Jastrow 1903: 261; BDB 172. 


42 In the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Satan is commonly viewed as 
the defeated enemy or associated with serpents: T. Dan 6.3-4; T. Moses 
10.1; and possibly Sir. 25:15, 24. Grundmann, TDNT 3:400, adds T. Levi 
18.12; T. Zeb. 9.8; and Jub. 10.8. In later Judaism, see Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107). Seesemann, TDNT 5:943, sees a figure of 
speech referring to protection, but it is better to speak of a miracle picturing 
victory and protection, since miraculous authority is present. Other Jewish 
texts on Satan include T. Asher 7.3 and T. Dan 5.10-11. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 921 notes other names used for Satan in Judaism: 
Belial (2 Cor. 6:15; 1QS 1.18, 24), Mast\;emah (1QS 3.23; 1QM 13.4; Jub. 
10.8), and Asmodeus (Tob. 3:8, 17). 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

14 On unclean spirits in the NT, see Hauck, TDNT 3:428 n. 12; in 
Judaism, see Zech. 13:2; T. Ben. 5.2; Jub. 10.1; 11.4; 12.20; T. Sim. 4.9; 
6.6. 

12 Jub. 11.11, 24; m. Sab. 7.2; Linnemann 1966: 115-16; Kistemaker 
1980: 17; Jeremias 1966-67; and Jeremias 1963a: 11-12. P. Payne 1978-79 


discusses the debate about the Palestinian order of sowing and plowing. 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 380; Klostermann 1929: 23; SB 2:107. Efforts to prove 
that the grandfather was the most frequent choice, as argue Creed 1930: 24 
and Nolland 1989: 79, are not substantiated. Examples of naming after a 
relative are numerous: after the father: Tob. 1:1, 9; Josephus, Life 1 §5; 
Jewish War 5.13.2 8534; Antiquities 14.1.3 810; after a grandfather: 1 
Macc. 2:1-2; Jub. 11.15. C. F. Evans 1990: 179, positing Hellenistic 
assimilation, is entirely too skeptical about the details here. 

12 Jub. 11.11, 24; m. Sab. 7.2; Linnemann 1966: 115-16; Kistemaker 
1980: 17; Jeremias 1966-67; and Jeremias 1963a: 11-12. P. Payne 1978-79 
discusses the debate about the Palestinian order of sowing and plowing. 

14 On unclean spirits in the NT, see Hauck, TDNT 3:428 n. 12; in 
Judaism, see Zech. 13:2; T. Ben. 5.2; Jub. 10.1; 11.4; 12.20; T. Sim. 4.9; 
6.6. 

11 Schürmann 1969: 164 n. 21. On “coming wrath” in Judaism, see Jub. 
15.34; Ps. Sol. 15.4; 1 Enoch 84.4-6; C. F. Evans 1990: 239. 

18 Ellis 1974: 183 notes that the image from Micah was applied to 
messianic times in Judaism: 1 Enoch 99.5; 100.1-2; Jub. 23.19; 2 Bar. 70.6; 
x1Q14 [= 1QpMic.] 20-21. M. Sota 9.9 applied the remark to the 
martyrdom of a rabbi, so the text was used as a common description of 
opposition. Division is also found in Luke 14:26; 17:34-35; Mark 10:29- 
30. 

40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 


the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 


specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 
equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 

47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619—20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

7 Josephus, Jewish War 2.12.3 8232; Jeremias 1969: 352--58; Jeremias, 
TDNT 7:88-94. On Jewish attitudes, see Sir. 50:25-26; T. Levi 7.2; Gen. 
Rab. 81.3 on 35:2; Jub. 30.5-6, 23; C. A. Evans 1990: 164. On the 
relationship between Jews and Samaritans, see Brindle 1984. 

23 The penalty was apparently never carried out in Jesus’ time since 
Jews did not have the right to execute capital punishment under Roman 
rule; Creed 1930: 208. The idea of such punishment still remains, as Jub. 
30.8-9 shows. The standard was to pursue holiness. Such an act of adultery 
rendered a woman defiled (Jub. 33.9; m. Sot\;a 2.6; 5.1). In fact, these 
Mishnah texts almost require divorce for the adulterous wife since she 


becomes unclean to the husband. Thus, adultery was seen as extremely 


serious in Judaism (on the Greco-Roman view of adultery tied to shame, see 
Nolland 1993a: 818). 

47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619-20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

7 Josephus, Jewish War 2.12.3 8232; Jeremias 1969: 352--58; Jeremias, 
TDNT 7:88-94. On Jewish attitudes, see Sir. 50:25-26; T. Levi 7.2; Gen. 
Rab. 81.3 on 35:2; Jub. 30.5-6, 23; C. A. Evans 1990: 164. On the 
relationship between Jews and Samaritans, see Brindle 1984. 

23 The penalty was apparently never carried out in Jesus’ time since 
Jews did not have the right to execute capital punishment under Roman 
rule; Creed 1930: 208. The idea of such punishment still remains, as Jub. 
30.8-9 shows. The standard was to pursue holiness. Such an act of adultery 
rendered a woman defiled (Jub. 33.9; m. Sot\;a 2.6; 5.1). In fact, these 
Mishnah texts almost require divorce for the adulterous wife since she 
becomes unclean to the husband. Thus, adultery was seen as extremely 
serious in Judaism (on the Greco-Roman view of adultery tied to shame, see 
Nolland 1993a: 818). 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 


31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

6 The judging or separating function of the Holy Spirit is in view in 3:16. 
On mdp, see BAGD 730 82; BAA 1461 82, and the exegesis of 3:16. In the 
OT, fire is acommon way to refer to judgment of both Israel and its 
enemies: Jer. 43:12; Ezek. 15:7; Hos. 8:14; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12, 14; 2:2, 5; 
Nah. 3:13; Zech. 13:9; Mal. 3:2-3. It is also a major judgment image in 
Jewish apocalyptic literature: 1 Enoch 18.15; 102.1; 2 Bar. 37.1; 48.39; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13:10-11; Ps. Sol. 15.4-5; Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1QH 8.20; 
Wiefel 1988: 247; Lang, TDNT 6:936-37; Nolland 1993a: 708. 

6 Jeremias objects that, if this theory is correct, the time advance is not 
one day but only four to six hours. He appeals to Jub. 49.10, 19, and Philo, 
Special Laws 2.27 8145, to argue against an evening sacrifice. 

6 Jeremias objects that, if this theory is correct, the time advance is not 
one day but only four to six hours. He appeals to Jub. 49.10, 19, and Philo, 
Special Laws 2.27 8145, to argue against an evening sacrifice. 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 


where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 


action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

9 For OT prophetic suffering, see 1 Kings 18:4, 13; 19:10, 14; 2 Chron. 
24:21; Jer. 2:30; 26:20-23; 38:4-6; Amos 7:10-17; Josephus, Antiquities 
10.3.1 838; Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 5.1-14; Acts 7:52. 

15 In Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 5.14, Isaiah quietly endures 


being sawed in two. Other ancients quietly accepting death are Socrates 


(Plato, Apology 39c) and Stoic philosophers (Epictetus 1.19.8); see Daube 
1961: 61-65. 

5 Y. Sota 20c (5.4) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 27.153); Creed 1930: 21; 
SB 2:101. The idea of singing babies does represent a major expansion of 
this motif, not paralleled in the OT or NT. On Bpéq@oc as fetus, see Oepke, 
TDNT 5:637; BAA 293-94; Luke 1:44; Sir. 19:11. In later Judaism, Tg. Ps. 
68:27 calls on the fetus in the womb to praise God, while Odes Sol. 28.2 
speaks of a child leaping in the womb; Bovon 1989: 85 n. 35. 

16 Note that Luke 10:10-16; John 4:31-38; Rom. 11:16—24; 1 Cor. 3:6— 
7 use the same image, although the last three texts lack judgment overtones. 
A similar usage is found at Qumran (1QS 8.5-6; CD 1.7; 1QH 8.4-11) and 
in Judaism (Odes Sol. 38.17-21; SB 1:720-21). Hauck, TDNT 3:133, and 
Wiefel 1988: 197 note Joel 3:13 [4:13 MT]; Hos. 6:11; Isa. 27:11-12, as OT 
texts where Israel is seen as wheat among Gentile chaff. For an 
eschatological use of the imagery that looks at consummation, see Matt. 
13:36-43; Rev. 14:15. Nolland 1993a: 550-51 argues for a slightly distinct 
use from the OT, since the call is to enter the kingdom with less concern 
about judgment. But the options are clear in Luke 10:8-11. 

6 Bovon 1989: 66-67 (also n. 13) speaks of Isaiah and the development 
of Jewish speculation like Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Isaac and Moses 
(Biblical Antiquities 8-9) and Philo’s view of Isaac (Cherubim 12-15 8840- 
52), though Bovon notes that for Philo this detail was allegorical. One could 
add Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Samson’s birth (Biblical Antiquities 42). 
None of these accounts are virgin births: they only supply details of the 


event not in the original accounts. Bovon also argues for Hellenistic 


influence. C. F. Evans 1990: 156-57 surveys divine paternity in the ancient 
world, but denies its value for this passage. He prefers to speak of a 
retrojection, which means he thinks later reflection has produced the 
tradition. 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2-5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2—5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

6 Bovon 1989: 66-67 (also n. 13) speaks of Isaiah and the development 
of Jewish speculation like Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Isaac and Moses 


(Biblical Antiquities 8-9) and Philo’s view of Isaac (Cherubim 12-15 §§40— 


52), though Bovon notes that for Philo this detail was allegorical. One could 
add Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Samson’s birth (Biblical Antiquities 42). 
None of these accounts are virgin births: they only supply details of the 
event not in the original accounts. Bovon also argues for Hellenistic 
influence. C. F. Evans 1990: 156-57 surveys divine paternity in the ancient 
world, but denies its value for this passage. He prefers to speak of a 
retrojection, which means he thinks later reflection has produced the 
tradition. 

40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 
the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 
specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 
equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 

7 BAGD 462 mentions this meaning, though it does not place Luke 1:22 
here; BAA 938. For idols, the emphasis is on their inability to answer, but 
this is a function of more than being unable to speak. See also Philo, Special 
Laws 4.38 8197. Sibylline Oracles 4.27-28 also refers to idols. 

15 Aixtua is also plural, indicating that there is a crew on this boat. On 
the use of öiktuov, see T. Dan 2.4; T. Abr (A) 8.10 (= J. Charlesworth 
1983-85: 1.886) (BAGD 198; BAA 399). Perhaps these negative figurative 


uses in Judaism help set up Jesus’ positive metaphors later? On fishing in 
Palestine, see Bishop 1951. 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

15 T. Job 47.11; 52.2, 5; T. Abr (A) 20.11-12. For the reprobate, a 
satanic escort to hell is also a possibility; T. Asher 6.4-6 (Marshall 1978: 
636 notes that this text is textually disputed); SB 2:223-27; Tg. Song 4.12. 

17 Plummer 1896: 393 notes correctly that Abraham’s bosom is not a 
synonym for paradise, but that Abraham is there shows that Lazarus is 
among the righteous. The image indicates the story’s Jewish flavor; so also 
Jeremias, TDNT 5:769 n. 37, citing T. Abr (A) 20.13-14. 

15 T. Job 47.11; 52.2, 5; T. Abr (A) 20.11-12. For the reprobate, a 
satanic escort to hell is also a possibility; T. Asher 6.4-6 (Marshall 1978: 
636 notes that this text is textually disputed); SB 2:223-27; Tg. Song 4.12. 

3 Marshall 1978: 86; Berger 1984: 243. Bovon 1989: 99 notes that the 
expressions here have similarities to the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs: compassion (Luke 1:78; T. Zeb. 7.2—3; 8.2) and to visit (Luke 
1:68, 78; T. Levi 4.4; T. Judah 23.5; T. Asher 7.3). 

42 In the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Satan is commonly viewed as 
the defeated enemy or associated with serpents: T. Dan 6.3-4; T. Moses 
10.1; and possibly Sir. 25:15, 24. Grundmann, TDNT 3:400, adds T. Levi 
18.12; T. Zeb. 9.8; and Jub. 10.8. In later Judaism, see Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 


91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107). Seesemann, TDNT 5:943, sees a figure of 
speech referring to protection, but it is better to speak of a miracle picturing 
victory and protection, since miraculous authority is present. Other Jewish 
texts on Satan include T. Asher 7.3 and T. Dan 5.10-11. 

14 Jesus’ tone differs from the “martyr” parallels in 2 Macc. 5-6 (where 
the intercession is a declaration of the sufferer’s righteousness and 
faithfulness) and 7:14, 17, 19 (where the condemned promise God’s 
vengeance on the executioner). On the other hand, some Jewish texts appeal 
to mercy for all, even sinners (Jon. 4:11; T. Ben. 4.2; Philo, Flaccus 2 87; R. 
Brown 1994: 974), a merciful attitude that also appears in the church fathers 
(Ignatius, Ephesians 10.2-3; Justin Martyr, Apology 1.14). 

12 Luke 4:36; 6:18; 8:29; 9:42; 11:24; Foerster, TDNT 2:16; Hauck, 
TDNT 3:428. On demons in Judaism, see Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185 
(“spirits of wicked men who enter the living and kill them unless aid is 
forthcoming”); 1 Enoch 19.1; Jub. 10.5; T. Ben. 5.2; C. F. Evans 1990: 279. 
In the OT, daipoviov occurs in Ps. 90:6 [91:6 Engl.] and to nveüna TO 
aKadaprov in Zech. 13:2. 

14 On unclean spirits in the NT, see Hauck, TDNT 3:428 n. 12; in 
Judaism, see Zech. 13:2; T. Ben. 5.2; Jub. 10.1; 11.4; 12.20; T. Sim. 4.9; 
6.6. 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 


1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 


conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

29 Josephus, Jewish War 6.5.3 88293-96, notes the mysterious opening 
of the temple doors at midnight on a Passover (but he doesn’t give the year). 
T. Ben. 9.3 and T. Levi 10.3 refer to a rending of the temple curtain, but 
these references may be Christian interpolations; see M. De Jonge 1960: 
222-26 (repr. pp. 233-37). 

15 Aixtua is also plural, indicating that there is a crew on this boat. On 
the use of öiktuov, see T. Dan 2.4; T. Abr (A) 8.10 (= J. Charlesworth 
1983-85: 1.886) (BAGD 198; BAA 399). Perhaps these negative figurative 
uses in Judaism help set up Jesus’ positive metaphors later? On fishing in 
Palestine, see Bishop 1951. 

42 In the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Satan is commonly viewed as 
the defeated enemy or associated with serpents: T. Dan 6.3-4; T. Moses 
10.1; and possibly Sir. 25:15, 24. Grundmann, TDNT 3:400, adds T. Levi 
18.12; T. Zeb. 9.8; and Jub. 10.8. In later Judaism, see Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107). Seesemann, TDNT 5:943, sees a figure of 
speech referring to protection, but it is better to speak of a miracle picturing 
victory and protection, since miraculous authority is present. Other Jewish 
texts on Satan include T. Asher 7.3 and T. Dan 5.10-11. 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 


Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 


Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

42 In the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Satan is commonly viewed as 
the defeated enemy or associated with serpents: T. Dan 6.3-4; T. Moses 
10.1; and possibly Sir. 25:15, 24. Grundmann, TDNT 3:400, adds T. Levi 
18.12; T. Zeb. 9.8; and Jub. 10.8. In later Judaism, see Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107). Seesemann, TDNT 5:943, sees a figure of 
speech referring to protection, but it is better to speak of a miracle picturing 
victory and protection, since miraculous authority is present. Other Jewish 
texts on Satan include T. Asher 7.3 and T. Dan 5.10-11. 

16 On amAodc as “clear, pure, healthy,” see BAGD 86 and BAA 171. 
When the eye is clear, it is healthy and takes in light. The eye is a figure for 


spiritual condition in Matt. 6:22; Prov. 4:18-19; 11:25 (ünAoög with a 
different sense); T. Iss. 3.4; 4.6; Bauernfeind, TDNT 1:386; Michaelis, 
TDNT 5:377; Harder, TDNT 6:556; SB 1:302, 431-32, 722, 833. 

16 On amAodc as “clear, pure, healthy,” see BAGD 86 and BAA 171. 
When the eye is clear, it is healthy and takes in light. The eye is a figure for 
spiritual condition in Matt. 6:22; Prov. 4:18-19; 11:25 (ünAoög with a 
different sense); T. Iss. 3.4; 4.6; Bauernfeind, TDNT 1:386; Michaelis, 
TDNT 5:377; Harder, TDNT 6:556; SB 1:302, 431-32, 722, 833. 

8 Normally meaning “to guard” (BAGD 868 81f; BAA 1731 81f), 
@LAA00@ here means to keep or obey the law; Lev. 20:22; 26:3; Ps. 119:5 
[118:5 LXX]; Wis. 6:4; Sir. 21:11; 4 Macc. 5:29; T. Judah 26.1; T. Iss. 5.1; 
Luke 11:28. 

8 Berger 1984: 337 87, who also notes a parallel to T. Job 27.3-5. There 
is one distinction here: Job never talks with his adversary, so the parallel is 
not exact. 

15 T. Job 47.11; 52.2, 5; T. Abr (A) 20.11-12. For the reprobate, a 
satanic escort to hell is also a possibility; T. Asher 6.4-6 (Marshall 1978: 
636 notes that this text is textually disputed); SB 2:223-27; Tg. Song 4.12. 

15 T. Job 47.11; 52.2, 5; T. Abr (A) 20.11-12. For the reprobate, a 
satanic escort to hell is also a possibility; T. Asher 6.4-6 (Marshall 1978: 
636 notes that this text is textually disputed); SB 2:223-27; Tg. Song 4.12. 

15 T. Job 47.11; 52.2, 5; T. Abr (A) 20.11-12. For the reprobate, a 
satanic escort to hell is also a possibility; T. Asher 6.4-6 (Marshall 1978: 
636 notes that this text is textually disputed); SB 2:223-27; Tg. Song 4.12. 


5 On d6p8poc (dawn), see BAGD 580; BAA 1176; elsewhere in the NT at 
John 8:2 and Acts 5:21; cf. Gospel of Peter 12.50 (= Schneemelcher 1991- 
92: 1.225); T. Jos. 8.1; 1 Enoch 100.2. On Baðúç (deep), see BAGD 130 82; 
BAA 263 82; elsewhere in the NT at John 4:11; Acts 20:9; Rev. 2:24. 

15 Luce 1933: 174 is close to this and in addition regards such details as 
“legendary.” He suggests a cure by “auto-suggestion,” a rationalistic 
description that rejects the account’s portrait. On the Jewish tradition of 
healings by touch, see SB 1:520; Schürmann 1969: 491 n. 139. On such an 
attitude reflecting popular belief, see Nolland 1989: 417. Nolland 1986 
shows that the idea of “grace” as reflecting divine power is not a late 
Hellenistic concept; he cites Homer, Odyssey 6.235-36; Martyrdom of 
Polycarp 12.1; Protevangelium of James 7.3, as well as the OT: Gen. 39:21; 
Exod. 3:21; 11:3; 12:30; and Ps. 84:11 [84:12 MT]. He notes with particular 
care Ps. 45:2 [45:3 MT]; Sir. 12:16; Bar. 2.14; and T. Judah 2.1. 

19 Thackeray 1912-13 discusses an idiom (“surrender unconditionally”) 
possibly found in the greetings in Judg. 18:15; 1 Sam. 10:4; 17:22; 25:5; 
30:21; T. Judah 9.7. But this force is less clearly documented; see Nolland 
1993a: 764. 

16 Gen. 26:5; Exod. 15:26; Num. 36:13; Deut. 4:40; 10:13; 27:10; 2 
Kings 17:13. In Judaism: 1 Macc. 2:21; T. Levi 14.4; T. Judah 13.1; 
Schrenk, TDNT 2:220; Klostermann 1929: 6; Plummer 1896: 9 (who notes 
that the terms are synonymous in this usage). 

7 Tiede 1988: 233; Ernst 1977: 398; Fitzmyer 1985: 970; Lev. 19:18. 
Manson 1949: 271 notes the similar OT perspective: Job 31:24—25; Ps. 49; 
Eccles. 2:1-11. Note also T. Judah 18-19; Sir. 11:18-19; 1 Enoch 97.8-10; 


Mark 7:22; Rom. 1:29; 2 Cor. 9:5; 1 Tim. 6:10; 2 Pet. 2:3, 14; B. Scott 
1989: 131-32. 

3 Marshall 1978: 86; Berger 1984: 243. Bovon 1989: 99 notes that the 
expressions here have similarities to the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs: compassion (Luke 1:78; T. Zeb. 7.2—3; 8.2) and to visit (Luke 
1:68, 78; T. Levi 4.4; T. Judah 23.5; T. Asher 7.3). 

40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 
the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 
specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 
equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 

8 Normally meaning “to guard” (BAGD 868 81f; BAA 1731 81f), 
@LAA00@ here means to keep or obey the law; Lev. 20:22; 26:3; Ps. 119:5 
[118:5 LXX]; Wis. 6:4; Sir. 21:11; 4 Macc. 5:29; T. Judah 26.1; T. Iss. 5.1; 
Luke 11:28. 

10 On mourners, see m. Meg. 4.3; Danby 1933: 206 nn. 9-10. M. Ketub. 
4.4 argues that a minimum of two flutes and one wailing woman should be 
present; also Semahot 12.5 (= Zlotnick 1966: 81). T. Judah 26.3 protests 
against too much extravagance in the funeral procession for Judah. 

10 Ezek. 1:1; Isa. 24:18; 64:1 [63:19 MT]; Gen. 7:11; Mal. 3:10; 3 Macc. 
6:18; T. Levi 2.6-8; esp. 18.6-7 (a Christian interpolation?); Apocryphon of 


John 47.30; Maurer, TDNT 7:962; Schweizer 1984: 78; Bovon 1989: 180 n. 
66; Godet 1875: 1.186-87 (who also treats the Synoptics’ relationship to the 
account in John’s Gospel). 

42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
AQplIsa?]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3-4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 
Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 
the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 
8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 

3 Marshall 1978: 86; Berger 1984: 243. Bovon 1989: 99 notes that the 
expressions here have similarities to the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs: compassion (Luke 1:78; T. Zeb. 7.2—3; 8.2) and to visit (Luke 
1:68, 78; T. Levi 4.4; T. Judah 23.5; T. Asher 7.3). 

38 Prov. 12:10; Sir. 30:7; T. Naph. 4.5; T. Levi 4.4; 1QS 1.22; 2.1; 
Plummer 1896: 43; Marshall 1978: 94; Fitzmyer 1981: 386; K6;ster, TDNT 
7:556. The English equivalent term is heart. 

7 Josephus, Jewish War 2.12.3 8232; Jeremias 1969: 352-58; Jeremias, 
TDNT 7:88—94. On Jewish attitudes, see Sir. 50:25-26; T. Levi 7.2; Gen. 
Rab. 81.3 on 35:2; Jub. 30.5-6, 23; C. A. Evans 1990: 164. On the 
relationship between Jews and Samaritans, see Brindle 1984. 

29 Josephus, Jewish War 6.5.3 88293-96, notes the mysterious opening 
of the temple doors at midnight on a Passover (but he doesn’t give the year). 
T. Ben. 9.3 and T. Levi 10.3 refer to a rending of the temple curtain, but 
these references may be Christian interpolations; see M. De Jonge 1960: 


222-26 (repr. pp. 233-37). 


16 Gen. 26:5; Exod. 15:26; Num. 36:13; Deut. 4:40; 10:13; 27:10; 2 
Kings 17:13. In Judaism: 1 Macc. 2:21; T. Levi 14.4; T. Judah 13.1; 
Schrenk, TDNT 2:220; Klostermann 1929: 6; Plummer 1896: 9 (who notes 
that the terms are synonymous in this usage). 

41 Bertram, TDNT 8:619 n. 48, cites 1QH 7.6-7 (where God’s power as 
Most High and the Spirit are linked; see 1QH 6.33) and T. Levi 16.3 (where 
a man who brings renewal to the Law is said to work by “the power of the 
Most High”). Some think that T. Levi 16 has been reworked by a Christian 
editor to allude to Jesus; H. Kee in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.794 n. 16a. 
Grundmann, TDNT 2:300, 311 n. 91, notes the tie between power and the 
Spirit. Procksch, TDNT 1:101, speaks of a “supranatural origin.” 

40 Meyac is used derisively of Simon Magus in Acts 8:10, but positively 
of Isaiah in Sir. 48:22; R. Brown 1977: 273 n. 33. It is used of Mordecai 
(Esth. 10:3), who was not a prophet. Bovon 1989: 56 compares the remarks 
to the “great” priestly figures in T. Levi 17-18. “Greatness” comes for the 
first priest of Jubilee in being able to talk to God (17:2), while for the last 
priest, the eschatological priest, it involves anointing by the Spirit (18:7). It 
is clear that greatness has to do with being specially endowed to serve God. 

13 This may also be the significance of the request in Luke 8:31 not to 
be sent into the abyss; Van Der Loos 1965: 387 n. 4. 1 Enoch 56.3; T. 
Moses 10.11-12; and T. Levi 18 reflect such an eschatological judgment 
(the T. Moses reference is disputed; see J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.932, 
933 n. g). 

44 Num. 21:6-9; Ps. 58:4 [58:5 MT]; 140:3 [140:4 MT]; 1 Kings 12:11, 
14 = 2 Chron. 10:11, 14; Sir. 21:2; 39:30. Meanwhile, Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 


91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107) gives such power to Noah; Sipra 227 on Lev. 
22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231) attributes a power to judge to the 
“Omnipresent”; while T. Levi 18 gives such power to the messianic high 
priest. Miyoshi 1974: 102-5 has a full survey of the Jewish texts and 
regards Deut. 8:15 as key. 

13 T. Levi 18 has a messianic flavor to it, but this is an Aaronic Messiah, 
a priestly Messiah; cf. 1QS 9.11. 

42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
4QplIsa*]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3—4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 
Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 
the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 
8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 

5 Bovon 1989: 179 n. 65. He notes Isa. 64:1 [63:19 MT]; T. Levi 18.6-7. 
One could add 3 Macc. 6:18; 2 Bar. 22.1; Traub, TDNT 5:530 n. 263. Also 
seeing the presence of apocalyptic elements is Witherington 1990: 149, who 
compares the text to Rev. 1 and defends the event’s authenticity as a vision. 

10 Ezek. 1:1; Isa. 24:18; 64:1 [63:19 MT]; Gen. 7:11; Mal. 3:10; 3 Macc. 
6:18; T. Levi 2.6-8; esp. 18.6-7 (a Christian interpolation?); Apocryphon of 
John 47.30; Maurer, TDNT 7:962; Schweizer 1984: 78; Bovon 1989: 180 n. 
66; Godet 1875: 1.186-87 (who also treats the Synoptics’ relationship to the 
account in John’s Gospel). 

42 Inthe Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Satan is commonly viewed as 
the defeated enemy or associated with serpents: T. Dan 6.3-4; T. Moses 


10.1; and possibly Sir. 25:15, 24. Grundmann, TDNT 3:400, adds T. Levi 


18.12; T. Zeb. 9.8; and Jub. 10.8. In later Judaism, see Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107). Seesemann, TDNT 5:943, sees a figure of 
speech referring to protection, but it is better to speak of a miracle picturing 
victory and protection, since miraculous authority is present. Other Jewish 
texts on Satan include T. Asher 7.3 and T. Dan 5.10-11. 

31 Danker 1988: 49; Leaney 1958: 24 (who suggests that this hymn 
originally was tied to Anna [2:38], but then the question is why move it and 
bring in John the Baptist). Levi is referred to as a priest-king, fulfilling the 
Maccabean model. Evil king-priests of the Most High appear in T. Moses 
6.1. 

7 1 Enoch 102.9-10 shows the Jewish contempt for the selfish rich. T. 
Moses 7.3 may apply to the Sadducees or Pharisees. Lachs 1987: 311-12 
revives Manson’s thesis and rejects the idea that this is a description of the 
Pharisees. On the Pharisees’ relatively modesty means (not every lover of 
money succeeds in being rich), see Jeremias 1969: 259; Bammel, TDNT 
6:901-2. 

42 In the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Satan is commonly viewed as 
the defeated enemy or associated with serpents: T. Dan 6.3-4; T. Moses 
10.1; and possibly Sir. 25:15, 24. Grundmann, TDNT 3:400, adds T. Levi 
18.12; T. Zeb. 9.8; and Jub. 10.8. In later Judaism, see Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107). Seesemann, TDNT 5:943, sees a figure of 
speech referring to protection, but it is better to speak of a miracle picturing 
victory and protection, since miraculous authority is present. Other Jewish 


texts on Satan include T. Asher 7.3 and T. Dan 5.10-11. 


40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 
the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 
specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 
equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 

13 This may also be the significance of the request in Luke 8:31 not to 
be sent into the abyss; Van Der Loos 1965: 387 n. 4. 1 Enoch 56.3; T. 
Moses 10.11-12; and T. Levi 18 reflect such an eschatological judgment 
(the T. Moses reference is disputed; see J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.932, 
933 n. g). 

15 T. Naph. 3.4-5; 3 Macc. 2:4-5; Wis. 10:4-6; Philo, Life of Moses 
2.10-12 8852-65; Gen. Rab. 27 on 6:5-6; m. Sanh. 10.3; SB 1:574; 
Marshall 1978: 662; Lührmann 1969: 75-83. In the NT see 1 Pet. 3:20; 2 
Pet. 2:5-7; at Qumran see 1QapGen 6.6. 

38 Prov. 12:10; Sir. 30:7; T. Naph. 4.5; T. Levi 4.4; 1QS 1.22; 2.1; 
Plummer 1896: 43; Marshall 1978: 94; Fitzmyer 1981: 386; K6;ster, TDNT 
7:556. The English equivalent term is heart. 

25 For other figurative uses, see Ps. 39:3 [39:4 MT]; 73:21; T. Naph. 7.4; 
K. Schmidt, TDNT 3:464. For literal uses of kaio, see Matt. 5:15; 13:40; 
Luke 12:35; John 5:35; 15:6; Heb. 12:18; Rev. 4:5; 8:8, 10; 19:20; 21:8. 


42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
4QplIsa*]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3—4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 
Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 
the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 
8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 

15 Isa. 33:15; Prov. 28:18; Jub. 7.26; Hauck and Schulz, TDNT 6:571. 
Marshall 1978: 52 notes that this description for spiritual integrity carried 
over into Judaism; T. Reub. 1.6; 4.1. 

15 Isa. 33:15; Prov. 28:18; Jub. 7.26; Hauck and Schulz, TDNT 6:571. 
Marshall 1978: 52 notes that this description for spiritual integrity carried 
over into Judaism; T. Reub. 1.6; 4.1. 

11 BAGD 759; BAA 1516; Creed 1930: 104; Gen. 50:26; T. Reub. 7.2; 
MM 581. A plank is in view because the man arises directly upon Jesus’ 
call. 

14 On unclean spirits in the NT, see Hauck, TDNT 3:428 n. 12; in 
Judaism, see Zech. 13:2; T. Ben. 5.2; Jub. 10.1; 11.4; 12.20; T. Sim. 4.9; 
6.6. 

44 Fitzmyer 1981: 388. A similar exhortation for the “straight walk” is 
found in T. Sim. 5.2, but in Luke, God supplies the way; Bovon 1989: 110 
n. 89. 

14 On unclean spirits in the NT, see Hauck, TDNT 3:428 n. 12; in 
Judaism, see Zech. 13:2; T. Ben. 5.2; Jub. 10.1; 11.4; 12.20; T. Sim. 4.9; 
6.6. 


40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 
the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 
specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 
equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 

30 Battle imagery with evil angels in the OT includes Isa. 24:22—23; in 
Judaism, T. Sim. 6.6 and T. Zeb. 9.8. Plummer 1896: 303; Danker 1988: 
233; and Schürmann 1994: 243 see an allusion to Isa. 49:25-26. The battle 
imagery is similar, but the application to spiritual forces does not fit Isaiah’s 
language in 49:26a, which clearly pictures humans. At best, Isaiah shows 
the principle involved. Such a move with imagery, however, is not 
surprising; see Luke 1:67—79 and Bock 1993. The point in the language for 
Luke is how Jesus, as God’s representative, is God’s victorious warrior. 

42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
4QplIsa*]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3—4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 
Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 
the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 
8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 

38 Satan’s access to heaven is assumed in Job 1:6-12; 2:1—7. Fitzmyer 


1985: 862 and Nolland 1993a: 563 are against the Isaianic allusion, but 


Luke’s language suggests that passage. As an allusion it does not identify 
Isaiah’s referent, since Isaiah probably refers to an earthly king who 
arrogantly takes on the role of a god and is cast down by God. In later 
Jewish thinking, the king correctly becomes typological of what Satan also 
does. The phrase overlapping with Isa. 14:12 is &K tod oùpavoð (from 
heaven). For Jewish handling of Isa. 14, see Miyoshi 1974: 100; see 
especially T. Sol. 20.16-17, which pictures demons falling like lightning to 
earth. 

3 Marshall 1978: 86; Berger 1984: 243. Bovon 1989: 99 notes that the 
expressions here have similarities to the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs: compassion (Luke 1:78; T. Zeb. 7.2—3; 8.2) and to visit (Luke 
1:68, 78; T. Levi 4.4; T. Judah 23.5; T. Asher 7.3). 

3 Marshall 1978: 86; Berger 1984: 243. Bovon 1989: 99 notes that the 
expressions here have similarities to the Testaments of the Twelve 
Patriarchs: compassion (Luke 1:78; T. Zeb. 7.2—3; 8.2) and to visit (Luke 
1:68, 78; T. Levi 4.4; T. Judah 23.5; T. Asher 7.3). 

42 In the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Satan is commonly viewed as 
the defeated enemy or associated with serpents: T. Dan 6.3-4; T. Moses 
10.1; and possibly Sir. 25:15, 24. Grundmann, TDNT 3:400, adds T. Levi 
18.12; T. Zeb. 9.8; and Jub. 10.8. In later Judaism, see Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107). Seesemann, TDNT 5:943, sees a figure of 
speech referring to protection, but it is better to speak of a miracle picturing 
victory and protection, since miraculous authority is present. Other Jewish 


texts on Satan include T. Asher 7.3 and T. Dan 5.10-11. 


30 Battle imagery with evil angels in the OT includes Isa. 24:22—23; in 
Judaism, T. Sim. 6.6 and T. Zeb. 9.8. Plummer 1896: 303; Danker 1988: 
233; and Schürmann 1994: 243 see an allusion to Isa. 49:25-26. The battle 
imagery is similar, but the application to spiritual forces does not fit Isaiah’s 
language in 49:26a, which clearly pictures humans. At best, Isaiah shows 
the principle involved. Such a move with imagery, however, is not 
surprising; see Luke 1:67-79 and Bock 1993. The point in the language for 
Luke is how Jesus, as God’s representative, is God’s victorious warrior. 

5 Herod the Great was said to have suffered from dropsy; Josephus, 
Antiquities 17.6.5 88168-70. In the apocryphal Acts of Paul 4, Paul heals a 
man of this condition; Schneemelcher 1991-92: 2.247. 

1 Aland 1985: 878. Extrabiblical parallels are the Gospel of Thomas 54, 
68-69 and the Acts of Paul 5-6 (Bovon 1989: 295). Thomas’s order is poor, 
persecuted, and hungry.we 

31 Creed 1930: 63 cites Acts of Peter 32 and Lucian, Lover of Lies 13, 
while Fitzmyer 1981: 511 notes Josephus’s description of Theudas in 
Antiquities 20.5.1 8397-98. 

23 Church tradition holds that Peter was crucified upside down (Acts of 
Peter 37-38 [Schneemelcher 1991-92: 2.315]), though this probably had 
not happened at the time of Luke’s writing. 

2 Plummer 1896: 233 cites the Acts of Pilate (= Gospel of Nicodemus) 
1.7 as the first text to name her Bernice (= Latin Veronica); Schneemelcher 
1991-92: 1.511. This apocryphal work is available in a fifth-century 


edition, though its roots may reach back to the second century. 


11 Filling in details of this story became popular in some circles. In the 
Old Latin, these two bandits are variously named Ioathas and Maggatras 
(Luke 23:32), Zoathan and Chammatha (Mark 15:27), or Zoathan and 
Camma (Matt. 27:38) (Plummer 1896: 530), while the Acts of Pilate 9 
records their names as Dysmas and Gestas (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 
1.512). Still other traditions speak of Jesus falling, meeting Mary, and 
speaking with a women named Veronica (called Bernice in Acts of Pilate 
8), who testified before Pilate because Jesus had healed her issue of blood 
(cf. Luke 8:43-48). See also the Arabic Infancy Gospel 23 (R. Brown 1994: 
969; Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.460). 

11 Filling in details of this story became popular in some circles. In the 
Old Latin, these two bandits are variously named Ioathas and Maggatras 
(Luke 23:32), Zoathan and Chammatha (Mark 15:27), or Zoathan and 
Camma (Matt. 27:38) (Plummer 1896: 530), while the Acts of Pilate 9 
records their names as Dysmas and Gestas (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 
1.512). Still other traditions speak of Jesus falling, meeting Mary, and 
speaking with a women named Veronica (called Bernice in Acts of Pilate 
8), who testified before Pilate because Jesus had healed her issue of blood 
(cf. Luke 8:43-48). See also the Arabic Infancy Gospel 23 (R. Brown 1994: 
969; Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.460). 

21 In some church tradition, the confessing criminal’s name is given as 
Dismas or Dysmas; Acts of Pilate 10.2 (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.512); 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1509. See n. 11. 

13 Bovon 1989: 141 n. 22 notes that Simeon is a teacher or rabbi in the 
Acts of Pilate 16.2, 6. 


13 Bovon 1989: 141 n. 22 notes that Simeon is a teacher or rabbi in the 
Acts of Pilate 16.2, 6. 

11 Filling in details of this story became popular in some circles. In the 
Old Latin, these two bandits are variously named Ioathas and Maggatras 
(Luke 23:32), Zoathan and Chammatha (Mark 15:27), or Zoathan and 
Camma (Matt. 27:38) (Plummer 1896: 530), while the Acts of Pilate 9 
records their names as Dysmas and Gestas (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 
1.512). Still other traditions speak of Jesus falling, meeting Mary, and 
speaking with a women named Veronica (called Bernice in Acts of Pilate 
8), who testified before Pilate because Jesus had healed her issue of blood 
(cf. Luke 8:43-48). See also the Arabic Infancy Gospel 23 (R. Brown 1994: 
969; Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.460). 

8 In the Gospel of Peter (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.223, 224), 
ETULP@OKW (to break, shine forth) indicates the approach of Sabbath (2.5) or 
the dawn of day (9.34-35); BAGD 304; BAA 617; elsewhere in the NT 
only at Matt. 28:1; Marshall 1978: 881. Lohse, TDNT 7:20 n. 159, sees an 
allusion to the dawning of the evening star, a view that Plummer 1896: 543 
rejects. 

8 In the Gospel of Peter (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.223, 224), 
€TULP@OKW (to break, shine forth) indicates the approach of Sabbath (2.5) or 
the dawn of day (9.34-35); BAGD 304; BAA 617; elsewhere in the NT 
only at Matt. 28:1; Marshall 1978: 881. Lohse, TDNT 7:20 n. 159, sees an 
allusion to the dawning of the evening star, a view that Plummer 1896: 543 


rejects. 


4 The Gospel of Peter 9.35-10.42 (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.224-25) 
gives details about the resurrection, an expansion that demonstrates the 
differences between canonical and noncanonical accounts and indicates 
what happened to the tradition in the postapostolic period; cf. also Barn. 
15.9. The glorified body is not a mere return to the former earthly existence 
(i.e., like the resurrection of Lazarus), but represents a transcendent form of 
real existence (1 Cor. 15:35—49, esp. 15:42—44). On the resurrection as 
event, see Stein 1977 and Craig 1980. 

5 On d6p8poc (dawn), see BAGD 580; BAA 1176; elsewhere in the NT at 
John 8:2 and Acts 5:21; cf. Gospel of Peter 12.50 (= Schneemelcher 1991- 
92: 1.225); T. Jos. 8.1; 1 Enoch 100.2. On Baðúç (deep), see BAGD 130 82; 
BAA 263 82; elsewhere in the NT at John 4:11; Acts 20:9; Rev. 2:24. 

20 Matt. 19:30 = Mark 10:31 applies the phrase to the powerful and 
wealthy, while Matt. 20:16 deals with the taking of the kingdom from the 
vineyard keepers in order to give it to another, a point similar to Luke’s. 
Similar conceptual references are found in Barn. 6.13 and the Gospel of 
Thomas 4. 

5 A parallel in the Gospel of Thomas 5-6 has Jesus speak of all 
becoming manifest. 

2 Luke 12:49 also has a parallel in the Gospel of Thomas 10, and Luke 
12:51-53 in the Gospel of Thomas 16. 

9 A similar image is found in sayings in the Gospel of Thomas 10, 16, 
82. In Thomas 10 and 82 fire alludes to the kingdom’s closeness and 
focuses on purification, a meaning that is also possible from the OT (Lev. 


13:52; Num. 31:23); but that is too positive for the division imagery here. 


2 In the parallel in the Gospel of Thomas 13, Thomas is a major figure in 
the discussion and the wording is very different. 

6 Interestingly, parts of 10:8-9, which is like 9:3-5 conceptually, show 
up in the Gospel of Thomas 14.4—but even this is not enough to raise the 
sayings’ credibility in the seminar’s eyes. 

2 Luke 12:49 also has a parallel in the Gospel of Thomas 10, and Luke 
12:51-53 in the Gospel of Thomas 16. 

9 A similar image is found in sayings in the Gospel of Thomas 10, 16, 
82.In Thomas 10 and 82 fire alludes to the kingdom’s closeness and 
focuses on purification, a meaning that is also possible from the OT (Lev. 
13:52; Num. 31:23); but that is too positive for the division imagery here. 

3 So Kistemaker 1980: 45 speaks of the same occasion. On Q, see 
Grundmann 1963: 281; Egelkraut 1976: 108; Marshall 1978: 559-60; 
Wiefel 1988: 257; Fitzmyer 1985: 1015. The same linkage of parables 
occurs in Matthew and, as noted above, the wording in the leaven parable is 
very similar. The Gospel of Thomas 96-97 links the leaven parable to a 
different parable, the jar full of meal, which has no canonical parallel. A 
parable of the mustard seed is found in the Gospel of Thomas 20; 
Hunzinger, TDNT 7:290 n. 32. 

1 The Gospel of Thomas 22 expands on the theme here by including the 
Gnostic doctrine of the “primordial unit” (Fitzmyer 1985: 1192). 

38 Euripides, Fragments 1086, 1071; Oepke, TDNT 3:205; Creed 1930: 
68; Marshall 1978: 187; Cicero, Letters to His Friends 4.5.5; Gen. Rab. 
23.4 on 4:23; SB 2:156; P. Oxy. vol. 1 #1 logion 6; Gospel of Thomas 31; 
Nolland 1979. On iatpöc, see BAGD 369 81; BAA 750. 


14 Note also the Gospel of Thomas 33. This repetition shows that Luke 
is not averse to repeating sayings and also suggests that he is aware that 
certain sayings were said by Jesus in different settings with slightly 
differing force. The possibility of the tradition having several such 
duplications cannot be excluded. Not every parallel is a genuine overlap, 
but might be what has been called “alibi analogies,” where the saying looks 
like a parallel, but really is not (see Reicke 1968: 26-30 for a detailed 
discussion). 


„».c 


61 See also the Gospel of Thomas 45a. On oonpög as “rotten,” “useless,” 
or “of no value,” see Bauernfeind, TDNT 7:97; Wiefel 1988: 139; Eph. 
4:29. 

19 On yevvntoig yuvaık@v, see Job 11:2c [not in MT]; 11:12 [# MT’s 
sense]; 14:1; 15:14; 25:4; Büchsel, TDNT 1:672. Fitzmyer 1981: 675 gives 
Qumran parallels from 1QS 11.21; 1QH 13.14; 18.12-13, 16, 23-24. He 
also notes Gospel of Thomas 46.1. The parallel in Matt. 11:11 is the only 
other NT use of the phrase. 

4 In the Gospel of Thomas 47b-c, the Synoptic order is reversed. 

9 For a defense of the authenticity of Mark 2:18—20, and thus of its 
parallels, see V. Taylor 1966: 208-12 (who argues that the Marcan tradition 
has roots in an eyewitness and was told to reveal Jesus’ mind about fasting); 
Cranfield 1959: 107-11; Marshall 1978: 223 (though he regards it as 
possible that Luke 5:36-39 may be a separate tradition). Bovon 1989: 256 
also sees a distinct tradition, since Luke’s saying has a parallel in the Gospel 
of Thomas 47, though in a different order (Luke: garment [5:36], then wine 
[5:37-39]; Thomas: the reverse). Teaching through word linkage was 


popular in Judaism. When done with the Scriptures, it was called gezerah 
shewah. 

2 Luke 16:13 is exactly parallel to Matt. 6:24, except Luke has an 
additional word: oik£tng (servant). A different version is found in the 
Gospel of Thomas 47. 

1 Aland 1985: 878. Extrabiblical parallels are the Gospel of Thomas 54, 
68-69 and the Acts of Paul 5-6 (Bovon 1989: 295). Thomas’s order is poor, 
persecuted, and hungry.we 

1 Bovon 1989: 482 n. 4 sees evidence of oral tradition in Luke 9:25-26. 
The Gospel of Thomas 55 has a saying like Luke 9:23, while Thomas 67 is 
like Luke 9:25. 2 Tim. 2:12 is like Luke 9:26. 

1 Marshall 1978: 591 sees the presence of other sources. Wiefel 1988: 
277 mentions Q, but also suggests that the passage may be independent (he 
sees 14:28-33 coming from special Lucan material). Grundmann 1963: 301 
says that it is uncertain whether the material is from Q or from a source in 
Luke’s special material. Ernst 1977: 447 is also uncertain. The double 
tradition in the Gospel of Thomas 55 (family and cross) and 101 (family) 
raises the possibility of the existence of multiple traditions in the church 
and, thus, whether they were said on multiple occasions. (The Gospel of 
Thomas 98 has a third picture of an assassin who practices by thrusting his 
sword into a wall.) 

3 The Gospel of Thomas 63, 72 has parallel material, but 863 is not 
primary, as B. Scott 1989: 130-31 correctly argues. However, Scott 
wrongly asserts that the separation of the question and the parable in the 


Gospel of Thomas shows that Luke put these two elements together (with 


Scott, Funk and Hoover 1993: 338 argue that 12:15 was written by Luke, 
printing it in black type). The Gospel of Thomas lacks any warning, and so 
is only conceptually parallel. In addition, the general nature of the Gospel of 
Thomas is to work with only one short saying at a time. 

7 The Coptic equivalent of Luke’s iowc is used twice in the Gospel of 
Thomas 65 and may be evidence of Thomas’s expansion on Luke. 

1 Bovon 1989: 482 n. 4 sees evidence of oral tradition in Luke 9:25—26. 
The Gospel of Thomas 55 has a saying like Luke 9:23, while Thomas 67 is 
like Luke 9:25. 2 Tim. 2:12 is like Luke 9:26. 

1 Aland 1985: 878. Extrabiblical parallels are the Gospel of Thomas 54, 
68-69 and the Acts of Paul 5-6 (Bovon 1989: 295). Thomas’s order is poor, 
persecuted, and hungry.we 

3 The Gospel of Thomas 63, 72 has parallel material, but 863 is not 
primary, as B. Scott 1989: 130-31 correctly argues. However, Scott 
wrongly asserts that the separation of the question and the parable in the 
Gospel of Thomas shows that Luke put these two elements together (with 
Scott, Funk and Hoover 1993: 338 argue that 12:15 was written by Luke, 
printing it in black type). The Gospel of Thomas lacks any warning, and so 
is only conceptually parallel. In addition, the general nature of the Gospel of 
Thomas is to work with only one short saying at a time. 

18 The passages match except for the reversal of two words, €pyatac 
€KBaAn (thrust out workers), in Matthew. Gospel of Thomas 73 also has an 
exact parallel; in Judaism, see m. ‚Abot 2.15. 

7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 


SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
§149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

9 A similar image is found in sayings in the Gospel of Thomas 10, 16, 
82.In Thomas 10 and 82 fire alludes to the kingdom’s closeness and 
focuses on purification, a meaning that is also possible from the OT (Lev. 
13:52; Num. 31:23); but that is too positive for the division imagery here. 

3 The Gospel of Thomas 86 also has a parallel, but with Gnostic 
overtones, since it speaks of laying one’s head down and of rest; Fitzmyer 
1981: 835. 

3 So Kistemaker 1980: 45 speaks of the same occasion. On Q, see 
Grundmann 1963: 281; Egelkraut 1976: 108; Marshall 1978: 559-60; 
Wiefel 1988: 257; Fitzmyer 1985: 1015. The same linkage of parables 
occurs in Matthew and, as noted above, the wording in the leaven parable is 
very similar. The Gospel of Thomas 96-97 links the leaven parable to a 
different parable, the jar full of meal, which has no canonical parallel. A 
parable of the mustard seed is found in the Gospel of Thomas 20; 
Hunzinger, TDNT 7:290 n. 32. 

1 Marshall 1978: 591 sees the presence of other sources. Wiefel 1988: 
277 mentions Q, but also suggests that the passage may be independent (he 
sees 14:28-33 coming from special Lucan material). Grundmann 1963: 301 
says that it is uncertain whether the material is from Q or from a source in 
Luke’s special material. Ernst 1977: 447 is also uncertain. The double 


tradition in the Gospel of Thomas 55 (family and cross) and 101 (family) 


raises the possibility of the existence of multiple traditions in the church 
and, thus, whether they were said on multiple occasions. (The Gospel of 
Thomas 98 has a third picture of an assassin who practices by thrusting his 
sword into a wall.) 

1 Marshall 1978: 591 sees the presence of other sources. Wiefel 1988: 
277 mentions Q, but also suggests that the passage may be independent (he 
sees 14:28-33 coming from special Lucan material). Grundmann 1963: 301 
says that it is uncertain whether the material is from Q or from a source in 
Luke’s special material. Ernst 1977: 447 is also uncertain. The double 
tradition in the Gospel of Thomas 55 (family and cross) and 101 (family) 
raises the possibility of the existence of multiple traditions in the church 
and, thus, whether they were said on multiple occasions. (The Gospel of 
Thomas 98 has a third picture of an assassin who practices by thrusting his 
sword into a wall.) 

3 For the presence of these verses in Q are Schneider 1977a: 324-25 and 
Wiefel 1988: 282. Fitzmyer 1985: 1073 sees 15:4-6 inQ and 15:8-9inL. 
Other parallels are found in the Gospel of Thomas 107 and the Gnostic 
Gospel of Truth 31.35-32.9. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 436. Bovon 1989: 154 prefers to speak only of a 
biographical interest, calling the account an anecdote. He compares it to the 
Infancy Story of Thomas 2, an account of a five-year-old Jesus fashioning 
twelve sparrows from clay. Though this account is much more fanciful than 
the Lucan pericope, its ending (19), stressing Jesus’ wisdom, is similar to 


but less restrained than Luke’s emphasis on wisdom (Schmahl 1974; see the 


exegesis of 2:46). In this case, the Infancy Gospel of Thomas is influenced 
by Luke (R. Brown 1977: 481). 

4 Y. Hag. 77d (2.2) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 20.57-58); Geldenhuys 
1951: 154; SB 2:155; Godet 1875: 1.202. Another reference is y. Sanh. 23c 
(6.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 31.182). If this view were correct, then the 
Protevangelium of James 1-5 is wrong to name Mary’s father as Joachim. 
But the origin and value of this NT apocryphal tradition are uncertain. 

18 Plummer 1896: 53. Bovon 1989: 120 n. 36 notes that expansions on 
the birth miracle occur in the second-century Protevangelium of James 4— 
10, 19-20. 

15 Luce 1933: 174 is close to this and in addition regards such details as 
“legendary.” He suggests a cure by “auto-suggestion,” a rationalistic 
description that rejects the account’s portrait. On the Jewish tradition of 
healings by touch, see SB 1:520; Schürmann 1969: 491 n. 139. On such an 
attitude reflecting popular belief, see Nolland 1989: 417. Nolland 1986 
shows that the idea of “grace” as reflecting divine power is not a late 
Hellenistic concept; he cites Homer, Odyssey 6.235-36; Martyrdom of 
Polycarp 12.1; Protevangelium of James 7.3, as well as the OT: Gen. 39:21; 
Exod. 3:21; 11:3; 12:30; and Ps. 84:11 [84:12 MT]. He notes with particular 
care Ps. 45:2 [45:3 MT]; Sir. 12:16; Bar. 2.14; and T. Judah 2.1. 

18 Plummer 1896: 53. Bovon 1989: 120 n. 36 notes that expansions on 
the birth miracle occur in the second-century Protevangelium of James 4— 
10, 19-20. 

11 Friedrich, TDNT 6:844 n. 400, lists a few late Jewish and Christian 


texts that indicate a prophet’s discernment: Pseudo-Clement, Homilies 


2.6.1; 3.11.2; 3.13.1-2 (where a true prophet is said to be the “one who 
knows all things”); Lev. Rab. 21.8 on 16:3 (where Rabbi Akiva “sees ... in 
the Holy Spirit” that one of his pupils has received a message from home 
telling him to marry). 

11 Friedrich, TDNT 6:844 n. 400, lists a few late Jewish and Christian 
texts that indicate a prophet’s discernment: Pseudo-Clement, Homilies 
2.6.1; 3.11.2; 3.13.1-2 (where a true prophet is said to be the “one who 
knows all things”); Lev. Rab. 21.8 on 16:3 (where Rabbi Akiva “sees ... in 
the Holy Spirit” that one of his pupils has received a message from home 
telling him to marry). 

11 Friedrich, TDNT 6:844 n. 400, lists a few late Jewish and Christian 
texts that indicate a prophet’s discernment: Pseudo-Clement, Homilies 
2.6.1; 3.11.2; 3.13.1-2 (where a true prophet is said to be the “one who 
knows all things”); Lev. Rab. 21.8 on 16:3 (where Rabbi Akiva “sees ... in 
the Holy Spirit” that one of his pupils has received a message from home 
telling him to marry). 

21 Derrett 1970: 220-21; b. Sab. 13b; 17b; m. «Abod. Zar. 2.3. Derrett 
overinterprets the imagery here when he makes allusions to the temple 
setting. 

6 Daube 1956: 433 believes that the verse asks simply for a biblical 
exposition of how the scribe sees the issue; so also Derrett 1970: 224. 
Daube cites as support m. «Abod. Zar. 2.5, where the question “how do you 
read (X7P)?” seeks a specific scriptural response (though in fact what is 
asked for in the mishnaic example is a defense of a certain vocalization of 


the text). 


13 Stählin, TDNT 9:160, also n. 117, exaggerates the ancient debate: 
some ancients (Plato, Phaerdus 233d—34a) said to invite only family and 
friends, while m. ‚Abot 1.5 said to leave the door wide open (but for reasons 
of exclusion noted above). B. Scott 1989: 164 calls Jesus’ instruction the 
“law of no return.” 

26 Through tracing the saying’s later tradition history, Harvey 1982b: 
211 n. 8 argues that its original context is not certain, but the Matthean and 
Lucan settings are a natural starting point. There is good cultural precedent 
in the Essene and other communities for such hospitable reception for 
traveling religious messengers. Rabbis were forbidden to receive direct 
wages for their teaching, though such provision was allowed; m. ‚Abot 1.13; 
4.5; Daube 1956: 395-96. 

7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
8149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

18 The passages match except for the reversal of two words, €pyatac 
€KBaAn (thrust out workers), in Matthew. Gospel of Thomas 73 also has an 
exact parallel; in Judaism, see m. ‚Abot 2.15. 

27 In Exod. Rab. 2.2 on 3:1, David and Moses are faithful in tending 
sheep, so God lets them rule the people. Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, tractate 
Bahodesh 5.1-11 on Exod. 20:2 [= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.229-30] makes a 


comparison between overt and secret acts. See also m. ‚Abot 3.7; Manson 
1949: 293. 

19 Ellis 1974: 189 notes that Qumran had a similar banquet expectation, 
but with a very different and exclusive audience, namely Messiah, the high 
priest, the priests, the chief of the tribes, and the congregation of Israel’s 
righteous; 1Q28a [= 1QSa = Rule Annex] 2.11—22. Fitzmyer 1985: 1026 
and Marshall 1978: 568 add other Jewish references: 1 Enoch 62.14; 2 
Enoch 42.5; 2 Bar. 29.4; m. ‚Abot 3.17; SB 4:1148, 1154-59. 

26 Through tracing the saying’s later tradition history, Harvey 1982b: 
211 n. 8 argues that its original context is not certain, but the Matthean and 
Lucan settings are a natural starting point. There is good cultural precedent 
in the Essene and other communities for such hospitable reception for 
traveling religious messengers. Rabbis were forbidden to receive direct 
wages for their teaching, though such provision was allowed; m. ‚Abot 1.13; 
4.5; Daube 1956: 395-96. 

9 BAGD 536; BAA 1085; m. Nid. 5.6; m. Meg. 4.6; m. ‚Abot 5.21; Luke 
2:42 (a conceptual example of Jesus at twelve); Acts 26:4; 1 Tim. 4:2; also 
Gen. 48:15; Num. 22:30; Isa. 47:15; 54:6; Jer. 3:25; Josephus, Jewish War 
4.1.5 833. See the exegesis of Luke 2:42. 

5 1 Chron. 16:34; 2 Chron. 5:13; Ps. 34:8 [34:9 MT]; 106:1; 118:1, 29; 
136:1; Nah. 1:7; m. ‚Abot 6.3 (God and his teaching). Plummer 1896: 422 
argues that a rabbi is never called good in Judaism, but this is wrong; see b. 
Ber. 5a; b. Ta:an. 24b; Lachs 1987: 331 nn. 2-3. 

17 For an example of the form of rabbinic teaching, see m. „Abot 6.5-6; 


Klostermann 1929: 47. 


14 Grundmann 1963: 333 and Luce 1933: 273, 292 are clear on the 
sycomore/sycamore distinction. Plummer 1896: 400-401 is uncertain about 
the difference and argues that the hyperbole is more natural for asycomore 
tree. Manson 1949: 141 sees an original sycamore tree, appealing to an 
Aramaic mistranslation and to the use of the term in the LXX as a rendering 
of Hebrew 1nPW (Sigmä) for the sycamore, not to mention rabbinic 
discussions like m. B. Bat. 2.11. Schneider 1977a: 347 agrees with Manson 
and cites SB 2:234 for rabbinic images. Nonetheless, many use sycamore 
when they mean sycomore (Fitzmyer 1985: 1143—44 is uncertain). 

5 Hengel 1968 and Derrett 1970: 286-312 discuss the ancient customs 
that provide the historical background for this parable. Such tenants would 
work for a commission (m. Kil. 4-6 describes laws governing vineyards; 
Mur 24b-e [DJD 2:124-32] gives details of a tenant arrangement; Derrett 
1970: 293-94). Derrett argues that if the vineyard could be shown to have 
been “abandoned” by the owner, it would revert to the tenants if they had 
worked the land for three years (m. B. Bat. 3.1; Jeremias 1963a: 74—75; 
Dodd 1961: 97). Such a cultural background gives context to the parable, 
though it is comprehensible without it (correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 1283). 

9 M. B. Qam. 5.6 is not parallel, since that passage deals with legal 
damages, not the Sabbath; so correctly Creed 1930: 189. B. Sab. 128b gives 
both rulings: one that allows and one that forbids help (also m. Sab. 18.2). 
This was a debated point among Jews, even in the fifth century. 

25 Plummer 1896: 505 and Luce 1933: 335 make this connection, while 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1426 says that there is no need to do so. Nolland 1993b: 


1073 suggests 2:30 a.m. for the initial crowing and notes that the reference 


in m. B. Qam. 7.7 forbidding chickens in Jerusalem is probably a later 
idealization and thus not a historical challenge to this detail. 

29 Michel, TDNT 8:102. In b. Sanh. 25a—b tax collectors appear with 
dice players and Sabbath breakers; m. Ned. 3.4 and m. B. Qam. 10.2 pair 
them with murderers and robbers; and m. Tohar. 7.6 says a tax collector 
who enters a house makes it unclean. One can see, in light of the historical 
setting, why the NT derogatory phrase toll collectors and sinners was so 
common. 

6 Lev. 21:1-3 shows that even the priests had such obligations if a close 
relative was involved, but the high priest was exempt in all cases (Lev. 
21:11). As acts of mercy or works of love, such action was considered to 
have priority over normally important religious activity; see also Mic. 6:8; 
Tob. 1:17-18; 2:3-9; 4:3-4; 6:15; 12:12-14; 14:11-13; m. Pe.a 1.1; m. Ber. 
3.1; b. Ber. 18a (some of these texts even prohibit study of the Torah during 
mourning!). Only Nazirites were excepted from this requirement (Num. 
6:6-8). In the Mishnah, m. Ber. 3.1 reads, “He who is confronted by a dead 
relative is free from reciting the Shema., from the Eighteen Benedictions 
[Shemoneh Esreh, the prayer of Israel], and from all the commandments 
stated in Torah.” 

7 Semahot 8-11 (= Zlotnick 1966: 57—80; see Lerner 1987: 389-91), an 
extratalmudic tractate, deals with the deceased. M. Ber. 3.1—2 and b. Ketub. 
17a say that if a procession is small, one is to interrupt the study of Torah to 
participate, but if the group is large enough, one should continue studying; 
SB 1:1047—48. Though the Ketubot tractate is late, it reveals the importance 


to Jews of community involvement in mourning. 


4 On women and the synagogue, see Safrai 1976c: 919-20; m. Ber. 3.3. 
Midr. ha-Gadol on Deut. 29:10 [29:11 MT] pictures women and children 
receiving teaching by hearing the readings of the Targums. Safrai notes that 
these late rabbinic texts are confirmed by Acts 16:13 and 17:4. Schweizer 
1984: 222 is thus wrong to suggest that the woman is outside the 
synagogue. 

6 For a similar intimate linkage of Jesus and God, see Luke 10:16; John 
17:3, 18. To receive an emissary is to receive the person who sends the 
emissary; m. Ber. 5.5 (“a man’s emissary is like the man himself”); Philem. 
15-18; SB 1:590; Fitzmyer 1981: 817. 

37 The “representative” concept is common, reflecting the Jewish 
institution of the m°?W (Sälıäh, the sent one). M. Ber. 5.5 says, “The one sent 
by the man is as the man himself.” 

16 On the reference to the vine, see Deut. 22:9; Isa. 32:12; m. Ber. 6.1; b. 
Ber. 35a. The wording parallels the cup blessing in the Passover meal; 
Büchsel, TDNT 1:685. On abstinence, cf. Lev. 10:9; Num. 6:3; Ezek. 44:21; 
Leaney 1958: 268. 

4 Jeremias 1963a: 126; Jeremias 1966: 48-49, esp. 48 n. 4; Sir. 31:12, 18 
(speaks of sitting); m. Ber. 6.6 (notes two types of sitting). While most of 
the other texts cited by Jeremias are talmudic, he does note OT texts such as 
Gen. 27:19; Exod. 32:6; Judg. 19:6; 1 Sam. 20:5, 24-25; 1 Kings 13:20; and 
Prov. 23:1. 

14 Fitzmyer 1981: 753-54; Ellis 1974: 137; m. Ber. 9.5 (a command 
with roots in Exod. 3:5); Schiirmann 1969: 501 n. 20; Josephus, Jewish War 
2.8.4 88124-27 (about the Essenes). On the contrast with the practice of 


Greek cynics and philosophers, see Schürmann 1969: 502 n. 24 and Bovon 
1989: 458 n. 20, who compares the disciples’ absence of possessions with 
the Levites and their being provided for through the tithe (Num. 18:21). 

13 Liefeld 1984: 883-84. E. Sanders 1985: 174-211 connects the idea of 
sinners to those who charge interest against the command of Lev. 25:36-38 
and argues that, whoever they are, not all of them are “common people.” He 
sees Jesus’ offense as offering sinners hope of God without requiring the 
legal restitution that Judaism asked for from sinners. If later Jewish 
materials are a help in understanding the Jewish attitude, the view was that 
such sinners would have used their money or their bodies for immoral 
purposes: Tg. Ong. Gen. 13:13; t. Dem. 3.4-9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.88— 
89); SB 1:498-99. On a difference of opinion within Judaism about 
association with “common people,” see m. Dem. 2.2-3. This last text shows 
that clean food was also a key concern. Not every religious Jew would have 
been disturbed by Jesus’ effort, but some clearly would have been. Table 
fellowship, along with clean and unclean food, would be a key concern to 
some of Jewish background. Appeal may have come from a broad reading 
of Lev. 10:10. As the rest of the passage makes clear, Jesus does not ignore 
the need to turn to God (Luke 5:32), but he emphasizes God’s grace and its 
availability to help as the first step, rather than as a later result. 

20 In fact, in many traditions “overshadowing” such a corpse rendered 
one unclean; E. Sanders 1990: 33-35. Pharisees were particularly sensitive 
to this issue (Num. 19:11—22; Lev. 21:1-3; m. Dem. 2.3), as were the 
Essenes at Qumran (CD 12.15-18). This was a common Jewish concept; 


Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.3 8336-38. 


10 On mourners, see m. Meg. 4.3; Danby 1933: 206 nn. 9-10. M. Ketub. 
4.4 argues that a minimum of two flutes and one wailing woman should be 
present; also Semahot 12.5 (= Zlotnick 1966: 81). T. Judah 26.3 protests 
against too much extravagance in the funeral procession for Judah. 

10 SB 1:45-47; m. Ketub. 4.4-5; Jeremias 1969: 364-67; Safrai 1976a: 
752-60. The mishnaic text is suggestive for Matt. 1, since the initial 
realization of her pregnancy might suggest that Mary should be punished 
(Deut. 22:23-26) or, more leniently, be betrothed, given that premarital 
intercourse could result in betrothal (Deut. 22:28-29). Cases of rape were 
handled differently (Deut. 22:25-27). 

6 Plummer 1896: 210 suggests that she is a prostitute, citing Matt. 21:32 
as support. Rengstorf, TDNT 1:327, says that this interpretation of the 
terminology fits rabbinic expression, but gives no specifics at this point; 
Rengstorf’s article shows GLaptwAdc to refer to a wide variety of the 
ungodly, including the Sadducees (m. Ketub. 7.6). 

8 Scott makes much of the issue that a mustard tree is a shrub and yet 
yields cedar tree—like qualities in the parable. This “twist” may add a 
miraculous note to the image, though Scott believes (based on m. Kil. 3.2) 
its resultant force is an allusion to uncleanness (reflected in the sowing of 
mustard seed in a garden). If this idea is present, it is subtle. Only Luke’s 
form, with its garden reference, could sustain the point. The point more 
likely addresses only the unusual nature of the growth, not ritual 
uncleanness, a theme that Jesus tended not to address in reference to the 


kingdom. 


5 Hengel 1968 and Derrett 1970: 286-312 discuss the ancient customs 
that provide the historical background for this parable. Such tenants would 
work for a commission (m. Kil. 4-6 describes laws governing vineyards; 
Mur 24b-e [DJD 2:124-32] gives details of a tenant arrangement; Derrett 
1970: 293-94). Derrett argues that if the vineyard could be shown to have 
been “abandoned” by the owner, it would revert to the tenants if they had 
worked the land for three years (m. B. Bat. 3.1; Jeremias 1963a: 74-75; 
Dodd 1961: 97). Such a cultural background gives context to the parable, 
though it is comprehensible without it (correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 1283). 

12 Marshall 1978: 127; R. Brown 1977: 474; Jeremias 1969: 58—60; 
Josephus, Life 52 8269; m. Ma.as. S. 5.2. 

18 For a variety of regulations on the reading of the Law, see Josephus, 
Against Apion 2.17 8175; Acts 15:21; m. Meg. 2.4; 3.4; 4.1-2, 4, 6, 10. I 
draw heavily on the Mishnah here, despite its later date (ca. A.D.. 170), 
because synagogue tradition as liturgy was likely to have been conservative 
in its development and because the synagogue was an old institution by this 
point. 

18 For a variety of regulations on the reading of the Law, see Josephus, 
Against Apion 2.17 8175; Acts 15:21; m. Meg. 2.4; 3.4; 4.1-2, 4, 6, 10. I 
draw heavily on the Mishnah here, despite its later date (ca. A.D.. 170), 
because synagogue tradition as liturgy was likely to have been conservative 
in its development and because the synagogue was an old institution by this 
point. 

18 For a variety of regulations on the reading of the Law, see Josephus, 


Against Apion 2.17 8175; Acts 15:21; m. Meg. 2.4; 3.4; 4.1-2, 4, 6, 10. I 


draw heavily on the Mishnah here, despite its later date (ca. A.D.. 170), 
because synagogue tradition as liturgy was likely to have been conservative 
in its development and because the synagogue was an old institution by this 
point. 

19 M. Meg. 4.3 indicates what happens if ten men are not present. 

10 On mourners, see m. Meg. 4.3; Danby 1933: 206 nn. 9-10. M. Ketub. 
4.4 argues that a minimum of two flutes and one wailing woman should be 
present; also Semahot 12.5 (= Zlotnick 1966: 81). T. Judah 26.3 protests 
against too much extravagance in the funeral procession for Judah. 

18 For a variety of regulations on the reading of the Law, see Josephus, 
Against Apion 2.17 8175; Acts 15:21; m. Meg. 2.4; 3.4; 4.1-2, 4, 6, 10. I 
draw heavily on the Mishnah here, despite its later date (ca. A.D.. 170), 
because synagogue tradition as liturgy was likely to have been conservative 
in its development and because the synagogue was an old institution by this 
point. 

18 For a variety of regulations on the reading of the Law, see Josephus, 
Against Apion 2.17 83175; Acts 15:21; m. Meg. 2.4; 3.4; 4.1-2, 4, 6, 10. I 
draw heavily on the Mishnah here, despite its later date (ca. A.D.. 170), 
because synagogue tradition as liturgy was likely to have been conservative 
in its development and because the synagogue was an old institution by this 
point. 

9 BAGD 536; BAA 1085; m. Nid. 5.6; m. Meg. 4.6; m. ‚Abot 5.21; Luke 
2:42 (a conceptual example of Jesus at twelve); Acts 26:4; 1 Tim. 4:2; also 
Gen. 48:15; Num. 22:30; Isa. 47:15; 54:6; Jer. 3:25; Josephus, Jewish War 
4.1.5 §33. See the exegesis of Luke 2:42. 


18 For a variety of regulations on the reading of the Law, see Josephus, 
Against Apion 2.17 8175; Acts 15:21; m. Meg. 2.4; 3.4; 4.1-2, 4, 6, 10. I 
draw heavily on the Mishnah here, despite its later date (ca. A.D.. 170), 
because synagogue tradition as liturgy was likely to have been conservative 
in its development and because the synagogue was an old institution by this 
point. 

29 Michel, TDNT 8:102. In b. Sanh. 25a—b tax collectors appear with 
dice players and Sabbath breakers; m. Ned. 3.4 and m. B. Qam. 10.2 pair 
them with murderers and robbers; and m. Tohar. 7.6 says a tax collector 
who enters a house makes it unclean. One can see, in light of the historical 
setting, why the NT derogatory phrase toll collectors and sinners was so 
common. 

7 On the mustard seed as proverbial for a small quantity in Judaism, see 
m. Nid. 5.2; b. Ber. 31a; Manson 1949: 123; Michel, TDNT 3:810-12, esp. 
810 n. 1; SB 1:669. Citing Lev. Rab. 31 on 24:2, Lachs 1987: 225 notes that 
the mustard seed is proverbial in Judaism for the smallest size, a stark 
contrast to the strong image of the cedar. Lachs’s citation of Lev. Rab. 31, 
which deals with the production of olive oil, is not clear. Is the mustard seed 
implied in the oil excluded as worthy in Lev. Rab. 31.10? 

9 BAGD 536; BAA 1085; m. Nid. 5.6; m. Meg. 4.6; m. ‚Abot 5.21; Luke 
2:42 (a conceptual example of Jesus at twelve); Acts 26:4; 1 Tim. 4:2; also 
Gen. 48:15; Num. 22:30; Isa. 47:15; 54:6; Jer. 3:25; Josephus, Jewish War 
4.1.5 833. See the exegesis of Luke 2:42. 

47 See the exegesis of 1:44. Could this reflect the ancient Jewish view of 


the fetus as an existing child? Exodus 21:22 fines a person for causing a 


miscarriage, though with a lesser penalty than if the mother is also slain. 
The life of the mother took precedence over a fetus until the moment of 
birth; m. »Ohol. 7.6. 

6 Lev. 21:1-3 shows that even the priests had such obligations if a close 
relative was involved, but the high priest was exempt in all cases (Lev. 
21:11). As acts of mercy or works of love, such action was considered to 
have priority over normally important religious activity; see also Mic. 6:8; 
Tob. 1:17-18; 2:3-9; 4:3-4; 6:15; 12:12-14; 14:11-13; m. Pe.a 1.1; m. Ber. 
3.1; b. Ber. 18a (some of these texts even prohibit study of the Torah during 
mourning!). Only Nazirites were excepted from this requirement (Num. 
6:6-8). In the Mishnah, m. Ber. 3.1 reads, “He who is confronted by a dead 
relative is free from reciting the Shema., from the Eighteen Benedictions 
[Shemoneh Esreh, the prayer of Israel], and from all the commandments 
stated in Torah.” 

8 Tob. 2:14; 4:7-11; 12:9; 14:8-11; Sir. 3:30; 29:12; 2 Enoch 50.5; Ps. 
Sol. 9.5; m. Pe.a 1.1; t. Pe>a 4.17-21 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.45, 72-75); 
SB 1:430; Grundmann 1963: 262-63; Talbert 1982: 142; Wiefel 1988: 241; 
Matt. 19:21 = Mark 10:21 = Luke 18:22; 12:21. On the custom of alms, see 
BAGD 249-50; BAA 504. ’EAenpoovvn refers literally to “acts of mercy”; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:486; Dan. 4:27 [4:24 MT]. Interestingly, the refrain of t. 
Pe>a 4.18 is, “My ancestors stored up treasures of money, but I have stored 
up treasures.” The object of the last clause is not clear (“for heaven,” “of 


33 66 


benefits,” “of souls,” or “for myself in the world to come”), but the point 


about the value of alms is clear. 


12 Some see a problem in the shepherd’s leaving behind the ninety-nine, 
but this is probably a detail omitted in the abbreviated telling of the story. 
"Epnynog is an open field, a heath, where the animals grazed; Manson 1949: 
283; 1 Sam. 17:28. On the use of the numbers ninety-nine and one, see SB 
1:784-85; m. Pe.a 4.1—2; Fitzmyer 1985: 1076. 

11 Jeremias 1963a: 147, who cites m. Pe.a 8.7. One is tempted to say 
that this woman was baking for an army, since this amount could feed over 
one hundred people. 

26 Schürer 1973-87: 2.300-301, esp. n. 30; Josephus, Antiquities 14.4.3 
865; m. Pesah. 5.1. 

3 Carson cites texts where náoya can mean Passover week: Josephus, 
Antiquities 14.2.1 821; 17.9.3 8213; Jewish War 2.1.3 810; m. Pesah. 9.5. 

26 For the various degrees of breaking Sabbath, see m. Sab. 7.1; b. B. 
Bat. 60b; Manson 1949: 119; Schweizer 1984: 214; Talbert 1982: 144; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 992; SB 2:192. 

12 Jub. 11.11, 24; m. Sab. 7.2; Linnemann 1966: 115-16; Kistemaker 
1980: 17; Jeremias 1966-67; and Jeremias 1963a: 11-12. P. Payne 1978-79 
discusses the debate about the Palestinian order of sowing and plowing. 

10 Marshall 1978: 493—94 notes the custom to eat two meals daily: a 
mid-morning meal called &piotov (BAGD 106; BAA 214) and a mid- 
afternoon meal called deinvov (BAGD 173; BAA 346; m. Sab. 16.2). On 
the Sabbath, three meals were served, but a Sabbath meal is not indicated 
here. John 21:12, 15 refers to an early meal with a verb related to Gpiotov, 
so it is clear that this is not an evening setting. Josephus, Life 54 8279, notes 


a Sabbath meal at the sixth hour, or midday. 


9 M. B. Qam. 5.6 is not parallel, since that passage deals with legal 
damages, not the Sabbath; so correctly Creed 1930: 189. B. Sab. 128b gives 
both rulings: one that allows and one that forbids help (also m. Sab. 18.2). 
This was a debated point among Jews, even in the fifth century. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 369; SB 4:23-40. M. Sab. 19.5 indicates that 
circumcision could take place between the eighth and twelfth days. So 
important was this act that rabbinic texts speculated why it had not been 
included among the Ten Commandments; Pesikta Rabbati 23.4 (= Braude 
1968: 479). 

18 The earliest extant literary reference to the Sanhedrin is 198 b.c., the 
date of a letter that Antiochus III the Great wrote after the Battle of Panion; 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.3.3 8138; Lohse, TDNT 7:862—66; Schürer 1973- 
87: 2.199-217. Josephus also uses the term BovAn (council) to describe the 
Sanhedrin (Jewish War 2.15.6 8331; 2.16.2 8336). R. Brown 1994: 340-57 
stresses that there is only one such group at this time, the number of 
members usually being put at seventy-one (m. Sanh. 1.6, drawing on Num. 
11:16). 

3 On Pilate, see the exegesis of 3:1. Tacitus, Annals 15.44, mentions 
Pilate’s eventual decision; Fitzmyer 1985: 1474. Kinman 1991 considers the 
setting to be the assize of the Roman governor; Pilate’s presence fits this 
custom. R. Brown 1994: 363-72 has a detailed discussion of the issue of 
capital punishment, noting that Jews had no authority to execute, except 
perhaps those who entered prohibited sections of the temple or committed 


adultery (John 7:53-8:11; m. Sanh. 7.2). John 18:13 thus fits the legal 


situation of Jesus’ time. On Pilate’s career in current literature, see R. 
Brown 1994: 694-705. 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28-40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77-90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; AQsPs? 
[= 4QpPs 37]; 11Q Temple? 29.8-10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

32 Gen. 19; Deut. 29:23 [29:22 MT]; Isa. 1:9 (cited in Rom. 9:29); 3:9; 
13:19; Lam. 4:6; Ezek. 16:48-50; Amos 4:11; and Zeph. 2:9 show that 
Sodom was a symbol of the worst possible judgment; the NT texts are 2 
Pet. 2:6—7 and Jude 7. Conceptually this Lucan passage is like the Lam. 4 
text. So severely were Sodom and Gomorrah viewed in Judaism that some 
thought they would not even be raised to face final judgment (m. Sanh. 
10.3; t. Sanh. 13.8 [= Neusner 1977-86: 4.240]). 

15 T. Naph. 3.4-5; 3 Macc. 2:4-5; Wis. 10:4—6; Philo, Life of Moses 
2.10-12 8852-65; Gen. Rab. 27 on 6:5-6; m. Sanh. 10.3; SB 1:574; 
Marshall 1978: 662; Lührmann 1969: 75-83. In the NT see 1 Pet. 3:20; 2 
Pet. 2:5-7; at Qumran see 1QapGen 6.6. 

10 Jeremias, TDNT 5:714, notes that a false prophet ran the risk of being 
killed (m. Sanh. 11.1). Friedrich, TDNT 6:834—35, points to Matt. 23:37. 
See also Fischel 1946. 


19 M. Seb. 9.1 is important, since it says that rue is not tithed; the 
presence of this statement in the Mishnah may suggest dispute. The Lucan 
reference may be to wild rue, not all varieties of rue; Liefeld 1984: 957. The 
terms are N\8000uov (mint) (BAGD 344; BAA 698; elsewhere only at Matt. 
23:23), the hapax legomenon nńyavov (rue) (BAGD 655; BAA 1320), and 
Aöyxavov (herb) (BAGD 467; BAA 950; elsewhere only at Matt. 13:32 = 
Mark 4:32; Rom. 14:2). 

23 The penalty was apparently never carried out in Jesus’ time since 
Jews did not have the right to execute capital punishment under Roman 
rule; Creed 1930: 208. The idea of such punishment still remains, as Jub. 
30.8-9 shows. The standard was to pursue holiness. Such an act of adultery 
rendered a woman defiled (Jub. 33.9; m. Sot\;a 2.6; 5.1). In fact, these 
Mishnah texts almost require divorce for the adulterous wife since she 
becomes unclean to the husband. Thus, adultery was seen as extremely 
serious in Judaism (on the Greco-Roman view of adultery tied to shame, see 
Nolland 1993a: 818). 

2 M. Sota 3.4 shows that some rabbis were against any instruction for 
women, while others thought it advisable. Josephus expresses a negative 
attitude toward women when he argues that the law says they are inferior to 
men in all things (Against Apion 2.24 §201). The connection of this text to 
Josephus is debated, since he does occasionally praise women, such as 
Alexandra (Antiquities 13.16.6 88430-31). However, that she is regarded as 
an exception shows Josephus’s general attitude. 

23 The penalty was apparently never carried out in Jesus’ time since 


Jews did not have the right to execute capital punishment under Roman 


rule; Creed 1930: 208. The idea of such punishment still remains, as Jub. 
30.8-9 shows. The standard was to pursue holiness. Such an act of adultery 
rendered a woman defiled (Jub. 33.9; m. Sot\;a 2.6; 5.1). In fact, these 
Mishnah texts almost require divorce for the adulterous wife since she 
becomes unclean to the husband. Thus, adultery was seen as extremely 
serious in Judaism (on the Greco-Roman view of adultery tied to shame, see 
Nolland 1993a: 818). 

7 Jewish excuses in other contexts include Deut. 20:5-7; 24:5; m. Sota 
8.1-6. Marshall 1978: 588-89 correctly argues that Luke’s concern about 
excessive attachment to possessions or family is present. Unfortunately, 
material concerns are dominant. 

18 Ellis 1974: 183 notes that the image from Micah was applied to 
messianic times in Judaism: 1 Enoch 99.5; 100.1-2; Jub. 23.19; 2 Bar. 70.6; 
x1Q14 [= 1QpMic.] 20-21. M. Sota 9.9 applied the remark to the 
martyrdom of a rabbi, so the text was used as a common description of 
opposition. Division is also found in Luke 14:26; 17:34-35; Mark 10:29- 
30. 

17 On the role of purity in Judaism as a stage on the way to holiness, see 
Neusner and Chilton 1991; m. Sota9.15. On the Pharisees’ concern for 
purity, see Witherington 1990: 56-59, who speaks in particular of the 
haberim, the overly strict Pharisees. 

17 Exod. 23:16; 34:22; Lev. 23:34; Deut. 16:13; Zech. 14:16-21; 
Marshall 1978: 386; Michaelis, TDNT 7:370; m. Sukka (esp. 3.9 and 4.5, 
which call the people to pray to God to deliver them, and 4.8, where Hallel 
Psalms are sung); Josephus, Antiquities 8.4.1 §100. 


15 In ancient Judaism, Ps. 118 was seen as messianic; SB 1:849—50, 876; 
m. Suk. 3.9; Midr. Ps. 118.19-20 on 118:21-22 (= Braude 1959: 2.243-44); 
Jeremias 1966: 256-57. 

17 Exod. 23:16; 34:22; Lev. 23:34; Deut. 16:13; Zech. 14:16-21; 
Marshall 1978: 386; Michaelis, TDNT 7:370; m. Sukka (esp. 3.9 and 4.5, 
which call the people to pray to God to deliver them, and 4.8, where Hallel 
Psalms are sung); Josephus, Antiquities 8.4.1 8100. 

17 Exod. 23:16; 34:22; Lev. 23:34; Deut. 16:13; Zech. 14:16-21; 
Marshall 1978: 386; Michaelis, TDNT 7:370; m. Sukka (esp. 3.9 and 4.5, 
which call the people to pray to God to deliver them, and 4.8, where Hallel 
Psalms are sung); Josephus, Antiquities 8.4.1 8100. 

24 Schiirer 1973-87: 2.287 n. 74; m. Yoma. 2.2—4; m. Tamid 1.2; 3.1; 
5.2; Safrai 1976d: 887-90; Hanse, TDNT 4:1. 

24 Schürer 1973-87: 2.287 n. 74; m. Yoma. 2.2—4; m. Tamid 1.2; 3.1; 
5.2; Safrai 1976d: 887-90; Hanse, TDNT 4:1. 

24 Schürer 1973-87: 2.287 n. 74; m. Yoma. 2.2-4; m. Tamid 1.2; 3.1; 
5.2; Safrai 1976d: 887-90; Hanse, TDNT 4:1. 

57M. Tamid 7.2; also 5.4-6.3; Creed 1930: 12; Fitzmyer 1981: 328. See 
the exegesis of 1:22 for details. 

57M. Tamid 7.2; also 5.4-6.3; Creed 1930: 12; Fitzmyer 1981: 328. See 
the exegesis of 1:22 for details. 

58 M. Tamid 7.2, though a later text, probably reflects a first-century 
practice of several priests sharing in the offering itself, as well as 
individually helping to prepare for it. Although the Mishnah was written ca. 
A.D.. 170, this tradition is likely to reflect long-standing practice since it 


deals with temple liturgy— practice that was suspended with the fall of 
Jerusalem and its temple in A.D.. 70. 

29 Michel, TDNT 8:102. In b. Sanh. 25a—b tax collectors appear with 
dice players and Sabbath breakers; m. Ned. 3.4 and m. B. Qam. 10.2 pair 
them with murderers and robbers; and m. Tohar. 7.6 says a tax collector 
who enters a house makes it unclean. One can see, in light of the historical 
setting, why the NT derogatory phrase toll collectors and sinners was so 
common. 

24 Schürer 1973-87: 2.287 n. 74; m. Yoma. 2.2-4; m. Tamid 1.2; 3.1; 
5.2; Safrai 1976d: 887-90; Hanse, TDNT 4:1. 

12 The issue for some Jews was to avoid “fly-impurity,” contact with a 
dead swarming thing from water, which if present, made the hands unclean. 
Just to be sure, the cup’s outside and inside was washed; E. Sanders 1990: 
29-42; t. Ber. 5.26 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.31). On Jewish cup tradition, see 
Maccoby 1982. 

11 Washings took place before and after the meal. According to later 
tradition in the Talmud, only the washing after the meal was commanded by 
the Torah, the other was commanded by the rabbis; b. Hul. 105a. What is 
unclear is whether such rules applied to all meals or just to Sabbath and 
festival meals (y. Ber. 12a [8.2-3] [= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 1.284-91]); 
the real issue here is meals on the eve of Sabbath or at festival. E. Sanders 
1990: 31 argues that there is no evidence of washing before every meal. 
Evidently the Pharisees’ concern for contracting impurity from a dead 
swarming thing in liquid (Lev. 11:31—38) caused them to expand the 


biblical injunctions. But such a danger was not limited to the Sabbath or 


festal meals. As such, it is likely that such care was present at every meal. 
Booth 1986: 119-50, 194-203 cites t. Dem. 2.11-12 (= Neusner 1977-86: 
1.84) as key evidence. 

13 Liefeld 1984: 883-84. E. Sanders 1985: 174-211 connects the idea of 
sinners to those who charge interest against the command of Lev. 25:36-38 
and argues that, whoever they are, not all of them are “common people.” He 
sees Jesus’ offense as offering sinners hope of God without requiring the 
legal restitution that Judaism asked for from sinners. If later Jewish 
materials are a help in understanding the Jewish attitude, the view was that 
such sinners would have used their money or their bodies for immoral 
purposes: Tg. Ong. Gen. 13:13; t. Dem. 3.4-9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.88— 
89); SB 1:498-99. On a difference of opinion within Judaism about 
association with “common people,” see m. Dem. 2.2-3. This last text shows 
that clean food was also a key concern. Not every religious Jew would have 
been disturbed by Jesus’ effort, but some clearly would have been. Table 
fellowship, along with clean and unclean food, would be a key concern to 
some of Jewish background. Appeal may have come from a broad reading 
of Lev. 10:10. As the rest of the passage makes clear, Jesus does not ignore 
the need to turn to God (Luke 5:32), but he emphasizes God’s grace and its 
availability to help as the first step, rather than as a later result. 

48 Marshall 1978: 262; Van Unnik 1966: 289-95; 1 Macc. 11:33; Sir. 
12:1--6; t. Meg. 3.16 (= Neusner 1977-86: 2.292); Epictetus 2.14.18; 
Hesiod, Works and Days 352; Aristotle, Rhetoric to Alexander 1446. 

8 In t. Menah. 13.22 (= Neusner 1977-86: 5.162), the leadership’s love 


of money and hatred of one another is why the temple came to be 


destroyed; also SB 1:937; 2:222; 4:336-39; Jeremias 1969: 49, 114. Luce 
1933: 264 objects to this description, but fails to interact with the ancient 
sources. C. A. Evans 1990: 245 is right that a story about the afterlife would 
hardly be a meaningful rebuke to the Sadducees. 

8 Tob. 2:14; 4:7-11; 12:9; 14:8-11; Sir. 3:30; 29:12; 2 Enoch 50.5; Ps. 
Sol. 9.5; m. Pe.a 1.1; t. Pe>a 4.17-21 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.45, 72-75); 
SB 1:430; Grundmann 1963: 262-63; Talbert 1982: 142; Wiefel 1988: 241; 
Matt. 19:21 = Mark 10:21 = Luke 18:22; 12:21. On the custom of alms, see 
BAGD 249-50; BAA 504. ’EAenpoovvn refers literally to “acts of mercy”; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:486; Dan. 4:27 [4:24 MT]. Interestingly, the refrain of t. 
Pe>a 4.18 is, “My ancestors stored up treasures of money, but I have stored 
up treasures.” The object of the last clause is not clear (“for heaven,” “of 


33 66 


benefits,” “of souls,” or “for myself in the world to come”), but the point 
about the value of alms is clear. 

8 Tob. 2:14; 4:7-11; 12:9; 14:8-11; Sir. 3:30; 29:12; 2 Enoch 50.5; Ps. 
Sol. 9.5; m. Pe.a 1.1; t. Pe>a 4.17-21 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.45, 72-75); 
SB 1:430; Grundmann 1963: 262-63; Talbert 1982: 142; Wiefel 1988: 241; 
Matt. 19:21 = Mark 10:21 = Luke 18:22; 12:21. On the custom of alms, see 
BAGD 249-50; BAA 504. ’EAenpoovvn refers literally to “acts of mercy”; 
Bultmann, TDNT 2:486; Dan. 4:27 [4:24 MT]. Interestingly, the refrain of t. 
Pe>a 4.18 is, “My ancestors stored up treasures of money, but I have stored 
up treasures.” The object of the last clause is not clear (“for heaven,” “of 


33 66 


benefits,” “of souls,” or “for myself in the world to come”), but the point 


about the value of alms is clear. 


7 Earlier Jewish texts on the theme include Jdt. 16:17; 1 Enoch 10.13; 
18.11-16; 27.1—3; 90.26; Jub. 9.15; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 7:36; Fitzmyer 1985: 
959-60. Apparently a debate in Judaism discussed whether hell involved 
eternal torment or limited suffering with extinction, a view called 
“annihilationism” today. The Tosepta text noted argues that there are three 
groups of people: one destined for eternal life, another destined for shame 
and everlasting contempt, and a third group that visits Gehenna but is 
healed as through a refiner’s fire, citing Zech. 13:9 and 1 Sam. 2:6. As the 
portion of t. Sanh. 3 quoted above shows, some Jews believed that Gehenna 
burns the body and the soul perishes after twelve months of judgment. 

32 Gen. 19; Deut. 29:23 [29:22 MT]; Isa. 1:9 (cited in Rom. 9:29); 3:9; 
13:19; Lam. 4:6; Ezek. 16:48-50; Amos 4:11; and Zeph. 2:9 show that 
Sodom was a symbol of the worst possible judgment; the NT texts are 2 
Pet. 2:6—7 and Jude 7. Conceptually this Lucan passage is like the Lam. 4 
text. So severely were Sodom and Gomorrah viewed in Judaism that some 
thought they would not even be raised to face final judgment (m. Sanh. 
10.3; t. Sanh. 13.8 [= Neusner 1977-86: 4.240]). 

10 1 Cor. 11:5-6; Godet 1875: 1.358. Jeremias 1963a: 126 n. 57 notes 
that such action in later times could bring grounds for divorce; see t. 
Sota5.9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 3.168) and y. Git. 50d (9.11) (= Neusner et al. 
1982-93: 25.254). 

5 The talmudic text is late, but that the woman in Luke is allowed in 
makes it likely that this was the custom. B. Ber. 31b relates a parable of a 
poor man who requests food from a king, suggesting a form of limited 


access, since he was able to force his way in to see the king (SB 4:615; 


Jülicher 1899: 2.291). However, it must be admitted that the parallel is 
distant. B. Ber. 41b relates an exchange between rabbis during a meal, but it 
is not clear that anyone else is there to hear it. Also relevant is b. B. Bat. 8a, 
where during a famine a rabbi opens his home to students, but not to the 
unlearned. When chastised by another rabbi for this, the rabbi relents and 
allows all to enter. The dilemma of the rabbinic passage is whether one 
should be generous. Thus, the extrabiblical evidence for an open meal is not 
great. Still, within the text the evidence suggests such an occasion. 

26 For the various degrees of breaking Sabbath, see m. Sab. 7.1; b. B. 
Bat. 60b; Manson 1949: 119; Schweizer 1984: 214; Talbert 1982: 144; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 992; SB 2:192. 

13 Later Judaism used a similar saying about an elephant passing 
through the eye of a needle to refer to an impossible dream or an illogical 
argument; Lachs 1987: 331-32; b. Ber. 55b; b. B. Mes\;. 38b; SB 1:828; 
Marshall 1978: 687. 

14 Aypög refers to fields associated with a farm where animals graze; 
BAGD 14 83; BAA 24 83. Booxw means “to tend animals”; Matt. 8:33 = 
Mark 5:14 = Luke 8:34; BAGD 145; BAA 289. SB 1:492-93 cites several 
Jewish texts that condemn or forbid Jews to raise swine, including b. B. 
Qam. 82b: “Cursed is the man who raises swine, and cursed is the man who 
teaches his son Greek philosophy.” 

25 In later Judaism, the picture of salt was applied nationally in a 
passage that is seen as a polemic against Jesus’ teaching: b. Bek. 8b, which 


argues that salt cannot lose its saltiness. 


5 1 Chron. 16:34; 2 Chron. 5:13; Ps. 34:8 [34:9 MT]; 106:1; 118:1, 29; 
136:1; Nah. 1:7; m. -Abot 6.3 (God and his teaching). Plummer 1896: 422 
argues that a rabbi is never called good in Judaism, but this is wrong; see b. 
Ber. 5a; b. Ta.an. 24b; Lachs 1987: 331 nn. 2-3. 

7 B. Ber. 28b matches the Pharisee’s prayer, while b. Ber. 17a is more 
gracious in valuing the contribution that each person makes when attention 
is directed to God. In b. Suk. 45b a man states that if only one hundred are 
to be saved, he and his son will be among them; but if only two are saved, 
they will be he and his son; Ellis 1974: 214. In y. Ber. 7d (4.2) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 1.168) a rabbi give thanks that he is in the synagogue and 
not in the theater or circus. 

6 Lev. 21:1-3 shows that even the priests had such obligations if a close 
relative was involved, but the high priest was exempt in all cases (Lev. 
21:11). As acts of mercy or works of love, such action was considered to 
have priority over normally important religious activity; see also Mic. 6:8; 
Tob. 1:17-18; 2:3-9; 4:3-4; 6:15; 12:12-14; 14:11-13; m. Pe.a 1.1; m. Ber. 
3.1; b. Ber. 18a (some of these texts even prohibit study of the Torah during 
mourning!). Only Nazirites were excepted from this requirement (Num. 
6:6-8). In the Mishnah, m. Ber. 3.1 reads, “He who is confronted by a dead 
relative is free from reciting the Shema., from the Eighteen Benedictions 
[Shemoneh Esreh, the prayer of Israel], and from all the commandments 
stated in Torah.” 

7 B. Ber. 28b matches the Pharisee’s prayer, while b. Ber. 17a is more 
gracious in valuing the contribution that each person makes when attention 


is directed to God. In b. Suk. 45b a man states that if only one hundred are 


to be saved, he and his son will be among them; but if only two are saved, 
they will be he and his son; Ellis 1974: 214. In y. Ber. 7d (4.2) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 1.168) a rabbi give thanks that he is in the synagogue and 
not in the theater or circus. 

6 On being worthy of a place in the future world, see b. Ber. 28b, 51a; y. 
Ber. 11d (7.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 1.276). 

7 On the mustard seed as proverbial for asmall quantity in Judaism, see 
m. Nid. 5.2; b. Ber. 31a; Manson 1949: 123; Michel, TDNT 3:810-12, esp. 
810 n. 1; SB 1:669. Citing Lev. Rab. 31 on 24:2, Lachs 1987: 225 notes that 
the mustard seed is proverbial in Judaism for the smallest size, a stark 
contrast to the strong image of the cedar. Lachs’s citation of Lev. Rab. 31, 
which deals with the production of olive oil, is not clear. Is the mustard seed 
implied in the oil excluded as worthy in Lev. Rab. 31.10? 

5 The talmudic text is late, but that the woman in Luke is allowed in 
makes it likely that this was the custom. B. Ber. 31b relates a parable of a 
poor man who requests food from a king, suggesting a form of limited 
access, since he was able to force his way in to see the king (SB 4:615; 
Jülicher 1899: 2.291). However, it must be admitted that the parallel is 
distant. B. Ber. 41b relates an exchange between rabbis during a meal, but it 
is not clear that anyone else is there to hear it. Also relevant is b. B. Bat. 8a, 
where during a famine a rabbi opens his home to students, but not to the 
unlearned. When chastised by another rabbi for this, the rabbi relents and 
allows all to enter. The dilemma of the rabbinic passage is whether one 
should be generous. Thus, the extrabiblical evidence for an open meal is not 


great. Still, within the text the evidence suggests such an occasion. 


16 On the reference to the vine, see Deut. 22:9; Isa. 32:12; m. Ber. 6.1; b. 
Ber. 35a. The wording parallels the cup blessing in the Passover meal; 
Büchsel, TDNT 1:685. On abstinence, cf. Lev. 10:9; Num. 6:3; Ezek. 44:21; 
Leaney 1958: 268. 

5 The talmudic text is late, but that the woman in Luke is allowed in 
makes it likely that this was the custom. B. Ber. 31b relates a parable of a 
poor man who requests food from a king, suggesting a form of limited 
access, since he was able to force his way in to see the king (SB 4:615; 
Jülicher 1899: 2.291). However, it must be admitted that the parallel is 
distant. B. Ber. 41b relates an exchange between rabbis during a meal, but it 
is not clear that anyone else is there to hear it. Also relevant is b. B. Bat. 8a, 
where during a famine a rabbi opens his home to students, but not to the 
unlearned. When chastised by another rabbi for this, the rabbi relents and 
allows all to enter. The dilemma of the rabbinic passage is whether one 
should be generous. Thus, the extrabiblical evidence for an open meal is not 
great. Still, within the text the evidence suggests such an occasion. 

6 On being worthy of a place in the future world, see b. Ber. 28b, 51a; y. 
Ber. 11d (7.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 1.276). 

13 Later Judaism used a similar saying about an elephant passing 
through the eye of a needle to refer to an impossible dream or an illogical 
argument; Lachs 1987: 331-32; b. Ber. 55b; b. B. Mes\;. 38b; SB 1:828; 
Marshall 1978: 687. 

3 Luce 1933: 186 is wrong to say that the remark is more literal in Mark 
than in Luke, for the contexts are identical. Fitzmyer 1981: 788 notes the 


OT parallels to saving one’s Woyn: Gen. 19:17; 1 Sam. 19:11; and Jer. 31:6 


LXX [48:6 MT]; Schürmann 1969: 543 n. 111. Jewish parallels are found in 
b. Tamid 32a (“What shall a man do to live? They replied: Let him mortify 
himself. What should a man do to kill himself? They replied: Let him keep 
himself alive [i.e., indulge in luxuries]”) and b. Ber. 63b (“whoever abases 
himself for the words of the Torah will in the end be exalted”); SB 1:587- 
88. Bovon 1989: 482 speaks of the OT picture of the two ways (Deut. 
30:15-18) and compares Luke’s emphasis to the structure of Luke 6:47—49. 
Note how the Jewish emphasis on the law is replaced with an emphasis on 
Christ in the NT. 

4 In b. Git. 52a, Satan says of Rabbi Meir’s work of reconciling two 
men, “Woe is me; he has driven me out of my house”; cited in SB 1:217. 
See b. Hul. 105b on the “demon of the poor.” 

9 On fasting (vnoteba), see the exegesis of Luke 5:33; BAGD 538; 
BAA 1089-90; Lev. 16:29-31 and Num. 29:7 (the Day of Atonement); 2 
Sam. 12:21-22 (for mourning); 1 Kings 21:27 (for penance); Neh. 1:4 (for 
prayer). B. Git.. 56a and b. Ta:an. 12a give the Jewish custom. The cultural 
assumption is that the pious fast more often than once a year. 

16 Because it is a first-century work, 4 Macc. 13:17 provides key 
evidence: a martyr for the law is welcomed and praised by Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob. See also b. Qid. 72a; b. Git. 57b; Pesikta Rabbati 43.4 (= Braude 
1968: 2.761); R. Meyer, TDNT 3:825-26. In Pesikta Rabbati, if a person 
bows down to an idol, he or she will have a place at Esau’s bosom, not 
Abraham’s. 

31 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 


“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

16 Keck 1970-71. B. Hag. 15a, a talmudic reference of later origin, 
makes this connection. More recently, Allison 1992 argues vigorously for a 
connection to Gen. 1:2. The Messianic Vision fragment from Qumran (see 
photograph and R. H. Eisenman’s translation in Biblical Archaeology 
Review 17.6 [Nov.—Dec. 1991]: 65) might contain an allusion to Messiah 
and Gen. 1:2. If so, the objection to the lateness of the other Jewish parallels 
is removed. The image would suggest a “new” beginning in God’s work, 
though I disagree with Allison that the remark is only symbolic, as if one 


must choose between history and symbol. 


11 Washings took place before and after the meal. According to later 
tradition in the Talmud, only the washing after the meal was commanded by 
the Torah, the other was commanded by the rabbis; b. Hul. 105a. What is 
unclear is whether such rules applied to all meals or just to Sabbath and 
festival meals (y. Ber. 12a [8.2-3] [= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 1.284-91]); 
the real issue here is meals on the eve of Sabbath or at festival. E. Sanders 
1990: 31 argues that there is no evidence of washing before every meal. 
Evidently the Pharisees’ concern for contracting impurity from a dead 
swarming thing in liquid (Lev. 11:31—38) caused them to expand the 
biblical injunctions. But such a danger was not limited to the Sabbath or 
festal meals. As such, it is likely that such care was present at every meal. 
Booth 1986: 119-50, 194-203 cites t. Dem. 2.11-12 (= Neusner 1977-86: 
1.84) as key evidence. 

4 In b. Git. 52a, Satan says of Rabbi Meir’s work of reconciling two 
men, “Woe is me; he has driven me out of my house”; cited in SB 1:217. 
See b. Hul. 105b on the “demon of the poor.” 

7 Semahot 8-11 (= Zlotnick 1966: 57—80; see Lerner 1987: 389-91), an 
extratalmudic tractate, deals with the deceased. M. Ber. 3.1—2 and b. Ketub. 
17a say that if a procession is small, one is to interrupt the study of Torah to 
participate, but if the group is large enough, one should continue studying; 
SB 1:1047—48. Though the Ketubot tractate is late, it reveals the importance 
to Jews of community involvement in mourning. 

3 There is no need to regard the story as a creation based on 2 Kings 
4:27, but so Bultmann 1963: 32, who also cites a rabbinic story from the 


later b. Ketub. 63a, where disciples try to dissuade Akiva from seeing his 


mother. This approach is rightly rejected by Fitzmyer 1985: 1192 and 
Marshall 1978: 681-82. 

27 Fitzmyer 1981: 609. Josephus, Antiquities 6.12.1 88242--43, does not 
mention the bread in describing the account. SB 1:618-19 notes the 
rabbinic accounts; b. Menah. 95b cites a remark by Rabbi Shim<on (ca. 
A.D.. 150). 

34 Forgiveness expressed as a passive (as in James 5:15: “he will be 
forgiven”) shows that God does the forgiving. B. Ned. 41a reads, “No one 
gets up from his sick-bed until all his sins are forgiven.” 

11 B. Ned. 41a. The presupposition here is that God shows his healing 
mercy only to the righteous. A sinner can count on nothing from God. 
Neither will God work through one who makes false claims. For this 
talmudic text, see the exegesis of 5:21. 

4 B. Nid. 70b raises another issue about resurrection: Will resurrected 
people need to be ritually cleansed after resurrection since they had contact 
with death and the grave? 

16 Because it is a first-century work, 4 Macc. 13:17 provides key 
evidence: a martyr for the law is welcomed and praised by Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob. See also b. Qid. 72a; b. Git. 57b; Pesikta Rabbati 43.4 (= Braude 
1968: 2.761); R. Meyer, TDNT 3:825-26. In Pesikta Rabbati, if a person 
bows down to an idol, he or she will have a place at Esau’s bosom, not 
Abraham’s. 

21 Derrett 1970: 220-21; b. Sab. 13b; 17b; m. «Abod. Zar. 2.3. Derrett 
Overinterprets the imagery here when he makes allusions to the temple 


Setting. 


21 Derrett 1970: 220-21; b. Sab. 13b; 17b; m. «Abod. Zar. 2.3. Derrett 
overinterprets the imagery here when he makes allusions to the temple 
setting. 

5 Though not accepting this view, Schweizer 1984: 272 notes a rabbinic 
tradition that if two Sabbaths were perfectly observed the kingdom would 
come, citing Isa. 56:4-7; b. Sab. 118b; SB 1:600 §B. Against this view is 
the late tractate Derek ‚eres Rabbah 11.13 (= A. Cohen 1965: 2.565), which 
cites Rabbi Jose as saying, “Whoever calculates the end has no portion in 
the future world.” This fits the later rabbis’ tendency to discourage 


apocalyptic speculation. 


7 The concept of reception pictures the open welcome to be given to 
others. On d5€€ntai (he receives), see Marshall 1978: 396; Grundmann, 
TDNT 2:51-52. The term refers to friendly reception or hospitality, which 
was seen as sacred in the ancient world and in Judaism. B. Sab. 127a says, 
“Hospitality to travelers is greater than the greeting of the Shekinah.” 
Though hyperbolic, the saying shows the importance of hospitality. 
Josephus, Jewish War 7.4.1 863, refers to how Vespasian’s reception 
brought joy and satisfaction. 

9 M. B. Qam. 5.6 is not parallel, since that passage deals with legal 
damages, not the Sabbath; so correctly Creed 1930: 189. B. Sab. 128b gives 
both rulings: one that allows and one that forbids help (also m. Sab. 18.2). 
This was a debated point among Jews, even in the fifth century. 

29 Michel, TDNT 8:102. In b. Sanh. 25a—b tax collectors appear with 
dice players and Sabbath breakers; m. Ned. 3.4 and m. B. Qam. 10.2 pair 
them with murderers and robbers; and m. Tohar. 7.6 says a tax collector 
who enters a house makes it unclean. One can see, in light of the historical 
setting, why the NT derogatory phrase toll collectors and sinners was so 
common. 

39 B. Sanh. 38b contains Rabbi Jose’s famous condemnation of Rabbi 
Akiva for profaning the Shekinah by arguing that David could sit beside 
God on a heavenly throne. 

3 1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 


Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 


that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

3 1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 


point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 


undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

7 B. Ber. 28b matches the Pharisee’s prayer, while b. Ber. 17a is more 
gracious in valuing the contribution that each person makes when attention 
is directed to God. In b. Suk. 45b a man states that if only one hundred are 
to be saved, he and his son will be among them; but if only two are saved, 
they will be he and his son; Ellis 1974: 214. In y. Ber. 7d (4.2) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 1.168) a rabbi give thanks that he is in the synagogue and 
not in the theater or circus. 

6 Ernst 1977: 448 is hesitant about this connection. Manson 1949: 131 
shows the idiom by citing a late Jewish text, b. Ta.an. 7b, where it is said of 
certain rabbis, “If they hated their beauty, they would be more learned.” The 
opposite attitude where other things are loved more is found in Luke 14:20 
and 18:20-24. 

9 On fasting (vnoteva), see the exegesis of Luke 5:33; BAGD 538; 
BAA 1089-90; Lev. 16:29-31 and Num. 29:7 (the Day of Atonement); 2 
Sam. 12:21-22 (for mourning); 1 Kings 21:27 (for penance); Neh. 1:4 (for 
prayer). B. Git.. 56a and b. Ta:an. 12a give the Jewish custom. The cultural 


assumption is that the pious fast more often than once a year. 


13 See 1 Kings 14:15. B. Ta.an. 20a stresses tenderness, not 
resoluteness: “Man should strive to be tender like a reed, not hard like the 
cedar,” a text that commends a characteristic the exact opposite of John’s; 
Manson 1949: 68. 

5 1 Chron. 16:34; 2 Chron. 5:13; Ps. 34:8 [34:9 MT]; 106:1; 118:1, 29; 
136:1; Nah. 1:7; m. ‚Abot 6.3 (God and his teaching). Plummer 1896: 422 
argues that a rabbi is never called good in Judaism, but this is wrong; see b. 
Ber. 5a; b. Ta:an. 24b; Lachs 1987: 331 nn. 2-3. 

3 Luce 1933: 186 is wrong to say that the remark is more literal in Mark 
than in Luke, for the contexts are identical. Fitzmyer 1981: 788 notes the 
OT parallels to saving one’s Woyn: Gen. 19:17; 1 Sam. 19:11; and Jer. 31:6 
LXX [48:6 MT]; Schiirmann 1969: 543 n. 111. Jewish parallels are found in 
b. Tamid 32a (“What shall a man do to live? They replied: Let him mortify 
himself. What should a man do to kill himself? They replied: Let him keep 
himself alive [i.e., indulge in luxuries]”) and b. Ber. 63b (“whoever abases 
himself for the words of the Torah will in the end be exalted”); SB 1:587- 
88. Bovon 1989: 482 speaks of the OT picture of the two ways (Deut. 
30:15-18) and compares Luke’s emphasis to the structure of Luke 6:47—49. 
Note how the Jewish emphasis on the law is replaced with an emphasis on 
Christ in the NT. 

7 B. Ber. 28b matches the Pharisee’s prayer, while b. Ber. 17a is more 
gracious in valuing the contribution that each person makes when attention 
is directed to God. In b. Suk. 45b a man states that if only one hundred are 
to be saved, he and his son will be among them; but if only two are saved, 


they will be he and his son; Ellis 1974: 214. In y. Ber. 7d (4.2) (= Neusner 


et al. 1982-93: 1.168) a rabbi give thanks that he is in the synagogue and 
not in the theater or circus. 

6 On being worthy of a place in the future world, see b. Ber. 28b, 51a; y. 
Ber. 11d (7.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 1.276). 

11 Washings took place before and after the meal. According to later 
tradition in the Talmud, only the washing after the meal was commanded by 
the Torah, the other was commanded by the rabbis; b. Hul. 105a. What is 
unclear is whether such rules applied to all meals or just to Sabbath and 
festival meals (y. Ber. 12a [8.2-3] [= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 1.284-91]); 
the real issue here is meals on the eve of Sabbath or at festival. E. Sanders 
1990: 31 argues that there is no evidence of washing before every meal. 
Evidently the Pharisees’ concern for contracting impurity from a dead 
swarming thing in liquid (Lev. 11:31-38) caused them to expand the 
biblical injunctions. But such a danger was not limited to the Sabbath or 
festal meals. As such, it is likely that such care was present at every meal. 
Booth 1986: 119-50, 194-203 cites t. Dem. 2.11-12 (= Neusner 1977-86: 
1.84) as key evidence. 

10 1 Cor. 11:5-6; Godet 1875: 1.358. Jeremias 1963a: 126 n. 57 notes 
that such action in later times could bring grounds for divorce; see t. 
Sota5.9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 3.168) and y. Git. 50d (9.11) (= Neusner et al. 
1982-93: 25.254). 

4 Y. Hag. 77d (2.2) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 20.57-58); Geldenhuys 
1951: 154; SB 2:155; Godet 1875: 1.202. Another reference is y. Sanh. 23c 
(6.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 31.182). If this view were correct, then the 


Protevangelium of James 1-5 is wrong to name Mary’s father as Joachim. 
But the origin and value of this NT apocryphal tradition are uncertain. 

4 Y. Hag. 77d (2.2) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 20.57-58); Geldenhuys 
1951: 154; SB 2:155; Godet 1875: 1.202. Another reference is y. Sanh. 23c 
(6.6) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 31.182). If this view were correct, then the 
Protevangelium of James 1-5 is wrong to name Mary’s father as Joachim. 
But the origin and value of this NT apocryphal tradition are uncertain. 

12 Jeremias 1963a: 177 calls them “the ipso facto beggars in the East.” 
On this theme, see the later Jewish story of Bar Ma.jan; y. Sanh. 23c (6.6) 
(= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 31.181-82). 

5 Y. Sota 20c (5.4) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 27.153); Creed 1930: 21; 
SB 2:101. The idea of singing babies does represent a major expansion of 
this motif, not paralleled in the OT or NT. On Bpéq@oc as fetus, see Oepke, 
TDNT 5:637; BAA 293-94; Luke 1:44; Sir. 19:11. In later Judaism, Tg. Ps. 
68:27 calls on the fetus in the womb to praise God, while Odes Sol. 28.2 
speaks of a child leaping in the womb; Bovon 1989: 85 n. 35. 

31 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 


Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 


transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta:an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
§149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

7 While Frg. Tg. Exod. 12:42 provides an example of the rabbis’ 
eschatological reading of this event, appeal is made to Aquila’s translation 
of this verse, which uses mapatnpnoic (see also Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Pisha 14 on Exod. 12:42 [= Lauterbach 1933-35: 1.115-16]). The 
variety in the ancient tradition shows the age of this association. 

7 Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 retreats slightly from his earlier position, 
which argued that such attestation is entirely missing from the extrabiblical 
texts. But he argues that the evidence from Tg. Neof. 1 on Gen. 4:14 and 


Cairo Targum B is too late to be relevant. 


7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
8149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

13 Liefeld 1984: 883-84. E. Sanders 1985: 174-211 connects the idea of 
sinners to those who charge interest against the command of Lev. 25:36-38 
and argues that, whoever they are, not all of them are “common people.” He 
sees Jesus’ offense as offering sinners hope of God without requiring the 
legal restitution that Judaism asked for from sinners. If later Jewish 
materials are a help in understanding the Jewish attitude, the view was that 
such sinners would have used their money or their bodies for immoral 
purposes: Tg. Ong. Gen. 13:13; t. Dem. 3.4-9 (= Neusner 1977-86: 1.88— 
89); SB 1:498-99. On a difference of opinion within Judaism about 
association with “common people,” see m. Dem. 2.2-3. This last text shows 
that clean food was also a key concern. Not every religious Jew would have 
been disturbed by Jesus’ effort, but some clearly would have been. Table 
fellowship, along with clean and unclean food, would be a key concern to 
some of Jewish background. Appeal may have come from a broad reading 
of Lev. 10:10. As the rest of the passage makes clear, Jesus does not ignore 
the need to turn to God (Luke 5:32), but he emphasizes God’s grace and its 
availability to help as the first step, rather than as a later result. 

40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 


the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 
specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 
equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 

40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 
the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 
specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 
equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 

7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
8149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

27 J. A. Sanders 1975: 83-88, where he mentions six passages, three of 
which have an eschatological focus: Lam. Rab. 3.9 on 3:49-50, Yalqut ha- 


Makhiri on Isa. 61:1, and Tg. Ps.-J. Num. 25:12, where Isa. 61 is linked 
with Mal. 3:1. 

20 Jeremias 1963a: 130 calls the phrase an Aramaism and cites Tg. 2 
Sam. 3:21 (cf. Acts 5:17; 9:6, 18). Fitzmyer 1985: 1089 calls it a 
Septuagintalism and cites Gen. 22:3, 19; 24:10; 43:8; Tob. 8:10 [8:9 
NRSV]. All that this really shows is that the idiom is cross-cultural. 

6 Dalman 1909: 143-44 notes this suggestion by A. Meyer, who appeals 
to Aramaic TU} (nétir, observation) and 012 (bintir, secretly) in Tg. Job 
4:12. 

5 Y. Sota 20c (5.4) (= Neusner et al. 1982-93: 27.153); Creed 1930: 21; 
SB 2:101. The idea of singing babies does represent a major expansion of 
this motif, not paralleled in the OT or NT. On Bpéq@oc as fetus, see Oepke, 
TDNT 5:637; BAA 293-94; Luke 1:44; Sir. 19:11. In later Judaism, Tg. Ps. 
68:27 calls on the fetus in the womb to praise God, while Odes Sol. 28.2 
speaks of a child leaping in the womb; Bovon 1989: 85 n. 35. 

10 The stone as a messianic image in Judaism draws esp. on Isa. 28:16 
and Dan. 2:44—45; but see also Gen. 28:17-19; Zech. 4:8—10; 3:8-9; Tg. Ps. 
118:24 (printed in Walton 1657: 3.274; see Ellis 1974: 233). For Tg. Isa. 
28:16 and other Jewish parallels, see Jeremias, TDNT 4:272-73. Tg. Isa. 
28:16(CALTGO) reads: “Behold I set in Zion a king, a mighty king, mighty 
and terrible, whom I will uphold and strengthen; the prophet says: ‘And the 
righteous in whom is confidence shall not tremble when affliction comes.’” 

14 O. Betz, TDNT 9:288-90, 298. Some cite Tg. Song 2:12; SB 1:123- 
24, but Sjöberg, TDNT 6:382, notes that the Spirit never appears in the form 


of a dove in rabbinic writings. 


15 T. Job 47.11; 52.2, 5; T. Abr (A) 20.11-12. For the reprobate, a 
satanic escort to hell is also a possibility; T. Asher 6.4-6 (Marshall 1978: 
636 notes that this text is textually disputed); SB 2:223-27; Tg. Song 4.12. 

10 The stone as a messianic image in Judaism draws esp. on Isa. 28:16 
and Dan. 2:44—45; but see also Gen. 28:17-19; Zech. 4:8-10; 3:8—9; Tg. Ps. 
118:24 (printed in Walton 1657: 3.274; see Ellis 1974: 233). For Tg. Isa. 
28:16 and other Jewish parallels, see Jeremias, TDNT 4:272-73. Tg. Isa. 
28:16(CALTGO) reads: “Behold I set in Zion a king, a mighty king, mighty 
and terrible, whom I will uphold and strengthen; the prophet says: ‘And the 
righteous in whom is confidence shall not tremble when affliction comes.’” 

15 Fitzmyer 1981: 468. Jeremias, TDNT 4:269—71, notes that in later 
Judaism the imagery describes the creation of the nation, as Tg. Isa. 51:1 
shows. Bovon 1989: 172 does not consider the allusion likely, since he sees 
Luke alluding to the Gentiles here. Bovon also distinguishes between a 
stone (here) and a rock (the OT image). Bovon is right that Luke has an 
implication here about Gentiles, but that still need not deny the background 
of the OT, especially since the Greek wording is translated out of the 
original setting. The OT allusion is possible, though not certain. This 
remark is also against a view of “covenantal nomism”; see Allison 1987. 
Placement into blessing is not a matter of election through mere biology. 

22 For details, see Bock 1987: 319 n. 68; J. A. Sanders 1975: 80-81. The 
idea of anointing, the establishment of justice, and the picture of restoration 
are shared in Isa. 42:1, 3-4; 49:4, 7; 61:1-2. Tg. Isa. 61:1 clearly reads the 
text this way: “The spirit of prophecy from before Lord Elohim is upon 


me.” But it is wrong to read the OT passage as only about Isaiah, as C. F. 


Evans 1990: 269 does. Salvation in Isaiah is depicted in terms of God’s 
exodus pattern and is too comprehensive to refer only to Isaiah. Judaism 
was right to read the text ultimately in terms of the eschaton. This is another 
typologically fulfilled text like Luke 3:4-6; see the discussion of typology 
there. 

28 Tg. Lam. 2:20 reads, “Zechariah son of Iddo, the high priest”; Gundry 
1967: 86 n. 1. The Chronicles priest likely functioned as a prophet in 2 
Chron. 24:19-22, but his priestly function was paramount in his 
identification as the son of a great priest. It should be noted that within three 
verses we have two potential points of contact with Tg. Lam. 2:20, though 
this second contact is not certain (see the exegesis of 11:49). 

16 In Gen. 4:10 Abel’s spilled blood cries out, and esp. in Hab. 2:11 
Jerusalem’s stones cry out against Israel’s injustice and sin. Marshall 1978: 
716 notes the possibility that creation will speak out against the sin of the 
Pharisees (Jeremias, TDNT 4:270), an option that is less satisfying 
contextually than the standard OT use of the image; so correctly SB 2:253, 
which notes the use of this figure in Judaism: Tg. Hab. 2:11; Midr. Ps. 73.4 
on 73:10 (= Braude 1959: 2.4). 

3 1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 


ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 


text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

3.1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 


13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

11 Later Jewish tradition shows a connection between the eschaton and 
healing: Pesikta Rabbati 15.22 (= Braude 1968: 336-37), where Isa. 35:5-6 
is used; Aggadat Bereshit 69.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); 
possibly 1QH 18.14-15. 

15 SB 1:96-97; 2:154; Lam. Rab. 1.23 on 1:2; Legah Tob on Num. 
24:17 (2.129b, 130a) (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 3389-90); Pesikta 
Rabbati 29/30B.4 (= Braude 1968: 587-90). On the OT roots of the concept 
of renewal in the wilderness, see Ezek. 20:33-38; Hos. 2:14-23 [2:16-25 
MT]; Nolland 1989: 143; Mauser 1963. 

15 SB 1:500-18; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1101-3; Bovon 1989: 260. Jeremias 
notes that nowhere in Judaism is Messiah the bridegroom. Stauffer, TDNT 
1:654 n. 39, cites 2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 2:15, 38; Deut. Rab. 3.12 on 10:1; Pirge 
de Rabbi Eliezer 41 (= Friedlander 1916: 322); Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Bahodesh 3 on Exod. 19:17 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.219), where 
God comes forth as a groom to meet Israel his bride. In Mekilta de Rabbi 
Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 15:2 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.26-27), 
Akiva cites several texts from the Song of Songs as applying to Israel as the 
bride of God, making it clear that this book was read as a marriage between 
Israel and God. 

27 In Exod. Rab. 2.2 on 3:1, David and Moses are faithful in tending 
sheep, so God lets them rule the people. Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, tractate 


Bahodesh 5.1-11 on Exod. 20:2 [= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.229-30] makes a 
comparison between overt and secret acts. See also m. ‚Abot 3.7; Manson 
1949: 293. 

11 Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, tractate Bahodesh 9 on Exod. 20:21 [= 
20:18 in njpsv] (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.274): “All who are lofty of heart 
are called an abomination, as it is said, ‘Everyone who is lofty of heart is an 
abomination to the Lord.’” Manson 1949: 295-96 notes that the OT 
describes idolatry in similar terms (e.g., 1 Kings 11:5). Because it is the 
ultimate worship of the creature over the Creator, pride may be the most 
common form of idolatry. 

7 While Frg. Tg. Exod. 12:42 provides an example of the rabbis’ 
eschatological reading of this event, appeal is made to Aquila’s translation 
of this verse, which uses rtapatrıpno1g (see also Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Pisha 14 on Exod. 12:42 [= Lauterbach 1933-35: 1.115-16]). The 
variety in the ancient tradition shows the age of this association. 

15 SB 1:500-18; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1101-3; Bovon 1989: 260. Jeremias 
notes that nowhere in Judaism is Messiah the bridegroom. Stauffer, TDNT 
1:654 n. 39, cites 2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 2:15, 38; Deut. Rab. 3.12 on 10:1; Pirge 
de Rabbi Eliezer 41 (= Friedlander 1916: 322); Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Bahodesh 3 on Exod. 19:17 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.219), where 
God comes forth as a groom to meet Israel his bride. In Mekilta de Rabbi 
Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 15:2 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.26-27), 
Akiva cites several texts from the Song of Songs as applying to Israel as the 
bride of God, making it clear that this book was read as a marriage between 


Israel and God. 


3.1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta:an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

4 On women and the synagogue, see Safrai 1976c: 919-20; m. Ber. 3.3. 
Midr. ha-Gadol on Deut. 29:10 [29:11 MT] pictures women and children 
receiving teaching by hearing the readings of the Targums. Safrai notes that 
these late rabbinic texts are confirmed by Acts 16:13 and 17:4. Schweizer 
1984: 222 is thus wrong to suggest that the woman is outside the 


synagogue. 


16 In Gen. 4:10 Abel’s spilled blood cries out, and esp. in Hab. 2:11 
Jerusalem’s stones cry out against Israel’s injustice and sin. Marshall 1978: 
716 notes the possibility that creation will speak out against the sin of the 
Pharisees (Jeremias, TDNT 4:270), an option that is less satisfying 
contextually than the standard OT use of the image; so correctly SB 2:253, 
which notes the use of this figure in Judaism: Tg. Hab. 2:11; Midr. Ps. 73.4 
on 73:10 (= Braude 1959: 2.4). 

42 In the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, Satan is commonly viewed as 
the defeated enemy or associated with serpents: T. Dan 6.3-4; T. Moses 
10.1; and possibly Sir. 25:15, 24. Grundmann, TDNT 3:400, adds T. Levi 
18.12; T. Zeb. 9.8; and Jub. 10.8. In later Judaism, see Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107). Seesemann, TDNT 5:943, sees a figure of 
speech referring to protection, but it is better to speak of a miracle picturing 
victory and protection, since miraculous authority is present. Other Jewish 
texts on Satan include T. Asher 7.3 and T. Dan 5.10-11. 

44 Num. 21:6-9; Ps. 58:4 [58:5 MT]; 140:3 [140:4 MT]; 1 Kings 12:11, 
14 = 2 Chron. 10:11, 14; Sir. 21:2; 39:30. Meanwhile, Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107) gives such power to Noah; Sipra 227 on Lev. 
22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231) attributes a power to judge to the 
“Omnipresent”; while T. Levi 18 gives such power to the messianic high 
priest. Miyoshi 1974: 102-5 has a full survey of the Jewish texts and 
regards Deut. 8:15 as key. 

15 In ancient Judaism, Ps. 118 was seen as messianic; SB 1:849—50, 876; 
m. Suk. 3.9; Midr. Ps. 118.19-20 on 118:21-22 (= Braude 1959: 2.24344); 
Jeremias 1966: 256-57. 


38 Euripides, Fragments 1086, 1071; Oepke, TDNT 3:205; Creed 1930: 
68; Marshall 1978: 187; Cicero, Letters to His Friends 4.5.5; Gen. Rab. 
23.4 on 4:23; SB 2:156; P. Oxy. vol. 1 #1 logion 6; Gospel of Thomas 31; 
Nolland 1979. On iatpöc, see BAGD 369 81; BAA 750. 

15 T. Naph. 3.4-5; 3 Macc. 2:4-5; Wis. 10:4-6; Philo, Life of Moses 
2.10-12 8852-65; Gen. Rab. 27 on 6:5-6; m. Sanh. 10.3; SB 1:574; 
Marshall 1978: 662; Lührmann 1969: 75-83. In the NT see 1 Pet. 3:20; 2 
Pet. 2:5-7; at Qumran see 1QapGen 6.6. 

20 Leaney 1958: 80; SB 2:71. Gen. Rab. 38.14 on 11:29-30 attributes 
the remark to Rabbi Levi, an ascription that dates the remark to ca. A.D. 
300. 

10 For the contrast between judgment of the righteous and the sinner, see 
Prov. 11:31; 1 Pet. 4:17--18; SB 2:263; Gen. Rab. 65.22 on 27:27. 

7 Josephus, Jewish War 2.12.3 8232; Jeremias 1969: 352-58; Jeremias, 
TDNT 7:88-94. On Jewish attitudes, see Sir. 50:25-26; T. Levi 7.2; Gen. 
Rab. 81.3 on 35:2; Jub. 30.5-6, 23; C. A. Evans 1990: 164. On the 
relationship between Jews and Samaritans, see Brindle 1984. 

14 Marshall 1978: 600-601 has details and notes the views. Bultmann 
1963: 171 and Linnemann 1966: 67—70 opt for Matthean originality, while 
Jeremias 1963a: 40 and Ellis 1974: 197 are convinced that Luke has the 
original form. Marshall is undecided, as is Nolland 1993a: 769. All of this 
assumes that only one tradition of the story originally existed, which may 
not be true, as Marshall notes. Bultmann 1963: 202 also notes a similar 
parable in the later Gen. Rab. 86.4 on 39:2, where one of twelve cows is 


lost; also SB 1:785. 


27 In Exod. Rab. 2.2 on 3:1, David and Moses are faithful in tending 
sheep, so God lets them rule the people. Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, tractate 
Bahodesh 5.1-11 on Exod. 20:2 [= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.229-30] makes a 
comparison between overt and secret acts. See also m. ‚Abot 3.7; Manson 
1949: 293. 

14 On Bpuyuög (gnashing), see BAGD 147-48; BAA 294-95; Rengstorf, 
TDNT 1:642; Prov. 19:12; Sir. 51:3; Plummer 1896: 347. On kAauduög 
(weeping), see BAGD 433; BAA 882; Rengstorf, TDNT 3:726; Job 30:31; 
Jer. 3:21. The verb Bpüxo (to gnash) is used as an expression of anger in 
Job 16:9; Ps. 35:16 [34:16 LXX]; 37:12 [36:12 LXX]; 112:10 [111:10 
LXX]; Marshall 1978: 567. On darkness and judgment in Judaism, see 1 
Enoch 103.7-8; 108.5-14; Ps. Sol. 14.9; 15.10; Lev. Rab. 27.1 on 22:27; 
and Exod. Rab. 14.2 on 10:22. Leviticus Rabbah cites Ps. 35:6; Gen. 1:2; 
Isa. 29:15; and Eccles. 6:4 in describing Gehenna’s darkness. Exodus 
Rabbah cites Job 10:22; Ezek. 31:15; Isa. 29:15; and Gen. 1:2. The partial 
overlap of OT texts is interesting. 

53 On the idea of total authority in rtapaöiöanı (to give over), see 
Büchsel, TDNT 2:171; Matt. 11:27; 28:18 (Siwy); 1 Cor. 15:24; Exod. 
Rab. 15.30 on 12:2. Stauffer, TDNT 2:348, calls this passage the “cry of 
jubilation.” 

5 "Enıgev (he mixed) comes from either neiyvunı (BAGD 499) or 
uiyvunt (BAA 1055), both meaning “to mix.” The expression is an idiom 
for two events occurring together; so Ellis 1974: 185, who cites Exod. Rab. 
19.5 on 12:43-44, SB 2:193, and Blinzler 1957-58: 28-29. The midrash 


refers to a mixture of circumcision blood and Paschal blood to indicate the 


need of a person who eats Passover to be circumcised. Philo, Special Laws 
3.16 §91, discusses the inappropriateness of mixing the blood of murderers 
and sacrifices at the temple (Nolland 1993a: 717-18). Wiefel 1988: 252 n. 

11 calls the expression “Palestinian.” 

3 Similar settings are found in Luke 10:25-30; 12:13-15; 15:1-3. The 
idea is to share in eternal reward or eternal life. On the eschatological 
banquet in Judaism, see Exod. Rab. 25.7 on 16:4; 2 Bar. 29.8; 1 Enoch 25.5; 
Behm, TDNT 2:691. 

18 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 6:25-28 (where Enoch and Elijah [referred to as 
“men who were taken up”] are tied to the eschaton); Sir. 48:10 (where it is 
said that Elijah’s return is predicted in the “prophecies of doom”); Exod. 
Rab. 32.9 on 23:20-21 (where Exod. 23:20 and Mal. 3:1 appear in the same 
discussion). 

9 For mop@vpa, see BAGD 694; BAA 1391; 1 Macc. 8:14; 10:62; Esth. 
8:15; Mark 15:17, 20. For BUoooc, see BAGD 148; BAA 296-97; Ezek. 
16:10; 27:7. The terms occur together in Rev. 18:12; Prov. 31:22; 1QapGen 
20.31. On the use of purple to indicate power and regal dress, the late Exod. 
Rab. 38.8 on 29:1 is illustrative. 

3 Manson 1949: 278 notes a passage in Theophrastus, Characters 21.2, 
where the sign of a proud man is that he seeks the seat beside the host. Lev. 
Rab. 1.5 on 1:1 (commenting on Prov. 25:7) has a similar exhortation for 
people to stay two or three seats down; see also Josephus, Antiquities 15.2.4 
821. 

9 Prov. 25:6-7 (NRSV) says, “Do not put yourself forward in the king’s 


presence / or stand in the place of the great; / for it is better to be told, 


‘Come up here,’ / than to be put lower in the presence of a noble.” For 
Jewish parallels, see Sir. 3:17—20; 4:8; 12:11; 29:5; Lev. Rab. 1.5 on 1:1 
(fifth century); »Abot de Rabbi Nathan A.25 (= Goldin 1955: 110); 
Bultmann 1963: 104; Fitzmyer 1985: 1047; SB 1:916. 

10 Lev. Rab. 1.5 on 1:1 attributes a noneschatological statement to 
Hillel: “My humiliation is my exaltation and my exaltation is my 
humiliation.” For more on this midrash, see n. 3 above. 

6 Lev. Rab. 15.2 on 13:2 comments on Job 28:25: “Man is evenly 
balanced, half of him is water, and the other half is blood. When he is 
deserving, the water does not exceed the blood, nor does the blood exceed 
the water; but when he sins, it sometimes happens that the water gains over 
the blood and then he becomes a sufferer from dropsy; at other times the 
blood gains over the water and he then becomes leprous”; Van Der Loos 
1965: 505. 

11 Friedrich, TDNT 6:844 n. 400, lists a few late Jewish and Christian 
texts that indicate a prophet’s discernment: Pseudo-Clement, Homilies 
2.6.1; 3.11.2; 3.13.1-2 (where a true prophet is said to be the “one who 
knows all things”); Lev. Rab. 21.8 on 16:3 (where Rabbi Akiva “sees ... in 
the Holy Spirit” that one of his pupils has received a message from home 
telling him to marry). 

14 On ßpuyuög (gnashing), see BAGD 147-48; BAA 294-95; Rengstorf, 
TDNT 1:642; Prov. 19:12; Sir. 51:3; Plummer 1896: 347. On kAauduög 
(weeping), see BAGD 433; BAA 882; Rengstorf, TDNT 3:726; Job 30:31; 
Jer. 3:21. The verb Bpbya@ (to gnash) is used as an expression of anger in 


Job 16:9; Ps. 35:16 [34:16 LXX]; 37:12 [36:12 LXX]; 112:10 [111:10 


LXX]; Marshall 1978: 567. On darkness and judgment in Judaism, see 1 
Enoch 103.7-8; 108.5-14; Ps. Sol. 14.9; 15.10; Lev. Rab. 27.1 on 22:27; 
and Exod. Rab. 14.2 on 10:22. Leviticus Rabbah cites Ps. 35:6; Gen. 1:2; 
Isa. 29:15; and Eccles. 6:4 in describing Gehenna’s darkness. Exodus 
Rabbah cites Job 10:22; Ezek. 31:15; Isa. 29:15; and Gen. 1:2. The partial 
overlap of OT texts is interesting. 

7 On the mustard seed as proverbial for asmall quantity in Judaism, see 
m. Nid. 5.2; b. Ber. 31a; Manson 1949: 123; Michel, TDNT 3:810-12, esp. 
810 n. 1; SB 1:669. Citing Lev. Rab. 31 on 24:2, Lachs 1987: 225 notes that 
the mustard seed is proverbial in Judaism for the smallest size, a stark 
contrast to the strong image of the cedar. Lachs’s citation of Lev. Rab. 31, 
which deals with the production of olive oil, is not clear. Is the mustard seed 
implied in the oil excluded as worthy in Lev. Rab. 31.10? 

15 Kepatiov (little horn) was eaten only by the poorest humans; BAGD 
429; BAA 873; a NT hapax legomenon. Marshall 1978: 609 cites a saying 
from Lev. Rab. 35.6 on 26:3: “When the Israelites are reduced to carob 
pods, then they repent.” This food was nicknamed “John the Baptist’s 
bread,” on the erroneous idea that John ate carobs. John’s carob was sweet, 
while this carob was bitter; Nolland 1993a: 783; Bailey 1976: 171-73. 

3.1 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 


notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 


ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

15 SB 1:500-18; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1101-3; Bovon 1989: 260. Jeremias 
notes that nowhere in Judaism is Messiah the bridegroom. Stauffer, TDNT 
1:654 n. 39, cites 2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 2:15, 38; Deut. Rab. 3.12 on 10:1; Pirge 
de Rabbi Eliezer 41 (= Friedlander 1916: 322); Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Bahodesh 3 on Exod. 19:17 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.219), where 
God comes forth as a groom to meet Israel his bride. In Mekilta de Rabbi 
Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 15:2 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.26-27), 
Akiva cites several texts from the Song of Songs as applying to Israel as the 
bride of God, making it clear that this book was read as a marriage between 
Israel and God. 

12 In late Judaism, Moses and Elijah are linked eschatologically in Deut. 


Rab. 3.17 on 10:1; SB 1:756; Schürmann 1969: 557. 


11 On lifting the eyes in prayer, see Mark 6:41; 7:34; John 11:41; 17:1; 
Ps. 123:1; 1 Esdr. 4:58 (in 1 Enoch 13.5 evil angels are too ashamed to look 
up); Jeremias, TDNT 1:185-86; Michaelis, TDNT 5:377 n. 11. Lifting the 
hands is a symbol of supplication in the NT; 1 Tim. 2:8. Ztfjdog (breast) 
stands for the person; BAGD 767 and BAA 1532 (“the seat of the inner 
life”); elsewhere in the NT only at Luke 23:48; John 13:25; 21:20; Rev. 
15:6. Jeremias 1963a: 141 at n. 46 says that in Judaism the heart is seen as 
the seat of sin, but cites as evidence only the late Eccles. Rab. 7.2.5 on 7:2. 

24 SB 2:212 narrates a similar Jewish parable from a later period in Song 
Rab. 1.1.9 on 1:1, where the subject is seeking wisdom like silver, a 
reference to the Torah. 

15 Gen. 26:12 speaks of Isaac’s hundredfold yield, but that text has no 
clear connection to Luke. It is debated whether this is a normal or 
exaggerated yield; Nolland 1989: 371-72 opts for a high yield. On the 
ancient custom of measuring a yield twice, see Song Rab. 7.3.3 on 7:3. 
Normal yields ranged from sevenfold to tenfold (Schürmann 1969: 454 n. 
78), so that a hundredfold return is exceptional. 

15 SB 1:96-97; 2:154; Lam. Rab. 1.23 on 1:2; Legah Tob on Num. 
24:17 (2.129b, 130a) (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 3389-90); Pesikta 
Rabbati 29/30B.4 (= Braude 1968: 587-90). On the OT roots of the concept 
of renewal in the wilderness, see Ezek. 20:33-38; Hos. 2:14-23 [2:16-25 
MT]; Nolland 1989: 143; Mauser 1963. 

17 Lam. Rab. 1.34 on 1:7 reads, “When a son abroad goes barefoot 


[through poverty], then he remembers the comfort of his father’s house.” 


29 Some add an association between swaddling clothes and Messiah in 
Lam. Rab. 1.51 on 1:16, an approach discussed and rejected by Marshall 
1978: 107. 

27 J. A. Sanders 1975: 83-88, where he mentions six passages, three of 
which have an eschatological focus: Lam. Rab. 3.9 on 3:49-50, Yalqut ha- 
Makhiri on Isa. 61:1, and Tg. Ps.-J. Num. 25:12, where Isa. 61 is linked 
with Mal. 3:1. 

16 On priestly uncleanness, see Lev. 21:1; on priests’ being excused 
from helping sinners, see Sir. 12:4-6 and Midr. Sam. 5 89 (31a). Nolland 
1993a: 593 adds Num. 5:2; 19:2-13; Ezek. 44:25-27 to the list of texts on 
uncleanness, but rightly refuses to name these as a motive in the parable. 

11 Later Jewish tradition shows a connection between the eschaton and 
healing: Pesikta Rabbati 15.22 (= Braude 1968: 336-37), where Isa. 35:5-6 
is used; Aggadat Bereshit 69.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); 
possibly 1QH 18.14-15. 

5 R. Brown 1977: 369; SB 4:23-40. M. Sab. 19.5 indicates that 
circumcision could take place between the eighth and twelfth days. So 
important was this act that rabbinic texts speculated why it had not been 
included among the Ten Commandments; Pesikta Rabbati 23.4 (= Braude 
1968: 479). 

15 SB 1:96-97; 2:154; Lam. Rab. 1.23 on 1:2; Leqah Tob on Num. 
24:17 (2.129b, 130a) (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 3389-90); Pesikta 
Rabbati 29/30B.4 (= Braude 1968: 587-90). On the OT roots of the concept 
of renewal in the wilderness, see Ezek. 20:33-38; Hos. 2:14-23 [2:16-25 
MT]; Nolland 1989: 143; Mauser 1963. 


26 Pesikta Rabbati 36.2 (= Braude 1968: 680-83); Kirk 1972: 95-98; 
Wiefel 1988: 102. However, the Jewish text is late and it speaks only of his 
standing on the roof of the temple. 

7 Gen. 49:25; Prov. 23:24-25; Fitzmyer 1985: 928; Grundmann 1963: 
222 (who notes the contrast to Gospel of Thomas 79); Hauck, TDNT 4:369; 
SB 2:187-88; m. -Abot 2.8; 2 Bar. 54.10; and later targumim on Gen. 49:25 
(i.e., Ps.-J., Neof. 1, and Frg. Tg.). Manson 1949: 88 notes that Pesikta 
Rabbati 37.2 (= Braude 1968: 2.689) says this of Messiah’s mother (cited as 
8149a by Manson according to an older numbering scheme; see SB 1:161). 

16 Because it is a first-century work, 4 Macc. 13:17 provides key 
evidence: a martyr for the law is welcomed and praised by Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob. See also b. Qid. 72a; b. Git. 57b; Pesikta Rabbati 43.4 (= Braude 
1968: 2.761); R. Meyer, TDNT 3:825-26. In Pesikta Rabbati, if a person 
bows down to an idol, he or she will have a place at Esau’s bosom, not 
Abraham’s. 

7 On Fitzmyer’s view, see the opening paragraph of the sources and 
historicity section. Bovon 1989: 202 also argues that the account depicts the 
victory of faith in the face of opposition. In his view only two texts parallel 
this account’s point about refusing miracles as signs: Dan. 3 and Sipra 227 
on Lev. 22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231). But only the latter is really 
parallel in showing that one does not reveal signs to someone who is 
unworthy. On Jesus’ resisting temptation or persevering in trial, see Luke 
22:28; John 6:15, 26-34; 7:1-4; on his refusal to do signs, see Luke 22:39- 
46; Heb. 2:17-18; 4:15; 5:2. For the history of this text’s exegesis, see 
Kö;ppen 1961. 


44 Num. 21:6-9; Ps. 58:4 [58:5 MT]; 140:3 [140:4 MT]; 1 Kings 12:11, 
14 = 2 Chron. 10:11, 14; Sir. 21:2; 39:30. Meanwhile, Midr. Ps. 91.8 on 
91:13 (= Braude 1959: 2.107) gives such power to Noah; Sipra 227 on Lev. 
22:29-33 (= Neusner 1988b: 3.231) attributes a power to judge to the 
“Omnipresent”; while T. Levi 18 gives such power to the messianic high 
priest. Miyoshi 1974: 102-5 has a full survey of the Jewish texts and 
regards Deut. 8:15 as key. 

31 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 


27 J. A. Sanders 1975: 83-88, where he mentions six passages, three of 
which have an eschatological focus: Lam. Rab. 3.9 on 3:49—50, Yalqut ha- 
Makhiri on Isa. 61:1, and Tg. Ps.-J. Num. 25:12, where Isa. 61 is linked 
with Mal. 3:1. 

17 Marshall 1978: 555 cites the refusal in Syriac Ahigar 8.35 and the 
small yield in „Abot de Rabbi Nathan A.16 (= Goldin 1955: 86). 

9 Prov. 25:6-7 (NRSV) says, “Do not put yourself forward in the king’s 
presence / or stand in the place of the great; / for it is better to be told, 
‘Come up here,’ / than to be put lower in the presence of a noble.” For 
Jewish parallels, see Sir. 3:17—20; 4:8; 12:11; 29:5; Lev. Rab. 1.5 on 1:1 
(fifth century); »Abot de Rabbi Nathan A.25 (= Goldin 1955: 110); 
Bultmann 1963: 104; Fitzmyer 1985: 1047; SB 1:916. 

5 Though not accepting this view, Schweizer 1984: 272 notes a rabbinic 
tradition that if two Sabbaths were perfectly observed the kingdom would 
come, citing Isa. 56:4—7; b. Sab. 118b; SB 1:600 §B. Against this view is 
the late tractate Derek ‚eres Rabbah 11.13 (= A. Cohen 1965: 2.565), which 
cites Rabbi Jose as saying, “Whoever calculates the end has no portion in 
the future world.” This fits the later rabbis’ tendency to discourage 
apocalyptic speculation. 

15 SB 1:635 cites Derek. eres Zutta 5 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 
251): “A house in which there is disunity will assuredly be destroyed at the 
last.” 

40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 


the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 


specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 
equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 
40 In Judaism, 1 Enoch 55.4; Jub. 23.29; T. Sim. 6.6; T. Judah 25.3; 
Sibylline Oracles 3.796-807; T. Moses 10.1-3. Leaney 1958: 179 notes that 
the specific picture of a fall from heaven (for the wicked angels, not Satan 
specifically) comes later in Judaism (e.g., the eighth-century Pirge de Rabbi 
Eliezer 22 [= Friedlander 1916: 160]). In Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 6:4 (= Bowker 
1969: 151), the angels that fell are named Shamhazi and Azael. In Pirge de 
Rabbi Eliezer 14 [= Friedlander 1916: 99]), the angel Sammael is cast down 
from heaven for deceiving Eve. For Judaism, Sammael in all likelihood 
equals the devil (Wis. 2:24; Tg. Ps.-J. on Gen. 3:6 [= Bowker 1969: 121]). 
15 SB 1:500-18; Jeremias, TDNT 4:1101-3; Bovon 1989: 260. Jeremias 
notes that nowhere in Judaism is Messiah the bridegroom. Stauffer, TDNT 
1:654 n. 39, cites 2 Esdr. [4 Ezra] 2:15, 38; Deut. Rab. 3.12 on 10:1; Pirge 
de Rabbi Eliezer 41 (= Friedlander 1916: 322); Mekilta de Rabbi Ishmael, 
tractate Bahodesh 3 on Exod. 19:17 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.219), where 
God comes forth as a groom to meet Israel his bride. In Mekilta de Rabbi 
Ishmael, tractate Shirata 3 on Exod. 15:2 (= Lauterbach 1933-35: 2.26-27), 
Akiva cites several texts from the Song of Songs as applying to Israel as the 
bride of God, making it clear that this book was read as a marriage between 


Israel and God. 


4 Pirge de Rabbi Eliezer 48 (= Friedlander 1916: 378), an eighth-century 
text that is too late to be of real help; R. Brown 1977: 369. Gen. 21:3 may 
belong here in light of Gen. 21:4—5, but it is hard to be sure; R. Meyer, 
TDNT 6:82. 

7 Semahot 8-11 (= Zlotnick 1966: 57-80; see Lerner 1987: 3389-91), an 
extratalmudic tractate, deals with the deceased. M. Ber. 3.1-2 and b. Ketub. 
17a say that if a procession is small, one is to interrupt the study of Torah to 
participate, but if the group is large enough, one should continue studying; 
SB 1:1047—48. Though the Ketubot tractate is late, it reveals the importance 
to Jews of community involvement in mourning. 

10 On mourners, see m. Meg. 4.3; Danby 1933: 206 nn. 9-10. M. Ketub. 
4.4 argues that a minimum of two flutes and one wailing woman should be 
present; also Semahot 12.5 (= Zlotnick 1966: 81). T. Judah 26.3 protests 
against too much extravagance in the funeral procession for Judah. 

16 Translation from Jeremias 1971a: 198. See also Shemoneh Esreh 
[Eighteen Benedictions] no. 3 (= Schürer 1973-87: 2.456, 460). However, 
Jesus’ prayer is more like Jewish “short” prayers than this long Jewish 
liturgical prayer; C. A. Evans 1990: 182. As such, the prayer’s form and 
function come as no surprise in a Jewish context. 

13 In Sir. 23:1, 4; 51:10 natnp often occurs alongside Küpıog (Lord) or 
deonorng (master) (Schrenk, TDNT 5:979 n. 209, 981, 984-85). Elsewhere 
in Judaism at Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] nos. 4-6 (= Schürer 
1973-87: 2.456-57, 460); Wis. 14:3; 3 Macc. 6:3, 8. In the OT at Deut. 
32:6; Isa. 63:16; 64:8 [64:7 MT]; Jer. 3:4; Ps. 68:5 [68:6 MT]; 89:26 [89:27 
MT] (of God’s relationship to the king, as also 2 Sam. 7:14); Mal. 1:6; 2:10; 


1 Chron. 29:10. As a NT term of intimacy, see Rom. 8:14-16; Gal. 4:6; 
Mark 14:36. 

35 On gathering as a figure of bringing together God’s people, see 
Michel, TDNT 7:419-20, who also interprets the imagery as picturing a 
harvest. Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 10 (= Schiirer 1973— 
87: 2.457) reads: “Blessed are you, Lord, who gathers the dispersed of your 
people Israel.” 

19 1QH 4.32-33; 11.9; Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 17 
(= Schürer 1973-87: 2.458); Marshall 1978: 112; Fitzmyer 1981: 411-12; 
Jeremias 1929a; Jeremias, TDNT 1:364; Schrenk, TDNT 2:745-50; 
Fitzmyer 1958; Nolland 1989: 109. 

18 Ellis 1974: 183 notes that the image from Micah was applied to 
messianic times in Judaism: 1 Enoch 99.5; 100.1-2; Jub. 23.19; 2 Bar. 70.6; 
x1Q14 [= 1QpMic.] 20-21. M. Sota 9.9 applied the remark to the 
martyrdom of a rabbi, so the text was used as a common description of 
opposition. Division is also found in Luke 14:26; 17:34-35; Mark 10:29- 
30. 

19 Ellis 1974: 189 notes that Qumran had a similar banquet expectation, 
but with a very different and exclusive audience, namely Messiah, the high 
priest, the priests, the chief of the tribes, and the congregation of Israel’s 
righteous; 1Q28a [= 1QSa = Rule Annex] 2.11—22. Fitzmyer 1985: 1026 
and Marshall 1978: 568 add other Jewish references: 1 Enoch 62.14; 2 
Enoch 42.5; 2 Bar. 29.4; m. ‚Abot 3.17; SB 4:1148, 1154-59. 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 141 overstates the parallelism with Pauline usage, as 


do Fitzmyer 1985: 1185 and Arndt 1956: 380. Linnemann 1966: 62-63, 


144-46 n. 11; Ernst 1977: 497-98; and Marshall 1978: 680-81 are clearer. 
Cf. Ps. 51:19 [51:21 MT]; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 12:7; x1Q28b [= 1QSb] 4.22. 
15 T. Naph. 3.4-5; 3 Macc. 2:4-5; Wis. 10:4—6; Philo, Life of Moses 

2.10-12 8852-65; Gen. Rab. 27 on 6:5-6; m. Sanh. 10.3; SB 1:574; 
Marshall 1978: 662; Lührmann 1969: 75-83. In the NT see 1 Pet. 3:20; 2 
Pet. 2:5-7; at Qumran see 1QapGen 6.6. 

5 Luke 5:15; 8:2; 11:14; 13:12; Matt. 8:17. Demonic influence may be a 
better description than demonic possession, because it is not behavior but a 
diseased condition that is the point; Luke 4:33, 38-39; 2 Cor. 12:7. 
Weakness is produced by the evil spirit; 1QapGen 20.17, 21-29; Stählin, 
TDNT 1:493; Marshall 1978: 557. Fitzmyer 1985: 1012 calls the genitival 
aodeveiag (weakness) an Aramaism; see Creed 1930: 183. Nolland 1993a: 
724 suggests that the number eighteen may be conventional (2 x 9 = “a long 
time”); Judg. 3:13-14; 10:8; 20:25, 44; 2 Sam. 8:13. This is possible, but 
not certain. 

5 Luke 5:15; 8:2; 11:14; 13:12; Matt. 8:17. Demonic influence may be a 
better description than demonic possession, because it is not behavior but a 
diseased condition that is the point; Luke 4:33, 38-39; 2 Cor. 12:7. 
Weakness is produced by the evil spirit; 1QapGen 20.17, 21-29; Stählin, 
TDNT 1:493; Marshall 1978: 557. Fitzmyer 1985: 1012 calls the genitival 
aodeveiag (weakness) an Aramaism; see Creed 1930: 183. Nolland 1993a: 
724 suggests that the number eighteen may be conventional (2 x 9 = “a long 
time”); Judg. 3:13-14; 10:8; 20:25, 44; 2 Sam. 8:13. This is possible, but 


not certain. 


18 Ellis 1974: 100. The Hebrew term is 713 (ga.ar, to shout at, exorcise), 
the Aramaic 741 (gé.ar, to exorcise); Zech. 3:2; Ps. 68:30 [68:31 MT]; 
106:9; Jub. 10.5-9; 1QapGen 20.28-29; 1QM 14.10; Kee 1967—68; 
Stauffer, TDNT 2:625-26; Jastrow 1903: 261; BDB 172. 

18 Josephus ties the origin of Jewish exorcism to the days of Solomon; 
Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; 2.13.3 8286; Tob. 6:1—7; 8:1-3; 1QapGen 20.29; 
SB 4:533-35; Grundmann 1963: 238; Talbert 1982: 137. 

9 For mop@vpa, see BAGD 694; BAA 1391; 1 Macc. 8:14; 10:62; Esth. 
8:15; Mark 15:17, 20. For BUoooc, see BAGD 148; BAA 296-97; Ezek. 
16:10; 27:7. The terms occur together in Rev. 18:12; Prov. 31:22; 1QapGen 
20.31. On the use of purple to indicate power and regal dress, the late Exod. 
Rab. 38.8 on 29:1 is illustrative. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 995—96 notes that awareness of rejection by a 
religious leader is not unparalleled and cites 1QH 2.11-14, 32-33 as 
examples. Jesus was capable of anticipating his vindication in death; so 
correctly Bayer 1986: 77-85. 

5 Ebyaptoté@ (to thank) is common, but not in the first person. The verb 
is used six times by Luke, including Luke 17:16; Acts 27:35; 28:15; also 
1QH 2.20, 31; 3.19, 37; 4.5; 2 Macc. 1:11. Luke 10:21 is similar in tone, but 
decidedly different in content. 

5 Ebyaptoté@ (to thank) is common, but not in the first person. The verb 
is used six times by Luke, including Luke 17:16; Acts 27:35; 28:15; also 
1QH 2.20, 31; 3.19, 37; 4.5; 2 Macc. 1:11. Luke 10:21 is similar in tone, but 


decidedly different in content. 


11 Fitzmyer 1985: 995-96 notes that awareness of rejection by a 
religious leader is not unparalleled and cites 1QH 2.11-14, 32-33 as 
examples. Jesus was capable of anticipating his vindication in death; so 
correctly Bayer 1986: 77-85. 

5 Ebyaptoté@ (to thank) is common, but not in the first person. The verb 
is used six times by Luke, including Luke 17:16; Acts 27:35; 28:15; also 
1QH 2.20, 31; 3.19, 37; 4.5; 2 Macc. 1:11. Luke 10:21 is similar in tone, but 
decidedly different in content. 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

5 Ebyaptoté@ (to thank) is common, but not in the first person. The verb 
is used six times by Luke, including Luke 17:16; Acts 27:35; 28:15; also 
1QH 2.20, 31; 3.19, 37; 4.5; 2 Macc. 1:11. Luke 10:21 is similar in tone, but 
decidedly different in content. 

5 Ebyaptoté@ (to thank) is common, but not in the first person. The verb 
is used six times by Luke, including Luke 17:16; Acts 27:35; 28:15; also 
1QH 2.20, 31; 3.19, 37; 4.5; 2 Macc. 1:11. Luke 10:21 is similar in tone, but 
decidedly different in content. 

19 1QH 4.32-33; 11.9; Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 17 
(= Schürer 1973-87: 2.458); Marshall 1978: 112; Fitzmyer 1981: 411-12; 
Jeremias 1929a; Jeremias, TDNT 1:364; Schrenk, TDNT 2:745-50; 
Fitzmyer 1958; Nolland 1989: 109. 


9 For fire as purging, Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 12 mentions Isa. 1:25; Zech. 
13:9; Mal. 3:2-3; 1QH 5.16. 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

41 Bertram, TDNT 8:619 n. 48, cites 1QH 7.6—7 (where God’s power as 
Most High and the Spirit are linked; see 1QH 6.33) and T. Levi 16.3 (where 
a man who brings renewal to the Law is said to work by “the power of the 
Most High”). Some think that T. Levi 16 has been reworked by a Christian 
editor to allude to Jesus; H. Kee in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.794 n. 16a. 
Grundmann, TDNT 2:300, 311 n. 91, notes the tie between power and the 
Spirit. Procksch, TDNT 1:101, speaks of a “supranatural origin.” 

41 Bertram, TDNT 8:619 n. 48, cites 1QH 7.6—7 (where God’s power as 
Most High and the Spirit are linked; see 1QH 6.33) and T. Levi 16.3 (where 
a man who brings renewal to the Law is said to work by “the power of the 
Most High”). Some think that T. Levi 16 has been reworked by a Christian 
editor to allude to Jesus; H. Kee in J. Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.794 n. 16a. 
Grundmann, TDNT 2:300, 311 n. 91, notes the tie between power and the 
Spirit. Procksch, TDNT 1:101, speaks of a “supranatural origin.” 

16 Note that Luke 10:10-16; John 4:31-38; Rom. 11:16-24; 1 Cor. 3:6— 
7 use the same image, although the last three texts lack judgment overtones. 
A similar usage is found at Qumran (1QS 8.5-6; CD 1.7; 1QH 8.4-11) and 
in Judaism (Odes Sol. 38.17-21; SB 1:720-21). Hauck, TDNT 3:133, and 


Wiefel 1988: 197 note Joel 3:13 [4:13 MT]; Hos. 6:11; Isa. 27:11-12, as OT 
texts where Israel is seen as wheat among Gentile chaff. For an 
eschatological use of the imagery that looks at consummation, see Matt. 
13:36-43; Rev. 14:15. Nolland 1993a: 550-51 argues for a slightly distinct 
use from the OT, since the call is to enter the kingdom with less concern 
about judgment. But the options are clear in Luke 10:8-11. 

6 The judging or separating function of the Holy Spirit is in view in 3:16. 
On mdp, see BAGD 730 82; BAA 1461 82, and the exegesis of 3:16. In the 
OT, fire is acommon way to refer to judgment of both Israel and its 
enemies: Jer. 43:12; Ezek. 15:7; Hos. 8:14; Amos 1:4, 7, 10, 12, 14; 2:2, 5; 
Nah. 3:13; Zech. 13:9; Mal. 3:2-3. It is also a major judgment image in 
Jewish apocalyptic literature: 1 Enoch 18.15; 102.1; 2 Bar. 37.1; 48.39; 2 
Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13:10-11; Ps. Sol. 15.4-5; Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1QH 8.20; 
Wiefel 1988: 247; Lang, TDNT 6:936-37; Nolland 1993a: 708. 

19 1QH 4.32-33; 11.9; Shemoneh Esreh [Eighteen Benedictions] no. 17 
(= Schürer 1973-87: 2.458); Marshall 1978: 112; Fitzmyer 1981: 411-12; 
Jeremias 1929a; Jeremias, TDNT 1:364; Schrenk, TDNT 2:745-50; 
Fitzmyer 1958; Nolland 1989: 109. 

12 BAGD 375; BAA 762; cf. Ps. 51:1, 3 [51:3, 5 MT]; 25:11; 34:6, 18 
[34:7, 19 MT]; 78:38; 79:9; 2 Kings 5:18; 1QS 11.3-5, 10-12; 1QH 11.15- 
22. ‘IAdoKopat appears in the NT only here and in Heb. 2:17. 

19 On yevwvntoic yuvaık@v, see Job 11:2c [not in MT]; 11:12 [4 MT’s 
sense]; 14:1; 15:14; 25:4; Biichsel, TDNT 1:672. Fitzmyer 1981: 675 gives 
Qumran parallels from 1QS 11.21; 1QH 13.14; 18.12-13, 16, 23-24. He 


also notes Gospel of Thomas 46.1. The parallel in Matt. 11:11 is the only 
other NT use of the phrase. 

19 On yevvntoig yuvaık@v, see Job 11:2c [not in MT]; 11:12 [# MT’s 
sense]; 14:1; 15:14; 25:4; Büchsel, TDNT 1:672. Fitzmyer 1981: 675 gives 
Qumran parallels from 1QS 11.21; 1QH 13.14; 18.12-13, 16, 23-24. He 
also notes Gospel of Thomas 46.1. The parallel in Matt. 11:11 is the only 
other NT use of the phrase. 

26 11QMelch applies Isa. 61 to Melchizedek; J. A. Sanders 1975: 89-91 
(who adds 1QH 18.14-15); M. Miller 1969; Nolland 1989: 196 (who notes 
CD 2.12 and 1QM 11.7). In 1QM 11.7, the figure has priestly and messianic 
qualities. 

11 Later Jewish tradition shows a connection between the eschaton and 
healing: Pesikta Rabbati 15.22 (= Braude 1968: 336-37), where Isa. 35:5-6 
is used; Aggadat Bereshit 69.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); 
possibly 1QH 18.14-15. 

19 On yevwvntoic yovaikav, see Job 11:2c [not in MT]; 11:12 [4 MT’s 
sense]; 14:1; 15:14; 25:4; Biichsel, TDNT 1:672. Fitzmyer 1981: 675 gives 
Qumran parallels from 1QS 11.21; 1QH 13.14; 18.12-13, 16, 23-24. He 
also notes Gospel of Thomas 46.1. The parallel in Matt. 11:11 is the only 
other NT use of the phrase. 

19 On yewntoic yuvaikav, see Job 11:2c [not in MT]; 11:12 [4 MT’s 
sense]; 14:1; 15:14; 25:4; Biichsel, TDNT 1:672. Fitzmyer 1981: 675 gives 
Qumran parallels from 1QS 11.21; 1QH 13.14; 18.12-13, 16, 23-24. He 
also notes Gospel of Thomas 46.1. The parallel in Matt. 11:11 is the only 
other NT use of the phrase. 


23 On God’s power, see Josh. 4:24; 1 Chron. 12:23; Wis. 7:25; 2 Macc. 
3:24, 38; 9:8; 1QM 1.11, 14; 4.4, 12; 6.2, 6; 10.5; Eph. 1:20-22; 1 Pet. 3:22; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1467; Grundmann, TDNT 4:540. 

23 On God’s power, see Josh. 4:24; 1 Chron. 12:23; Wis. 7:25; 2 Macc. 
3:24, 38; 9:8; 1QM 1.11, 14; 4.4, 12; 6.2, 6; 10.5; Eph. 1:20-22; 1 Pet. 3:22; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1467; Grundmann, TDNT 4:540. 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28—40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77—90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; 4QsPs? 
[= 4QpPs 37]; 11QTemple* 29.8—10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

29 The Qumran scrolls also refer to the “secrets of God” (2X °, rzy »1): 
1QpHab 7.8; 1QS 3.23; 1QM 3.9; 16.9, 14; 17.9, 17 (Fitzmyer 1981: 708). 
On pvotrptov in the NT, sometimes referring to “new” revelation and other 
times to “clarifying” revelation, see Bock 1994a: 80-85. In these parables, 
uvotńpiov refers to “clarifying” revelation, which means that additional 
truth is connected to old promises, since Matt. 13:51-52 compares the 
mystery kingdom parables to old and new things. 

23 On God’s power, see Josh. 4:24; 1 Chron. 12:23; Wis. 7:25; 2 Macc. 
3:24, 38; 9:8; 1QM 1.11, 14; 4.4, 12; 6.2, 6; 10.5; Eph. 1:20-22; 1 Pet. 3:22; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1467; Grundmann, TDNT 4:540. 


23 On God’s power, see Josh. 4:24; 1 Chron. 12:23; Wis. 7:25; 2 Macc. 
3:24, 38; 9:8; 1QM 1.11, 14; 4.4, 12; 6.2, 6; 10.5; Eph. 1:20-22; 1 Pet. 3:22; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1467; Grundmann, TDNT 4:540. 

23 On God’s power, see Josh. 4:24; 1 Chron. 12:23; Wis. 7:25; 2 Macc. 
3:24, 38; 9:8; 1QM 1.11, 14; 4.4, 12; 6.2, 6; 10.5; Eph. 1:20-22; 1 Pet. 3:22; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1467; Grundmann, TDNT 4:540. 

23 On God’s power, see Josh. 4:24; 1 Chron. 12:23; Wis. 7:25; 2 Macc. 
3:24, 38; 9:8; 1QM 1.11, 14; 4.4, 12; 6.2, 6; 10.5; Eph. 1:20-22; 1 Pet. 3:22; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1467; Grundmann, TDNT 4:540. 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28—40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77—90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; 4QsPs? 
[= 4QpPs 37]; 11Q Temple? 29.8-10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

23 On God’s power, see Josh. 4:24; 1 Chron. 12:23; Wis. 7:25; 2 Macc. 
3:24, 38; 9:8; 1QM 1.11, 14; 4.4, 12; 6.2, 6; 10.5; Eph. 1:20-22; 1 Pet. 3:22; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1467; Grundmann, TDNT 4:540. 

42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
4QplIsa*]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3—4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 


Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 


the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 
8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 

26 11QMelch applies Isa. 61 to Melchizedek; J. A. Sanders 1975: 89-91 
(who adds 1QH 18.14-15); M. Miller 1969; Nolland 1989: 196 (who notes 
CD 2.12 and 1QM 11.7). In 1QM 11.7, the figure has priestly and messianic 
qualities. 

47 Exod. 32:32; Ps. 69:28 [69:29 MT]; Isa. 4:3; Dan. 7:10; 12:1; Mal. 
3:16-17; 1 Enoch 47.3; 104.1; 108.7; Jub. 5.13-14; 23.32; 30.19-23; 1QM 
12.2; Phil. 4:3; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 3:5; 20:12, 15; 21:27; Ellis 1974: 157; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 863-64; SB 2:173-76; Schrenk, TDNT 1:619—20; Traub, 
TDNT 5:532 n. 295. Manson 1949: 258-559 lists the various “books” 
mentioned in the Bible and Judaism: (1) book of life, (2) book of human 
deeds, (3) book of the earthly destiny of people, and (4) book of the divine 
plan. Only the first two are in the Bible. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 921 notes other names used for Satan in Judaism: 
Belial (2 Cor. 6:15; 1QS 1.18, 24), Mast\;emah (1QS 3.23; 1QM 13.4; Jub. 
10.8), and Asmodeus (Tob. 3:8, 17). 

18 Ellis 1974: 100. The Hebrew term is 713 (ga.ar, to shout at, exorcise), 
the Aramaic 13 (gé.ar, to exorcise); Zech. 3:2; Ps. 68:30 [68:31 MT]; 
106:9; Jub. 10.5-9; 1QapGen 20.28-29; 1QM 14.10; Kee 1967—68; 
Stauffer, TDNT 2:625-26; Jastrow 1903: 261; BDB 172. 

29 The Qumran scrolls also refer to the “secrets of God” PX °, rzy »1): 
1QpHab 7.8; 1QS 3.23; 1QM 3.9; 16.9, 14; 17.9, 17 (Fitzmyer 1981: 708). 
On pvotrptov in the NT, sometimes referring to “new” revelation and other 


times to “clarifying” revelation, see Bock 1994a: 80-85. In these parables, 


uvotńpiov refers to “clarifying” revelation, which means that additional 
truth is connected to old promises, since Matt. 13:51-52 compares the 
mystery kingdom parables to old and new things. 

29 The Qumran scrolls also refer to the “secrets of God” (2X °, rzy »]): 
1QpHab 7.8; 1QS 3.23; 1QM 3.9; 16.9, 14; 17.9, 17 (Fitzmyer 1981: 708). 
On pvotnptov in the NT, sometimes referring to “new” revelation and other 
times to “clarifying” revelation, see Bock 1994a: 80-85. In these parables, 
HLOTNpILOV refers to “clarifying” revelation, which means that additional 
truth is connected to old promises, since Matt. 13:51-52 compares the 
mystery kingdom parables to old and new things. 

29 The Qumran scrolls also refer to the “secrets of God” (2X °, rzy D): 
1QpHab 7.8; 1QS 3.23; 1QM 3.9; 16.9, 14; 17.9, 17 (Fitzmyer 1981: 708). 
On pvotrptov in the NT, sometimes referring to “new” revelation and other 
times to “clarifying” revelation, see Bock 1994a: 80-85. In these parables, 
LLOTNpIOV refers to “clarifying” revelation, which means that additional 
truth is connected to old promises, since Matt. 13:51-52 compares the 
mystery kingdom parables to old and new things. 

29 The Qumran scrolls also refer to the “secrets of God” (2X °, rzy »]): 
1QpHab 7.8; 1QS 3.23; 1QM 3.9; 16.9, 14; 17.9, 17 (Fitzmyer 1981: 708). 
On pvotnptov in the NT, sometimes referring to “new” revelation and other 
times to “clarifying” revelation, see Bock 1994a: 80-85. In these parables, 
HLOTNpIOV refers to “clarifying” revelation, which means that additional 
truth is connected to old promises, since Matt. 13:51-52 compares the 


mystery kingdom parables to old and new things. 


46 Ellis appeals to Qumran usage for support (1QpHab 2.7; 7.2) and 
equates it to the “last hour” in 1 John 2:18. Maddox 1982: 114 rightly asks 
if Qumran can deliver this extended force. 

46 Ellis appeals to Qumran usage for support (1QpHab 2.7; 7.2) and 
equates it to the “last hour” in 1 John 2:18. Maddox 1982: 114 rightly asks 
if Qumran can deliver this extended force. 

29 The Qumran scrolls also refer to the “secrets of God” (2X °, rzy »1): 
1QpHab 7.8; 1QS 3.23; 1QM 3.9; 16.9, 14; 17.9, 17 (Fitzmyer 1981: 708). 
On pvotrptov in the NT, sometimes referring to “new” revelation and other 
times to “clarifying” revelation, see Bock 1994a: 80-85. In these parables, 
uvotńpiov refers to “clarifying” revelation, which means that additional 
truth is connected to old promises, since Matt. 13:51-52 compares the 
mystery kingdom parables to old and new things. 

33 On the phrase “Moses and the prophets,” see Luke 16:16, 31; 24:27, 
44; 1QS 1.3; 8.15-16; CD 5.21-6.1. The combination is not found in formal 
Judaism; SB 4:415-17; Marshall 1978: 639. On the theme that God has so 
revealed himself in the OT that neglect makes one culpable, see Lorenzen 
1975-76. 

37 1QS 1.10; 2.4-9; 9.21-23; Ellis 1974: 114; Guelich 1982: 226. The 
leaning of the imprecatory Psalms in this direction is what makes their tone 
so difficult. Because Jesus’ ethic is a heightening of old standards, they 
appear in antithesis in Matthew. It is right to call for God’s justice, but it is 
also important to seek the best for fellow humans. God’s justice is in place 
and will occur, as the eschatological remarks of the sermon make clear. But 


the disciple seeks the enemies’ transformation and hopes that they may 


come to know God so that they can enter into God’s grace and kindness, 
while escaping his wrath. 

24 Manson’s suggestion (1949: 118) of an Aramaic mistranslation is 
unlikely, even though it is acommon position (see Jeremias 1963a: 57 nn. 
30-31). One can argue for a purposely emotive figure without having to 
resort to mistranslation. Marshall 1978: 543 lays out a full set of options: 
figurative, mistranslation, literal, and overliteral translation of the Aramaic. 
The last is Marshall’s choice, following O. Betz 1964-66, who notes a 
parallel idiom at Qumran. In 1QS 2.16, the term means “to cut off from the 
midst of” and refers to those who were accursed eternally (so 1QS 1.10-11; 
6.24-25; 7.1-2, 16; 8.21-23). The idiom refers to those who suffer 
eschatological judgment, not excommunication. See also Weiser 1971: 199— 
200 and Ellingworth 1980. Those rejected like this often have treated others 
poorly or have taken advantage of them (Ps. 37:12, 14, 16, 32). The 
idiomatic background denotes complete separation. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 921 notes other names used for Satan in Judaism: 
Belial (2 Cor. 6:15; 1QS 1.18, 24), Mast\;emah (1QS 3.23; 1QM 13.4; Jub. 
10.8), and Asmodeus (Tob. 3:8, 17). 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13—4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 


where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 


action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

38 Prov. 12:10; Sir. 30:7; T. Naph. 4.5; T. Levi 4.4; 1QS 1.22; 2.1; 
Plummer 1896: 43; Marshall 1978: 94; Fitzmyer 1981: 386; K6;ster, TDNT 
7:556. The English equivalent term is heart. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 921 notes other names used for Satan in Judaism: 
Belial (2 Cor. 6:15; 1QS 1.18, 24), Mast\;emah (1QS 3.23; 1QM 13.4; Jub. 
10.8), and Asmodeus (Tob. 3:8, 17). 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

38 Prov. 12:10; Sir. 30:7; T. Naph. 4.5; T. Levi 4.4; 1QS 1.22; 2.1; 
Plummer 1896: 43; Marshall 1978: 94; Fitzmyer 1981: 386; K6;ster, TDNT 
7:556. The English equivalent term is heart. 

37 1QS 1.10; 2.4-9; 9.21-23; Ellis 1974: 114; Guelich 1982: 226. The 
leaning of the imprecatory Psalms in this direction is what makes their tone 
so difficult. Because Jesus’ ethic is a heightening of old standards, they 
appear in antithesis in Matthew. It is right to call for God’s justice, but it is 


also important to seek the best for fellow humans. God’s justice is in place 


and will occur, as the eschatological remarks of the sermon make clear. But 
the disciple seeks the enemies’ transformation and hopes that they may 
come to know God so that they can enter into God’s grace and kindness, 
while escaping his wrath. 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

24 Manson’s suggestion (1949: 118) of an Aramaic mistranslation is 
unlikely, even though it is a common position (see Jeremias 1963a: 57 nn. 
30-31). One can argue for a purposely emotive figure without having to 
resort to mistranslation. Marshall 1978: 543 lays out a full set of options: 
figurative, mistranslation, literal, and overliteral translation of the Aramaic. 
The last is Marshall’s choice, following O. Betz 1964—66, who notes a 
parallel idiom at Qumran. In 1QS 2.16, the term means “to cut off from the 
midst of” and refers to those who were accursed eternally (so 1QS 1.10-11; 
6.24-25; 7.1-2, 16; 8.21-23). The idiom refers to those who suffer 
eschatological judgment, not excommunication. See also Weiser 1971: 199— 


200 and Ellingworth 1980. Those rejected like this often have treated others 


poorly or have taken advantage of them (Ps. 37:12, 14, 16, 32). The 
idiomatic background denotes complete separation. 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

18 On Isa. 40: 1QS 8.12-15; 9.19-21; on repentance: 1QS 5.13-14; 3.1- 
9; on the baptisms of cleansing: CD 10.10-13. 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

29 The Qumran scrolls also refer to the “secrets of God” (2X °, rzy »1): 
1QpHab 7.8; 1QS 3.23; 1QM 3.9; 16.9, 14; 17.9, 17 (Fitzmyer 1981: 708). 


On pvotnptov in the NT, sometimes referring to “new” revelation and other 


times to “clarifying” revelation, see Bock 1994a: 80-85. In these parables, 
uvotńpiov refers to “clarifying” revelation, which means that additional 
truth is connected to old promises, since Matt. 13:51-52 compares the 
mystery kingdom parables to old and new things. 

11 Fitzmyer 1985: 921 notes other names used for Satan in Judaism: 
Belial (2 Cor. 6:15; 1QS 1.18, 24), Mast\;emah (1QS 3.23; 1QM 13.4; Jub. 
10.8), and Asmodeus (Tob. 3:8, 17). 

15 At Qumran, the Spirit of truth is the light that illumines human hearts; 
1QS 4.2; Grundmann 1963: 243. The OT image is found in Job 29:3; Ps. 
112:4; Isa. 42:6-7; 45:7; 59:9-10; Mic. 7:8; Fitzmyer 1985: 940. The body 
is ametonymy of container for contents and refers to the person. 

8 Jub. 9.15; 36.10; 1 Enoch 10.6; 54.6; 90.24-27; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 
7:36-38; 13:4; Ps. Sol. 15.4-7; 2 Bar 48.39; T. Abr (A) 14.11; 1QH 3.28- 
31; 6.18-19; 1QS 2.8, 15; 4.13; Dunn 1970a: 12 n. 11; Schulz 1972: 376 n. 
347 (who rightly notes this is an apocalyptic image applied to Jesus, not 
something that describes his first coming). 

33 Cf. “times of the age” in Tob. 14:4-5 and “season of visitation” in 
1QS 4.18-19. C. A. Evans 1990: 313 notes that this hope is a decisive 
argument against J. T. Sanders’s claim (1987: 216-19) that Luke is anti- 
Semitic (he does see a future time when Israel will have a key role). 

18 Jer. 31:31-33 [as writing the law on the heart]; Joel 2:28-32 [3:1-5 
MT]; 1QS 4.21-22; Danker 1988: 64; SB 2:126-27; R. Meyer, TDNT 
6:816—20, 826-27. On the view of some in ancient Judaism that the Spirit’s 
revelatory work ceased sometime before the Maccabean period, see 1 Macc. 


9:27; 14:41. 


19 1QS 5.13; Josephus, Jewish War 2.8.2-13 88119-61. Bringing 
Josephus’s description into consideration assumes that the Qumran 
community is Essene, a stance defended by Dupont-Sommer 1961: 39-67. 
Despite recent objections raised because of the find of Migsät Ma sê Törä 
(4QMMT) at Qumran, this is still the best option. 

18 On Isa. 40: 1QS 8.12-15; 9.19-21; on repentance: 1QS 5.13-14; 3.1— 
9; on the baptisms of cleansing: CD 10.10—13. 

24 Manson’s suggestion (1949: 118) of an Aramaic mistranslation is 
unlikely, even though it is a common position (see Jeremias 1963a: 57 nn. 
30-31). One can argue for a purposely emotive figure without having to 
resort to mistranslation. Marshall 1978: 543 lays out a full set of options: 
figurative, mistranslation, literal, and overliteral translation of the Aramaic. 
The last is Marshall’s choice, following O. Betz 1964—66, who notes a 
parallel idiom at Qumran. In 1QS 2.16, the term means “to cut off from the 
midst of” and refers to those who were accursed eternally (so 1QS 1.10-11; 
6.24-25; 7.1-2, 16; 8.21-23). The idiom refers to those who suffer 
eschatological judgment, not excommunication. See also Weiser 1971: 199- 
200 and Ellingworth 1980. Those rejected like this often have treated others 
poorly or have taken advantage of them (Ps. 37:12, 14, 16, 32). The 
idiomatic background denotes complete separation. 

24 Manson’s suggestion (1949: 118) of an Aramaic mistranslation is 
unlikely, even though it is a common position (see Jeremias 1963a: 57 nn. 
30-31). One can argue for a purposely emotive figure without having to 
resort to mistranslation. Marshall 1978: 543 lays out a full set of options: 


figurative, mistranslation, literal, and overliteral translation of the Aramaic. 


The last is Marshall’s choice, following O. Betz 1964-66, who notes a 
parallel idiom at Qumran. In 1QS 2.16, the term means “to cut off from the 
midst of” and refers to those who were accursed eternally (so 1QS 1.10-11; 
6.24-25; 7.1-2, 16; 8.21-23). The idiom refers to those who suffer 
eschatological judgment, not excommunication. See also Weiser 1971: 199— 
200 and Ellingworth 1980. Those rejected like this often have treated others 
poorly or have taken advantage of them (Ps. 37:12, 14, 16, 32). The 
idiomatic background denotes complete separation. 

24 Manson’s suggestion (1949: 118) of an Aramaic mistranslation is 
unlikely, even though it is a common position (see Jeremias 1963a: 57 nn. 
30-31). One can argue for a purposely emotive figure without having to 
resort to mistranslation. Marshall 1978: 543 lays out a full set of options: 
figurative, mistranslation, literal, and overliteral translation of the Aramaic. 
The last is Marshall’s choice, following O. Betz 1964—66, who notes a 
parallel idiom at Qumran. In 1QS 2.16, the term means “to cut off from the 
midst of” and refers to those who were accursed eternally (so 1QS 1.10-11; 
6.24-25; 7.1-2, 16; 8.21-23). The idiom refers to those who suffer 
eschatological judgment, not excommunication. See also Weiser 1971: 199— 
200 and Ellingworth 1980. Those rejected like this often have treated others 
poorly or have taken advantage of them (Ps. 37:12, 14, 16, 32). The 
idiomatic background denotes complete separation. 

16 Note that Luke 10:10-16; John 4:31-38; Rom. 11:16-24; 1 Cor. 3:6— 
7 use the same image, although the last three texts lack judgment overtones. 
A similar usage is found at Qumran (1QS 8.5-6; CD 1.7; 1QH 8.4-11) and 
in Judaism (Odes Sol. 38.17-21; SB 1:720-21). Hauck, TDNT 3:133, and 


Wiefel 1988: 197 note Joel 3:13 [4:13 MT]; Hos. 6:11; Isa. 27:11-12, as OT 
texts where Israel is seen as wheat among Gentile chaff. For an 
eschatological use of the imagery that looks at consummation, see Matt. 
13:36-43; Rev. 14:15. Nolland 1993a: 550-51 argues for a slightly distinct 
use from the OT, since the call is to enter the kingdom with less concern 
about judgment. But the options are clear in Luke 10:8-11. 

18 On Isa. 40: 1QS 8.12-15; 9.19-21; on repentance: 1QS 5.13-14; 3.1— 
9; on the baptisms of cleansing: CD 10.10—13. 

33 On the phrase “Moses and the prophets,” see Luke 16:16, 31; 24:27, 
44; 1QS 1.3; 8.15-16; CD 5.21-6.1. The combination is not found in formal 
Judaism; SB 4:415-17; Marshall 1978: 639. On the theme that God has so 
revealed himself in the OT that neglect makes one culpable, see Lorenzen 
1975-76. 

24 Manson’s suggestion (1949: 118) of an Aramaic mistranslation is 
unlikely, even though it is acommon position (see Jeremias 1963a: 57 nn. 
30-31). One can argue for a purposely emotive figure without having to 
resort to mistranslation. Marshall 1978: 543 lays out a full set of options: 
figurative, mistranslation, literal, and overliteral translation of the Aramaic. 
The last is Marshall’s choice, following O. Betz 1964-66, who notes a 
parallel idiom at Qumran. In 1QS 2.16, the term means “to cut off from the 
midst of” and refers to those who were accursed eternally (so 1QS 1.10-11; 
6.24-25; 7.1-2, 16; 8.21-23). The idiom refers to those who suffer 
eschatological judgment, not excommunication. See also Weiser 1971: 199- 


200 and Ellingworth 1980. Those rejected like this often have treated others 


poorly or have taken advantage of them (Ps. 37:12, 14, 16, 32). The 
idiomatic background denotes complete separation. 

4 Judaism also had hopes of priestly messianic figures; see 1QS 9.11 and 
Neusner, Green, and Frerichs 1987. 

13 T. Levi 18 has a messianic flavor to it, but this is an Aaronic Messiah, 
a priestly Messiah; cf. 1QS 9.11. 

18 On Isa. 40: 1QS 8.12-15; 9.19-21; on repentance: 1QS 5.13-14; 3.1— 
9; on the baptisms of cleansing: CD 10.10—13. 

37 1QS 1.10; 2.4-9; 9.21-23; Ellis 1974: 114; Guelich 1982: 226. The 
leaning of the imprecatory Psalms in this direction is what makes their tone 
so difficult. Because Jesus’ ethic is a heightening of old standards, they 
appear in antithesis in Matthew. It is right to call for God’s justice, but it is 
also important to seek the best for fellow humans. God’s justice is in place 
and will occur, as the eschatological remarks of the sermon make clear. But 
the disciple seeks the enemies’ transformation and hopes that they may 
come to know God so that they can enter into God’s grace and kindness, 
while escaping his wrath. 

21 The exact phrase is unattested elsewhere, but at Qumran the phrases 
wealth of evil (CD 6.15) and wealth of violence (1QS 10.19) occur. 

12 BAGD 375; BAA 762; cf. Ps. 51:1, 3 [51:3, 5 MT]; 25:11; 34:6, 18 
[34:7, 19 MT]; 78:38; 79:9; 2 Kings 5:18; 1QS 11.3-5, 10-12; 1QH 11.15- 
22. ‘[AdoKopat appears in the NT only here and in Heb. 2:17. 

12 BAGD 375; BAA 762; cf. Ps. 51:1, 3 [51:3, 5 MT]; 25:11; 34:6, 18 
[34:7, 19 MT]; 78:38; 79:9; 2 Kings 5:18; 1QS 11.3-5, 10-12; 1QH 11.15- 
22. ‘IAdoKopai appears in the NT only here and in Heb. 2:17. 


19 On yevvntoig yuvaıKk@v, see Job 11:2c [not in MT]; 11:12 [# MT’s 
sense]; 14:1; 15:14; 25:4; Büchsel, TDNT 1:672. Fitzmyer 1981: 675 gives 
Qumran parallels from 1QS 11.21; 1QH 13.14; 18.12-13, 16, 23-24. He 
also notes Gospel of Thomas 46.1. The parallel in Matt. 11:11 is the only 
other NT use of the phrase. 

42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
4QplIsa*]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3-4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 
Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 
the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 
8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 

6 For a methodological assessment of this debate, see R. Miller 1991. 
Sanders is unaware of Eppstein’s 1964 article (see n. 1). Some in Judaism 
saw the temple as corrupt; 1 Enoch 89.73-90.29; 4Q174 [= 4QFlor] 1.1-12. 
Meier 1994: 886 rightly calls the cleansing “prophetic action,” but opts for 
a rejection of the temple rather than a cleansing. This ignores the 
connection to Isa. 56. 

25 Marshall argues for a causative force here (“cause us not to succumb 
to temptation”) citing 4Q174 [= 4QFlor] 1.8 as reflecting the Hebrew 
idiom. So also Talbert 1982: 130, citing Luke 4:13; 22:28; Acts 14:22; 
20:19 as illustrations of this kind of request. 

42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
4QplIsa*]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3—4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 


Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 


the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 
8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 

7 Marshall notes that Levi’s devotion to Torah is expressed in terms of a 
similar commitment in Deut. 33:9 and 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 15-16. 
Schrenk, TDNT 5:983, defines pioćo as “to set aside for.” 

31 Enoch 46-48, 62-71 and 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13 are too late to be 
related to this period. S. Kim 1985: 19 and n. 25 mentions that a 
“heavenly,” redemptive figure identified alternatively with Enoch, Abel, or 
Melchizedek may have existed in the ancient Jewish tradition. But he notes 
that these claims are disputable, since the clear examples are late. He also 
notes (pp. 20-22) that 4Q2467, formerly 4Q243 (= 4QpsDan A? = 4QpsDan 
ar“), may prove this limitation incorrect, but it is too early to know what this 
text means, since all of it has not been published, and it has many gaps. 
Fitzmyer 1981: 209-10 argues that 1 Enoch may be relevant as a 
transitional move to an apocalyptic individualized use, but he treats the 
point as too unclear to base much on it. Kim (p. 19 n. 25) notes that all 
undisputed examples from 1 Enoch and 2 Esdras are later than the Gospels. 
The Son of Man references in Judaism are 1 Enoch 46.3-7; 48.4-10; 62.3— 
9, 14; 63.11; 69.27-29; 2 Esdr. [= 4 Ezra] 13; b. Sanh. 96b; 98a; Num. Rab. 
13.14 on 7:12-13; Midr. ha-Gadol on Gen. 49:10; Aggadat Bereshit 4.3; 
23.1 (see Strack and Stemberger 1991: 339); y. Ta.an. 65b (2.1) (= Neusner 
et al. 1982-93: 18.183); b. Hag. 14a; Tanhuma (Buber), Toledot 70b (6.20) 
(= Townsend 1989: 167; see also Caragounis 1986: 134-36). 

14 Jeremias 1971a: 63-68 notes no example of “my Father” in the 


literature. In fact, in Judaism such intimacy was avoided. Jeremias 1967b: 


16-29 lists the potential Jewish parallels. Dunn 1975: 21-26 notes that 
Jeremias overstates the case in allowing no exceptions, but suggests that 
Jeremias’s general portrait is correct. Plummer 1896: 296 remarks that God 
as the Father of Israel is an OT image; the concept of God as Father to 
individual people begins to appear only in intertestamental Judaism (see the 
texts in the previous note). Jesus’ reference to “my Father” is highly 
unusual, though not unprecedented: x4Q372; 3 Macc. 6:3; Wis. 14:3; and 
Sir. 23:1 use “my Father” or “Father.” In the NT, see Luke 2:49; 10:22 = 
Matt. 11:27; Luke 22:29; 24:49; Matt. 7:21; 10:32-33; 12:50; 15:13; 16:17; 
18:10, 35; 20:23; 25:34; 26:29, 39, 53. The contrast is striking and 
significant. 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28—40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77-90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; 4QsPs? 
[= 4QpPs 37]; 11Q Temple? 29.8-10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

26 In 4QPrNab, a Jewish exorcist remits sins of the Babylonian King 
Nabonidus; Dupont-Sommer 1961: 322, esp. n. 3. The problem with this 
fragmentary Qumran parallel is that the method of expressing forgiveness to 


the king is not described in the text, but only summarized. Consequently, it 


can hardly carry the weight of the case for a prophetic understanding in 
Luke. See the exegesis of 5:24 and Bock 1991c: 117 and n. 26. 

26 11QMelch applies Isa. 61 to Melchizedek; J. A. Sanders 1975: 89-91 
(who adds 1QH 18.14-15); M. Miller 1969; Nolland 1989: 196 (who notes 
CD 2.12 and 1QM 11.7). In 1QM 11.7, the figure has priestly and messianic 
qualities. 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28—40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77—90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; 4QsPs? 
[= 4QpPs 37]; 11QTemple* 29.8—10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

20 Hendriksen 1978: 291. Fitzmyer 1981: 575 notes a Qumran text on 
this topic: 11QTemple? 48.17—49.4. At Qumran, lepers were also isolated to 
prevent additional defiling. 

5 Carefully surveying the historical background to the trial scenes and 
crucifixion in a Jewish setting, O. Betz 1982 argues for the historical 
coherence and integrity of the Marcan account as well as for its 
chronological priority (against Catchpole and Green in n. 4 above). He 
suggests that the temple charge, which Luke lacks, raised the issue of Jesus’ 
authority and, in the view of the Jews, made him a risk to begin a chain of 


events that ultimately would lead Rome to take the temple and Jerusalem 


(John 11:47-52). The messianic confession only highlighted the danger in 
their view. This could be called blasphemous in the sense that someone 
causing God’s people to be handed over to the nations would be guilty of 
his name being blasphemed (11QTemple* 64.6-13). Betz’s study raises one 
potential element that could have set up the decisive Jewish negative 
reaction to Jesus (for another, more direct cause, see the exegesis of 22:69). 
I am not certain, however, that it is as important to choose between the 
Lucan and Marcan accounts as other scholars seem prone to believe. Gospel 
writers could incorporate older source materials despite the age of their 
composition. 

27 Gressmann 1911 notes the nature of the customs. Perles’s attempt 
(1919-20) to suggest an Aramaic element ?2N (tbl) behind the tradition that 
should be translated “seasoning” instead of “soil” fails on lexical grounds. 
The ?2n/yfi interchange is found in Isa. 14:21; 26:9, 18; 1 Chron. 16:30; cf. 
x11QtgJob 24.8; 29.3 with Job 34:13; 37:12. Correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 
1069-70 and Black 1967: 166-67. 

27 Gressmann 1911 notes the nature of the customs. Perles’s attempt 
(1919-20) to suggest an Aramaic element ?2N (tbl) behind the tradition that 
should be translated “seasoning” instead of “soil” fails on lexical grounds. 
The ?2n/yfi interchange is found in Isa. 14:21; 26:9, 18; 1 Chron. 16:30; cf. 
x11QtgJob 24.8; 29.3 with Job 34:13; 37:12. Correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 
1069-70 and Black 1967: 166-67. 

16 Note that Luke 10:10-16; John 4:31-38; Rom. 11:16-24; 1 Cor. 3:6— 
7 use the same image, although the last three texts lack judgment overtones. 


A similar usage is found at Qumran (1QS 8.5-6; CD 1.7; 1QH 8.4-11) and 


in Judaism (Odes Sol. 38.17-21; SB 1:720-21). Hauck, TDNT 3:133, and 
Wiefel 1988: 197 note Joel 3:13 [4:13 MT]; Hos. 6:11; Isa. 27:11-12, as OT 
texts where Israel is seen as wheat among Gentile chaff. For an 
eschatological use of the imagery that looks at consummation, see Matt. 
13:36—43; Rev. 14:15. Nolland 1993a: 550-51 argues for a slightly distinct 
use from the OT, since the call is to enter the kingdom with less concern 
about judgment. But the options are clear in Luke 10:8-11. 

26 11QMelch applies Isa. 61 to Melchizedek; J. A. Sanders 1975: 89-91 
(who adds 1QH 18.14-15); M. Miller 1969; Nolland 1989: 196 (who notes 
CD 2.12 and 1QM 11.7). In 1QM 11.7, the figure has priestly and messianic 
qualities. 

5 BDB 966; BAGD 744; BAA 1490; 1 Chron. 21:1; Job 1:9-11. At 
Qumran and in other Jewish writings, Satan was frequently called Beliar or 
Belial; CD 4.13; 1QS 1.18, 24; 2.19; Jub. 10.11; T. Dan 5.1, 6; T. Ben. 6.1; 
Life of Adam and Eve 13.1. See also the “two spirits” of good and evil in 
1QS 3.13-4.25; Nolland 1993b: 1030. J. Green 1988: 232-33 notes a 
conceptual parallel in the Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 3.11 and 5.1, 
where Satan prompts Manasseh to seize Isaiah and saw him in two (an 
action that may be alluded to in Heb. 11:37). On the background to the 
figure Satan, see the exegesis of Luke 4:2. 

33 On the phrase “Moses and the prophets,” see Luke 16:16, 31; 24:27, 
44; 1QS 1.3; 8.15-16; CD 5.21-6.1. The combination is not found in formal 
Judaism; SB 4:415-17; Marshall 1978: 639. On the theme that God has so 
revealed himself in the OT that neglect makes one culpable, see Lorenzen 


1975-76. 


21 The exact phrase is unattested elsewhere, but at Qumran the phrases 
wealth of evil (CD 6.15) and wealth of violence (1QS 10.19) occur. 

42 CD 7.18-19; 1QM 11.6; 4Q175 [= 4QTestim] 12; 4Q161 [= 
A4Qplsa*]; T. Levi 18.3. T. Levi 4.3—4 is an interesting parallel, but it is 
debated whether a Christian interpolation is present; H. Kee in J. 
Charlesworth 1983-85: 1.789 n. 4b. Fitzmyer 1981: 387 cites the texts. On 
the tribe of Judah as the locale of the messianic, regal hope, see T. Naph. 
8.2; T. Sim. 7.1-2; Wiefel 1988: 65. 

18 On Isa. 40: 1QS 8.12-15; 9.19-21; on repentance: 1QS 5.13-14; 3.1— 
9; on the baptisms of cleansing: CD 10.10-13. 

14 Ellis 1974: 186 notes that the Qumranians in general were even 
stricter than the Pharisees; K. Schubert 1957: 127-28. CD 11.13-14 reads, 
“No one shall help an animal in its delivery on the Sabbath day. And if it 
falls into a pit or a ditch, one shall not raise it on the Sabbath.” For details 
of Jewish practice, see the exegesis of the next verse. 

20 In fact, in many traditions “overshadowing” such a corpse rendered 
one unclean; E. Sanders 1990: 33-35. Pharisees were particularly sensitive 
to this issue (Num. 19:11—22; Lev. 21:1-3; m. Dem. 2.3), as were the 
Essenes at Qumran (CD 12.15-18). This was a common Jewish concept; 
Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.3 8336-38. 

5 Hengel 1968 and Derrett 1970: 286—312 discuss the ancient customs 
that provide the historical background for this parable. Such tenants would 
work for a commission (m. Kil. 4-6 describes laws governing vineyards; 
Mur 24b-e [DJD 2:124-32] gives details of a tenant arrangement; Derrett 
1970: 293-94). Derrett argues that if the vineyard could be shown to have 


been “abandoned” by the owner, it would revert to the tenants if they had 
worked the land for three years (m. B. Bat. 3.1; Jeremias 1963a: 74-75; 
Dodd 1961: 97). Such a cultural background gives context to the parable, 
though it is comprehensible without it (correctly Fitzmyer 1985: 1283). 

38 Euripides, Fragments 1086, 1071; Oepke, TDNT 3:205; Creed 1930: 
68; Marshall 1978: 187; Cicero, Letters to His Friends 4.5.5; Gen. Rab. 
23.4 on 4:23; SB 2:156; P. Oxy. vol. 1 #1 logion 6; Gospel of Thomas 31; 
Nolland 1979. On iatpdc, see BAGD 369 81; BAA 750. 

32 P. Tebt. vol. 1 #43 lines 26, 36; P. Oxy. vol. 3 #472 line 33 (A.D.. 
130). BAGD 776 cites Lysias 26.24 (177) as well as Luke 19:8, though it 
interprets the term in Luke 3:14 as “harass, accuse falsely.” 

7 To emßaAAov means “that which falls to me”; Tob. 3:17; 6:12; P. Oxy. 
vol. 4 #715 lines 13-15; Creed 1930: 198; Hauck, TDNT 1:529; MM 235; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1087. As a noun, ovoiac refers to property; Tob. 14:13; 3 
Macc. 3:28; Josephus, Antiquities 7.5.5 8114. On d1eiAev (he divided), see 
Schlier, TDNT 1:184. 

12 Acts 11:28; Michel, TDNT 5:157; P. Oxy. vol. 7 #1021 line 5; 
Fitzmyer 1981: 400. The remark may be rhetorical and partially hyperbolic 
(cf. Col. 1:6: “to the whole world”). 

4 Ps. 130:1 LXX [131:1 Engl.]; Josephus, Antiquities 16.4.6 8135; 
Marshall 1978: 529; Deissner, TDNT 4:630-31; Fitzmyer 1985: 980; 
BAGD 514; BAA 1041; P. Oxy. vol. 14 #1679 line 16 (where it is a term 
for “wrong”). 

10 Nolland 1989: 204 notes that in the ancient world exorcism falls 


between magic (Paris Magic Papyrus, lines 3007-85) and medicine 


(Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 4.20; Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185). 
Jews and non-Jews believed in magic (Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; 
Lucian, Lover of Lies 16, 30-31). But these healings often included potions 
or other aids that Jesus does not use. The healer in Lucian’s account, a 
Syrian from Palestine, charged a large fee for the service. Lucian also notes 
the exorcist’s use of “Egyptian works” and “imprecations in the Egyptian 
language.” Surveying recent work on the question, Crossan 1991: 304-10 
compares magic, miracle, and medicine and equates miracle to magic. But 
this grossly underestimates Jesus. The range of Jesus’ miracles suggests the 
presence of power far beyond anything magical. Jesus does not rely on 
potions or aids, but uses only his word. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 42) argues that because Jesus did not use magical formulas or 
incantations, the disciples did not preserve his actual words for the 
exorcism. But the logic of this argument for a lack of remembrance is not 
clear or compelling. The very dissimilarity of Jesus’ style compared to other 
such events in the ancient world might make what he did say memorable. 

32 P. Tebt. vol. 1 #43 lines 26, 36; P. Oxy. vol. 3 #472 line 33 (A.D.. 
130). BAGD 776 cites Lysias 26.24 (177) as well as Luke 19:8, though it 
interprets the term in Luke 3:14 as “harass, accuse falsely.” 

32 P. Tebt. vol. 1 #43 lines 26, 36; P. Oxy. vol. 3 #472 line 33 (A.D.. 
130). BAGD 776 cites Lysias 26.24 (177) as well as Luke 19:8, though it 
interprets the term in Luke 3:14 as “harass, accuse falsely.” 

16 Abotnposc (severe, strict, exacting) is used in the NT only in this 


pericope (twice); also 2 Macc. 14:30. In P. Tebt. vol. 2 #315 line 19, the 


term is used of a demanding financial inspector; MM 93; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1237. 

1 On the Jewish use of genealogies, see C. F. Evans 1990: 251-53. Such 
lists were available to some in the first century. Josephus, Life 1 883-6 and 
Against Apion 1.7 8830-36 limits such lists to priestly families. 

21 So most take it, including Fitzmyer 1981: 297; Creed 1930: 4-5; Ellis 
1974: 66; Schweizer 1984: 12; Marshall 1978: 43; and Kittel, TDNT 1:215- 
16, who cites Polybius 3.32.2; Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and Life 
65 8357. Cadbury 1922a: 501-2 challenges the first two examples directly. 
This view is present in NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, and Einheitsübersetzung. 
NKJV and KJV speak of having a “perfect understanding,” the most 
emphatic of all translations, which is really a separate view. 

22 Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and 1.23 8218; Haenchen 1961. 

24 See Plummer 1896: 4 for a defense of napakoAoud&o with this 
meaning; BAGD 619 83 cites other ancient texts; also BAA 64. Among 
them are the already noted texts by Josephus: Against Apion 1.10 853 and 
1.23 8218. See Du Plessis 1974: 267. 

29 Josephus liked this term to describe his work; see Against Apion 1.10 
853; Jewish War 1.proem.6 817; Du Plessis 1974: 268 n. 50. 

14 Rengstorf, TDNT 8:543; also Michaelis, TDNT 5:348, 373. Luke will 
call these men “witnesses” later in Luke—Acts (Luke 24:44—48; Acts 1:8). 
Such eyewitnesses were important to ancient historians: Thucydides 1.22.2; 
Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 855; and Lucian’s parody in How to Write 
History 4. See Du Plessis 1974: 265. 

22 Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and 1.23 8218; Haenchen 1961. 


24 See Plummer 1896: 4 for a defense of tapakoAoud&o with this 
meaning; BAGD 619 83 cites other ancient texts; also BAA 64. Among 
them are the already noted texts by Josephus: Against Apion 1.10 853 and 
1.23 8218. See Du Plessis 1974: 267. 

9 Life 182 and Antiquities 7.14.7 88363-67 attribute the twenty-four 
groups to David and allude to 1 Chron. 24:31; see also Against Apion 2.8 
8108. 

18 For a variety of regulations on the reading of the Law, see Josephus, 
Against Apion 2.17 8175; Acts 15:21; m. Meg. 2.4; 3.4; 4.1-2, 4, 6, 10. I 
draw heavily on the Mishnah here, despite its later date (ca. A.D.. 170), 
because synagogue tradition as liturgy was likely to have been conservative 
in its development and because the synagogue was an old institution by this 
point. 

2 M. Sota 3.4 shows that some rabbis were against any instruction for 
women, while others thought it advisable. Josephus expresses a negative 
attitude toward women when he argues that the law says they are inferior to 
men in all things (Against Apion 2.24 8201). The connection of this text to 
Josephus is debated, since he does occasionally praise women, such as 
Alexandra (Antiquities 13.16.6 83430-31). However, that she is regarded as 
an exception shows Josephus’s general attitude. 

17 This view of the king’s sternness is conceptually like Josephus’s 
description of a law that punishes slaves more harshly; Against Apion 2.30 
8216; C. Taylor 1901; Plato, Laws 913c (11); Brightman 1927-28; Philo, 
Hypothetica 7.6; Fitzmyer 1985: 1237. 


1 For the Pharisee view of resurrection, see Josephus, Jewish War 3.8.5 
8374; Against Apion 2.30 8218; Antiquities 18.1.3 814. For the Essene 
view, see Jewish War 2.8.11 8154; Antiquities 18.1.5 818. Cf. SB 1:885--86; 
1 Enoch 15.6-9. 

17 TIapaßıalonon usually means “to use force” on someone, but here 
“quiet persuasion” is meant, which is similar to the use of the unprefixed 
form in the difficult 16:16. On the importance of hospitality in Judaism, see 
Philo, On Abraham 22 88107-13; Josephus, Antiquities 1.11.2 8196. 

6 BAGD 608 and BAA 1230-31 list the options. Klostermann 1929: 
144-45 cites Heb. 7:25 as a grammatical parallel. Plummer 1896: 342 notes 
that mavteAncs always appears next to the term it modifies in Josephus: 
Antiquities 1.18.5 8267; 3.11.3 8264; 3.12.1 8274; 6.2.3 830; 7.13.3 8325. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 §203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

6 Creed 1930: 44 and Nolland 1989: 129 have typical lists of examples: 
Cyrus (at ten) in Herodotus 1.114-15; Alexander the Great in Plutarch, Life 


of Alexander 5 (666-67); Apollonius in Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 1.7; 
Moses in Josephus, Antiquities 2.9.6 8230, and in Philo, Life of Moses 821; 
Samuel (at twelve) in Josephus, Antiquities 5.10.4 8348; Solomon (at 
twelve) in 1 Kings 2:12 LXX; and Josephus (of himself!) in Life 2 888-9. 
To this can be added the account of Augustus in Suetonius, Augustus 94, as 
Klostermann 1929: 45 notes. Luke’s account of Jesus is restrained in 
comparison to most of these accounts. 

69 Josephus, Antiquities 2.10.2 8250, describes the protection developed 
to fight swollen rivers in Egypt; also Job 40:23. For rtArjuuupa (only here in 
the NT), see BAGD 669 and BAA 1345. 

18 Josephus ties the origin of Jewish exorcism to the days of Solomon; 
Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; 2.13.3 8286; Tob. 6:1-7; 8:1-3; 1QapGen 20.29; 
SB 4:533-35; Grundmann 1963: 238; Talbert 1982: 137. 

8 Pickl argues for this distinction by comparing Josephus, Antiquities 
3.10.5 8249 and 2.15.1 8317. Jeremias argues that the second text addresses 
Diaspora practice about all festivals and as such does not apply. 

9 Luke 7:37, 38, 46; 23:56; BAGD 529-30; BAA 1072; Michaelis, 
TDNT 4:800-801; Schürmann 1969: 432 n. 10. The importance of uúpov is 
shown by its use as perfume and its presence in the cult to purify priests, in 
the tabernacle for festal occasions, and by its use in burial to prevent stench 
and decay; Exod. 30:25-30; Josephus, Antiquities 3.8.6 8205; 19.9.1 8358; 
Luke 23:56. If this perfume were nard (Mark 14:3 = John 12:3), it would 
have cost about 300 denarii a pound, or the annual wage of a day laborer; 


BAGD 534; BAA 1080. 


8 Pickl argues for this distinction by comparing Josephus, Antiquities 
3.10.5 8249 and 2.15.1 8317. Jeremias argues that the second text addresses 
Diaspora practice about all festivals and as such does not apply. 

6 BAGD 608 and BAA 1230-31 list the options. Klostermann 1929: 
144-45 cites Heb. 7:25 as a grammatical parallel. Plummer 1896: 342 notes 
that navteAng always appears next to the term it modifies in Josephus: 
Antiquities 1.18.5 §267; 3.11.3 8264; 3.12.1 8274; 6.2.3 830; 7.13.3 8325. 

8 On the rare use of amoAv@ as a description of being freed from the 
effects of disease, see BAGD 96; BAA 193; Josephus, Antiquities 3.11.3 
8264. The term is generally used of freeing prisoners or releasing from debt. 
This common usage may inform the use of the term here. Contextually, the 
perfect tense announces entry into a state of healing; Arndt 1956: 329. 

6 BAGD 608 and BAA 1230-31 list the options. Klostermann 1929: 
144-45 cites Heb. 7:25 as a grammatical parallel. Plummer 1896: 342 notes 
that navteAng always appears next to the term it modifies in Josephus: 
Antiquities 1.18.5 §267; 3.11.3 8264; 3.12.1 8274; 6.2.3 830; 7.13.3 8325. 

15 Measures in the ancient world varied somewhat, so an exact figure is 
uncertain; see Plummer 1896: 383 and Marshall 1978: 619. BAGD 445 
places the measure of a cor at 393 liters or 10-12 bushels. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1101 points out that Josephus defines kopoc variously: Antiquities 15.9.2 
8314 says that it equals 10 medimnoi, while Antiquities 3.15.3 8321 says 
four-sevenths of a medimnos—a significant difference (a medimnos was an 
Attic measure that equaled about 1.5 bushels, a figure that seems very high 


and is thus questioned). Fitzmyer figures the amount on Josephus’s smaller 


standard, which produces a debt of slightly more than 100 bushels, but he 
notes that the variation makes certainty difficult. 

18 Three main OT texts deal with the tithe (E. Sanders 1990: 43-45). (1) 
According to Deut. 14:22-27, ten percent of farm produce, oil, and wine 
was to be tithed, except in the seventh year (Lev. 25:2-7). It was to be spent 
and enjoyed in Jerusalem or another appropriate locale. Every third year, 
this tithe was given to the Levites and the needy (Deut. 14:28-29). Whether 
“third year” meant only the third of the seven-year cycle or years three and 
six was debated, but the latter view was more popular. (2) Lev. 27:30-33 
required that ten percent of crops and animals be tithed to the priesthood 
(Josephus, Antiquities 4.4.4 8869-75). (3) Num. 18:21-32 declared that 
food be set aside for the Levites and their families. Other OT passages that 
give the background of tithes are Deut. 12:6-9; 26:12-15; Num. 18:12; 
Neh. 10:37-38 [10:38-39 MT]; 12:44; 13:5, 12; 2 Chron. 31:5-12; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 948. 

9 “Leaders of the people” resisted Paul and Barnabas; Acts 13:50; cf. 
17:4; 25:2; 28:7, 17; Josephus, Antiquities 4.6.9 8140; 4.7.5 8174; 10.4.5 
871; 10.10.5 8213. See Michaelis, TDNT 6:866, for extrabiblical examples. 
Nolland 1993b: 940 notes the various combinations with which Luke refers 
to the leadership in Luke 20—24. They are a major narrative group for 
Luke’s account, almost having a corporate personality that acts in concert 
against Jesus. Key verses are 20:1, 19; 22:2, 52, 66; 23:10, 13, 35; 24:20. 

9 “Leaders of the people” resisted Paul and Barnabas; Acts 13:50; cf. 
17:4; 25:2; 28:7, 17; Josephus, Antiquities 4.6.9 8140; 4.7.5 8174; 10.4.5 
871; 10.10.5 8213. See Michaelis, TDNT 6:866, for extrabiblical examples. 


Nolland 1993b: 940 notes the various combinations with which Luke refers 
to the leadership in Luke 20-24. They are a major narrative group for 
Luke’s account, almost having a corporate personality that acts in concert 
against Jesus. Key verses are 20:1, 19; 22:2, 52, 66; 23:10, 13, 35; 24:20. 

7 The farewell discourse in John 14-17 is another distinct account 
involving this setting. For biblical and Greco-Roman parallels, see Kurz 
1985 and Neyrey 1985: 5-48. Biblical and Jewish precedent for the 
discourse is found in Gen. 49 (Jacob’s final address); Deut. 33 (Moses); 
Josh. 23 (Joshua); 1 Macc. 2:49-70 (Mattathias); Tob. 4:3-21 (Tobit); the 
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs; and Josephus, Antiquities 4.8.1—48 
8176-322 (Moses). 

14 It looks as if Dillon is trying to protect a “disclosure” theme in this 
chapter, a view that has problems before this point in the narrative (see n. 
12 above). Dillon argues for Lucan creation here, which is unlikely given 
the traditional themes already noted in the passion predictions and the 
additional materials that Luke apparently uses in his resurrection account. 
There is no doubt that the disciples’ understanding deepens through these 
events and Jesus’ visit with them, but faith seems to be present here in these 
women. It took some nerve to report what they had seen, given that women 
were not allowed to testify in this culture (Josephus, Antiquities 4.8.15 
8219). 

3 The term levirate comes from Latin levir (husband’s brother); M. 
Burrows 1940. The practice was still used in the first century; Josephus, 


Antiquities 4.8.23 33254-56. 


11 Both verbs appear only here and in the parallel at Matt. 21:44. On 
ovv0Adm@, see BAGD 790; BAA 1575; Ps. 57:7 LXX [58:6 Engl.]; Mic. 3:3. 
On Aıkudo, see BAGD 474-75; BAA 963; Dan. 2:44 [Theodotion]; Ruth 
3:2; Job 27:21; Isa. 17:13; Jer. 38:10 LXX [31:10 Engl.]; Amos 9:9; 
Josephus, Antiquities 5.9.3 8328. 

6 Creed 1930: 44 and Nolland 1989: 129 have typical lists of examples: 
Cyrus (at ten) in Herodotus 1.114-15; Alexander the Great in Plutarch, Life 
of Alexander 5 (666-67); Apollonius in Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 1.7; 
Moses in Josephus, Antiquities 2.9.6 8230, and in Philo, Life of Moses 821; 
Samuel (at twelve) in Josephus, Antiquities 5.10.4 8348; Solomon (at 
twelve) in 1 Kings 2:12 LXX; and Josephus (of himself!) in Life 2 888-9. 
To this can be added the account of Augustus in Suetonius, Augustus 94, as 
Klostermann 1929: 45 notes. Luke’s account of Jesus is restrained in 
comparison to most of these accounts. 

6 BAGD 608 and BAA 1230-31 list the options. Klostermann 1929: 
144-45 cites Heb. 7:25 as a grammatical parallel. Plummer 1896: 342 notes 
that mavteAncs always appears next to the term it modifies in Josephus: 
Antiquities 1.18.5 §267; 3.11.3 8264; 3.12.1 8274; 6.2.3 §30; 7.13.3 8325. 

8 Josephus refers to Joshua as Moses’ disciple and to Elisha as Elijah’s 
disciple; Antiquities 6.5.4 884; 8.13.7 8354. 

37 Godet 1875: 1.115. Bovon 1989: 108 n. 74 notes that the expression 
forgiveness of sins is like neither the OT nor the Christian expression. 
Jewish usage does occur: Philo, Life of Moses 2.29 8147; Special Laws 1.35 
8190; Josephus, Antiquities 6.5.6 892 (which discusses God’s reaction to 


Israel’s desire to elect a king in 1 Sam. 12 and the nation’s confession of sin 
after God revealed his displeasure). 

27 Fitzmyer 1981: 609. Josephus, Antiquities 6.12.1 88242--43, does not 
mention the bread in describing the account. SB 1:618-19 notes the 
rabbinic accounts; b. Menah. 95b cites a remark by Rabbi Shim<on (ca. 
A.D.. 150). 

7 To emıßaAAov means “that which falls to me”; Tob. 3:17; 6:12; P. Oxy. 
vol. 4 #715 lines 13-15; Creed 1930: 198; Hauck, TDNT 1:529; MM 235; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1087. As a noun, ovotac refers to property; Tob. 14:13; 3 
Macc. 3:28; Josephus, Antiquities 7.5.5 8114. On d1eiAev (he divided), see 
Schlier, TDNT 1:184. 

7 Josephus, Antiquities 7.11.6 8280; 8.8.1-2 88214, 218; Fitzmyer 1981: 
781; Delling, TDNT 8:220. However, no allusion to Hos. 6:2 is present in 
the reference to the third day, since this passage is never directly alluded to 
in the NT. The reference to rjn&pa (day) is inclusive in each case, so that 
Friday, Saturday, and Sunday are in view in both “after three days” and “on 
the third day.” 

6 BAGD 608 and BAA 1230-31 list the options. Klostermann 1929: 
144-45 cites Heb. 7:25 as a grammatical parallel. Plummer 1896: 342 notes 
that mavteAncs always appears next to the term it modifies in Josephus: 
Antiquities 1.18.5 §267; 3.11.3 8264; 3.12.1 8274; 6.2.3 §30; 7.13.3 8325. 

9 Life 182 and Antiquities 7.14.7 88363-67 attribute the twenty-four 
groups to David and allude to 1 Chron. 24:31; see also Against Apion 2.8 
8108. 


11 Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 8842-49, mentions the healing skill of 
Solomon, thus providing a base for this description of David’s son. This 
view is contrary to Nolland 1993b: 900, who argues against a Jewish 
expectation of a Davidic healer. His point is correct, but these traditions 
raise the question of what connections Jesus’ acts of healing might surface. 
With all the eschatological ferment in Palestine in this period, why deny the 
possibility of such reflection on such events? Meier 1994: 689 is certainly 
correct to see the connection as not surprising in this setting. 

10 Nolland 1989: 204 notes that in the ancient world exorcism falls 
between magic (Paris Magic Papyrus, lines 3007-85) and medicine 
(Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 4.20; Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185). 
Jews and non-Jews believed in magic (Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; 
Lucian, Lover of Lies 16, 30-31). But these healings often included potions 
or other aids that Jesus does not use. The healer in Lucian’s account, a 
Syrian from Palestine, charged a large fee for the service. Lucian also notes 
the exorcist’s use of “Egyptian works” and “imprecations in the Egyptian 
language.” Surveying recent work on the question, Crossan 1991: 304—10 
compares magic, miracle, and medicine and equates miracle to magic. But 
this grossly underestimates Jesus. The range of Jesus’ miracles suggests the 
presence of power far beyond anything magical. Jesus does not rely on 
potions or aids, but uses only his word. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 42) argues that because Jesus did not use magical formulas or 
incantations, the disciples did not preserve his actual words for the 


exorcism. But the logic of this argument for a lack of remembrance is not 


clear or compelling. The very dissimilarity of Jesus’ style compared to other 
such events in the ancient world might make what he did say memorable. 

19 Ellis 1974: 100; Plummer 1896: 134. Compare Tob. 8:1-3; Josephus, 
Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49 (where the reference is to the powers that 
Solomon—a regal figure—possessed over evil forces); Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 85. Nolland 1989: 210 notes eight different methods 
that Jesus used in his various healings in Luke, all of which involve his 
word or personal touch. 

18 Josephus ties the origin of Jewish exorcism to the days of Solomon; 
Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; 2.13.3 8286; Tob. 6:1-7; 8:1-3; 1QapGen 20.29; 
SB 4:533-35; Grundmann 1963: 238; Talbert 1982: 137. 

13 Jeremias 1963a: 181 notes that the average olive tree yields 120 kilos 
of olives or 25 liters of oil. Kistemaker 1980: 231 and Manson 1949: 291— 
92 put the number more precisely at 868 gallons or 3,946 liters, using the 
scale provided by Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.9 857. Marshall 1978: 618-19 
notes that ancient measuring jars found in archeological digs vary from 5 
gallons to 10 gallons. Given this variation, precise numbers are difficult to 
determine, but the number is not as important as recognizing that this is a 
large debt. 

17 Exod. 23:16; 34:22; Lev. 23:34; Deut. 16:13; Zech. 14:16-21; 
Marshall 1978: 386; Michaelis, TDNT 7:370; m. Sukka (esp. 3.9 and 4.5, 
which call the people to pray to God to deliver them, and 4.8, where Hallel 
Psalms are sung); Josephus, Antiquities 8.4.1 8100. 

7 Josephus, Antiquities 7.11.6 8280; 8.8.1-2 88214, 218; Fitzmyer 1981: 
781; Delling, TDNT 8:220. However, no allusion to Hos. 6:2 is present in 


the reference to the third day, since this passage is never directly alluded to 
in the NT. The reference to rn&pa (day) is inclusive in each case, so that 
Friday, Saturday, and Sunday are in view in both “after three days” and “on 
the third day.” 

7 Josephus, Antiquities 7.11.6 3280; 8.8.1-2 88214, 218; Fitzmyer 1981: 
781; Delling, TDNT 8:220. However, no allusion to Hos. 6:2 is present in 
the reference to the third day, since this passage is never directly alluded to 
in the NT. The reference to rjn&pa (day) is inclusive in each case, so that 
Friday, Saturday, and Sunday are in view in both “after three days” and “on 
the third day.” 

41 On Zarephath, see Josephus, Antiquities 8.13.2 8320; Fitzmyer 1981: 
538. 

8 Josephus refers to Joshua as Moses’ disciple and to Elisha as Elijah’s 
disciple; Antiquities 6.5.4 884; 8.13.7 8354. 

10 Xátov occurs elsewhere in the NT only at Matt. 13:33; BAGD 745; 
BAA 1490; also in Josephus, Antiquities 9.4.4 871; 9.4.5 885; Gen. 18:6; 
Judg. 6:19; 1 Sam. 1:24. Nolland 1993a: 730 questions this connection, 
since the LXX does not connect odtov to 7X0d. If he is right, the amount is 
unclear. But a Semitic context for the parable makes a specific connection 
likely. 

10 Satov occurs elsewhere in the NT only at Matt. 13:33; BAGD 745; 
BAA 1490; also in Josephus, Antiquities 9.4.4 871; 9.4.5 885; Gen. 18:6; 
Judg. 6:19; 1 Sam. 1:24. Nolland 1993a: 730 questions this connection, 


since the LXX does not connect odtov to 7X09. If he is right, the amount is 


unclear. But a Semitic context for the parable makes a specific connection 
likely. 

9 Grundmann 1963: 242 argues that Jonah was seen as a sign in Judaism 
because of his miraculous deliverance from the whale; see SB 1:642-49. 
But these Jewish references are late, as Fitzmyer 1985: 935-36 notes, 
adding that Josephus’s account of Jonah (Antiquities 9.10.2 88208-14) 
makes nothing of the fish episode. 

9 For OT prophetic suffering, see 1 Kings 18:4, 13; 19:10, 14; 2 Chron. 
24:21; Jer. 2:30; 26:20-23; 38:4-6; Amos 7:10-17; Josephus, Antiquities 
10.3.1 838; Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 5.1-14; Acts 7:52. 

9 “Leaders of the people” resisted Paul and Barnabas; Acts 13:50; cf. 
17:4; 25:2; 28:7, 17; Josephus, Antiquities 4.6.9 8140; 4.7.5 8174; 10.4.5 
871; 10.10.5 8213. See Michaelis, TDNT 6:866, for extrabiblical examples. 
Nolland 1993b: 940 notes the various combinations with which Luke refers 
to the leadership in Luke 20-24. They are a major narrative group for 
Luke’s account, almost having a corporate personality that acts in concert 
against Jesus. Key verses are 20:1, 19; 22:2, 52, 66; 23:10, 13, 35; 24:20. 

8 Josephus, Antiquities 10.5.2 883 (of Jehoiakim); Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities 10.10.7; Livy 22.3.4. Evtpéno is used in 
Luke 20:13 = Matt. 21:37 = Mark 12:6 to describe the respect that the 
master’s son should get; elsewhere in the NT at 1 Cor. 4:14; 2 Thess. 3:14; 
Titus 2:8; Heb. 12:9; BAGD 269 82b; BAA 544 82b. On not fearing God, 
see Deut. 25:18 (of the Amalekites). 

9 “Leaders of the people” resisted Paul and Barnabas; Acts 13:50; cf. 
17:4; 25:2; 28:7, 17; Josephus, Antiquities 4.6.9 8140; 4.7.5 8174; 10.4.5 


871; 10.10.5 8213. See Michaelis, TDNT 6:866, for extrabiblical examples. 
Nolland 1993b: 940 notes the various combinations with which Luke refers 
to the leadership in Luke 20-24. They are a major narrative group for 
Luke’s account, almost having a corporate personality that acts in concert 
against Jesus. Key verses are 20:1, 19; 22:2, 52, 66; 23:10, 13, 35; 24:20. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 


Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

18 The verse is loaded with business terms: &pyúpiov (money; BAGD 
104 82b; BAA 211 82b; elsewhere in the NT at Matt. 25:18, 27; 26:15 = 
Mark 14:11 = Luke 22:5; Matt. 27:3, 5, 6, 9; 28:12, 15; Luke 9:3; 19:15; 
Acts 3:6; 7:16; 8:20; 19:19; 20:33; 1 Pet. 1:18), tpartela (bank [lit., table]; 
BAGD 824; BAA 1643 84; MM 639-40; Goppelt, TDNT 8:211 8A3; 
fifteen times in the NT, e.g., Matt. 21:12 = Mark 11:15 = John 2:15; cf. 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.2.3 828; the term looks to the financial table where 
deals are done), tokoc (interest; BAGD 821; BAA 1637; elsewhere in the 
NT only at Matt. 25:27; cf. Exod. 22:25 [22:24 LXX]; Lev. 25:36-37; Deut. 
23:19 [23:20 LXX]), and mpdoow (to collect; BAGD 698 §1b; BAA 1400 
§1b; earlier in Luke at 3:13). 

18 The earliest extant literary reference to the Sanhedrin is 198 b.c., the 
date of a letter that Antiochus III the Great wrote after the Battle of Panion; 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.3.3 8138; Lohse, TDNT 7:862—66; Schürer 1973- 
87: 2.199-217. Josephus also uses the term Bovàń (council) to describe the 
Sanhedrin (Jewish War 2.15.6 8331; 2.16.2 8336). R. Brown 1994: 340-57 
stresses that there is only one such group at this time, the number of 
members usually being put at seventy-one (m. Sanh. 1.6, drawing on Num. 
11:16). 

28 Michel, TDNT 8:98—99. The rate ranged from 2 percent to 10 percent 
in the empire itself. Josephus describes some tax decrees (Antiquities 
14.10.5-6 §8200—209), explains the bidding for tax collection (Antiquities 
12.4.3 8169), and mentions some exemptions (Antiquities 12.3.3 8143). See 


also 1 Macc. 10:26-31; 11:28, 34-36; 13:34 for exemptions and relief in an 
earlier period. 

25 In Antiquities 12.4.2-9 88160-220, Josephus has a vivid story of such 
a crafty collector, Joseph, who extorted much money during the rule of 
Ptolemy V. 

28 Michel, TDNT 8:98—99. The rate ranged from 2 percent to 10 percent 
in the empire itself. Josephus describes some tax decrees (Antiquities 
14.10.5-6 §8200—209), explains the bidding for tax collection (Antiquities 
12.4.3 8169), and mentions some exemptions (Antiquities 12.3.3 8143). See 
also 1 Macc. 10:26-31; 11:28, 34-36; 13:34 for exemptions and relief in an 
earlier period. 

23 Josephus, Antiquities 13.5.9 8171; 13.10.6 88293-98; 17.2.4-3.1 
8841-51; 18.1.2 811; Jewish War 2.8.14 88162-63; C. F. Evans 1990: 298- 
99. 

23 Josephus, Antiquities 13.5.9 8171; 13.10.6 88293-98; 17.2.4—3.1 
8841-51; 18.1.2 §11; Jewish War 2.8.14 88162-63; C. F. Evans 1990: 298- 
99. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 §§261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 


Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

13 Auotiönni has the meaning “to assign” in Josephus, Antiquities 
13.16.1 8407; BAGD 189-90 83; BAA 381 82; Behm, TDNT 2:104-6. 

2 M. Sota 3.4 shows that some rabbis were against any instruction for 
women, while others thought it advisable. Josephus expresses a negative 
attitude toward women when he argues that the law says they are inferior to 
men in all things (Against Apion 2.24 §201). The connection of this text to 
Josephus is debated, since he does occasionally praise women, such as 
Alexandra (Antiquities 13.16.6 83430-31). However, that she is regarded as 
an exception shows Josephus’s general attitude. 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 380; Klostermann 1929: 23; SB 2:107. Efforts to prove 
that the grandfather was the most frequent choice, as argue Creed 1930: 24 
and Nolland 1989: 79, are not substantiated. Examples of naming after a 
relative are numerous: after the father: Tob. 1:1, 9; Josephus, Life 1 §5; 
Jewish War 5.13.2 8534; Antiquities 14.1.3 810; after a grandfather: 1 
Macc. 2:1-2; Jub. 11.15. C. F. Evans 1990: 179, positing Hellenistic 
assimilation, is entirely too skeptical about the details here. 

3 Carson cites texts where náoya can mean Passover week: Josephus, 
Antiquities 14.2.1 821; 17.9.3 8213; Jewish War 2.1.3 810; m. Pesah. 9.5. 

7 The title BaoiAevc dominates the passion accounts: Matt. 27:11, 29, 37, 
42; Mark 15:2, 9, 12, 18, 26, 32; Luke 23:2, 3, 37, 38; John 18:33, 37 
(twice), 39; 19:3, 12, 14, 15 (twice), 19, 21 (twice). In Josephus, Antiquities 
14.3.1 836; 15.10.5 8373; 16.10.2 8311, it refers to various Hasmoneans or 


Herod the Great. Such an independent kingship could be seen as a threat to 
Rome. 

26 Schürer 1973-87: 2.300-301, esp. n. 30; Josephus, Antiquities 14.4.3 
865; m. Pesah. 5.1. 

7 Schweizer 1984: 20. Herod’s reaction in Matt. 2 seems to confirm that 
this is Herod’s view, although the Josephus reference (Antiquities 14.9 
88156-84) cited by Schweizer appears not to make a Davidic point; rather, 
it highlights his regal self-awareness. 

28 Michel, TDNT 8:98—99. The rate ranged from 2 percent to 10 percent 
in the empire itself. Josephus describes some tax decrees (Antiquities 
14.10.5-6 §8200—209), explains the bidding for tax collection (Antiquities 
12.4.3 8169), and mentions some exemptions (Antiquities 12.3.3 8143). See 
also 1 Macc. 10:26-31; 11:28, 34-36; 13:34 for exemptions and relief in an 
earlier period. 

9 Schiirmann 1969: 100. R. Brown 1977: 549 allows this as a possibility. 
What he cannot accept is the reference to Quirinius. The Romans allowed 
the Jews to keep other customs: tax exemption every seventh year 
(Josephus, Antiquities 14.10.6 83202-10) and Sabbath observance 
(Antiquities 14.10.20 88241-43). 

9 Schiirmann 1969: 100. R. Brown 1977: 549 allows this as a possibility. 
What he cannot accept is the reference to Quirinius. The Romans allowed 
the Jews to keep other customs: tax exemption every seventh year 
(Josephus, Antiquities 14.10.6 83202-10) and Sabbath observance 
(Antiquities 14.10.20 88241-43). 


23 On Abraham as father and the Jews as his children, see Luke 1:73; 
13:16; 19:9. Josephus called Abraham “the father of all Hebrews”; 
Antiquities 14.10.22 8255. 

27 For example, the sun turned away from Mark Antony’s enemies 
(Josephus, Antiquities 14.12.3 8309), and many heavenly portents came 
with the temple’s destruction (Josephus, Jewish War 6.5.3 §8288—300). 

3 “In those days” is a frequent Lucan expression: Luke 1:39; 6:12; 
24:18; Acts 1:15; 11:27; Fitzmyer 1985: 1481. On the racial origins of the 
Herodians as half-Jewish, see Josephus, Antiquities 14.15.2 8403. On 
Herod’s presence in Jerusalem during a feast, see Josephus, Antiquities 
18.5.3 8122. 

3 Manson 1949: 278 notes a passage in Theophrastus, Characters 21.2, 
where the sign of a proud man is that he seeks the seat beside the host. Lev. 
Rab. 1.5 on 1:1 (commenting on Prov. 25:7) has a similar exhortation for 
people to stay two or three seats down; see also Josephus, Antiquities 15.2.4 


821. 


4 Matt. 20:29 = Mark 10:46; Heb. 11:30; BAGD 372; BAA 756. The 
new Jericho was given to Cleopatra by Mark Antony and later came under 
Herod the Great’s authority; Josephus, Jewish War 4.8.3 8459, 8474; 
Antiquities 15.4.2—4 8396-107. 

7 Danker 1988: 355-56 cites Diogenes Laertius 3.19 and 9.115 for 
occasions where the accused is silent. See also Wis. 8:12; Ignatius, 
Ephesians 15.1 and Magnesians 8.2; and Josephus, Antiquities 15.7.5 8235 
(R. Brown 1994: 772). 

19 Such notations by the state are common: Josephus, Antiquities 15.8.1 
8272 (inscriptions that commemorate Caesar and present trophies of war); 
Suetonius, Caligula 32.2; Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 5.1.44. In these 
other texts, the inscription is borne by the criminal or by someone in front 
of the cross (Nolland 1993b: 1148). Pilate’s inscription stands behind the 
initials INRI seen in many famous paintings of this scene. INRI is an 
acronym for Iesus Nazarenus Rex Iudaeorum (Jesus of Nazareth, King of 
the Jews), wording that parallels John’s Gospel. 

15 Measures in the ancient world varied somewhat, so an exact figure is 
uncertain; see Plummer 1896: 383 and Marshall 1978: 619. BAGD 445 
places the measure of a cor at 393 liters or 10-12 bushels. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1101 points out that Josephus defines kopoc variously: Antiquities 15.9.2 
8314 says that it equals 10 medimnoi, while Antiquities 3.15.3 8321 says 
four-sevenths of a medimnos—a significant difference (a medimnos was an 
Attic measure that equaled about 1.5 bushels, a figure that seems very high 


and is thus questioned). Fitzmyer figures the amount on Josephus’s smaller 


standard, which produces a debt of slightly more than 100 bushels, but he 
notes that the variation makes certainty difficult. 

7 The title Baoı\eüg dominates the passion accounts: Matt. 27:11, 29, 37, 
42; Mark 15:2, 9, 12, 18, 26, 32; Luke 23:2, 3, 37, 38; John 18:33, 37 
(twice), 39; 19:3, 12, 14, 15 (twice), 19, 21 (twice). In Josephus, Antiquities 
14.3.1 836; 15.10.5 8373; 16.10.2 8311, it refers to various Hasmoneans or 
Herod the Great. Such an independent kingship could be seen as a threat to 
Rome. 

8 Fitzmyer 1985: 1475 notes that the title King of the Jews was bestowed 
on Herod by an Essene named Manaemos; Josephus, Antiquities 15.10.5 
8373. 

4 Ps. 130:1 LXX [131:1 Engl.]; Josephus, Antiquities 16.4.6 8135; 
Marshall 1978: 529; Deissner, TDNT 4:630-31; Fitzmyer 1985: 980; 
BAGD 514; BAA 1041; P. Oxy. vol. 14 #1679 line 16 (where it is a term 
for “wrong”). 

11 On this title, see Luke 1:32, 35, 76. According to Josephus, 
Antiquities 16.6.2 8163, this was the Gentile way to refer to the God of the 
Jews; Luce 1933: 172. So also Plummer 1896: 229-30, citing Dan. 3:26; 
4:24 [4:21 MT]; 5:18; 7:18; Bovon 1989: 429 n. 4. 

7 The title BaoiAevc dominates the passion accounts: Matt. 27:11, 29, 37, 
42; Mark 15:2, 9, 12, 18, 26, 32; Luke 23:2, 3, 37, 38; John 18:33, 37 
(twice), 39; 19:3, 12, 14, 15 (twice), 19, 21 (twice). In Josephus, Antiquities 
14.3.1 836; 15.10.5 8373; 16.10.2 8311, it refers to various Hasmoneans or 
Herod the Great. Such an independent kingship could be seen as a threat to 


Rome. 


5 For Pilate, see Josephus, Jewish War 2.9.2-4 §8169—77; and 
Antiquities 18.3.1 8855-59. For Herod Antipas, see Jewish War 1.33.8 
88668-69; 2.9.1 88167--68; Antiquities 17.8.1 8188; 17.11.4 8318; 18.5.2 
8116-19. For Philip, see Antiquities 17.2.2 8827-28; 17.4.2-3 8878-80; 
17.8.1 8189; 17.11.4 8319. 

23 Josephus, Antiquities 13.5.9 8171; 13.10.6 88293-98; 17.2.4-3.1 
8841-51; 18.1.2 811; Jewish War 2.8.14 88162-63; C. F. Evans 1990: 298- 
99. 

5 For Pilate, see Josephus, Jewish War 2.9.2-4 §8169—77; and 
Antiquities 18.3.1 8855-59. For Herod Antipas, see Jewish War 1.33.8 
88668-69; 2.9.1 88167--68; Antiquities 17.8.1 8188; 17.11.4 8318; 18.5.2 
88116-19. For Philip, see Antiquities 17.2.2 8827-28; 17.4.2-3 8878-80; 
17.8.1 8189; 17.11.4 8319. 

5 Herod the Great was said to have suffered from dropsy; Josephus, 
Antiquities 17.6.5 88168-70. In the apocryphal Acts of Paul 4, Paul heals a 
man of this condition; Schneemelcher 1991-92: 2.247. 

5 For Pilate, see Josephus, Jewish War 2.9.2-4 §8169—77; and 
Antiquities 18.3.1 8855-59. For Herod Antipas, see Jewish War 1.33.8 
88668-69; 2.9.1 88167--68; Antiquities 17.8.1 8188; 17.11.4 8318; 18.5.2 
88116-19. For Philip, see Antiquities 17.2.2 8827-28; 17.4.2-3 8878-80; 
17.8.1 8189; 17.11.4 8319. 

5 For Pilate, see Josephus, Jewish War 2.9.2-4 §8169—77; and 
Antiquities 18.3.1 8855-59. For Herod Antipas, see Jewish War 1.33.8 
88668-69; 2.9.1 88167--68; Antiquities 17.8.1 8188; 17.11.4 8318; 18.5.2 


88116-19. For Philip, see Antiquities 17.2.2 8827-28; 17.4.2-3 8878-80; 
17.8.1 8189; 17.11.4 8319. 

27 In Antiquities 17.8.4 8205, Josephus says that these taxes were 
“ruthlessly exacted”; in 18.4.3 890 he notes the temporary lifting of the 
taxes under Caesar. 

10 Josephus, Antiquities 17.9.3 8213; Jeremias, TDNT 5:898 81. The 
reference in the verse to the Passover, t &optfj tod maoya, is grammatically 
to be taken as a dative of time: “at the time of the feast of the Passover” 
(Plummer 1896: 74; Luke uses a dative of time at 8:29 and 12:20). 

3 Carson cites texts where náoya can mean Passover week: Josephus, 
Antiquities 14.2.1 821; 17.9.3 8213; Jewish War 2.1.3 810; m. Pesah. 9.5. 

8 Jeremias 1969: 76-77; Josephus, Life 65 8354 (which notes how few 
Tiberians [two thousand] were in Jerusalem on one key festival occasion); 
Antiquities 17.9.3 88213-14; Jewish War 2.14.3 8280; 2.1.3 8810-12. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 


5 For Pilate, see Josephus, Jewish War 2.9.2-4 §8169—77; and 
Antiquities 18.3.1 8855-59. For Herod Antipas, see Jewish War 1.33.8 
88668-69; 2.9.1 88167--68; Antiquities 17.8.1 8188; 17.11.4 8318; 18.5.2 
8116-19. For Philip, see Antiquities 17.2.2 8827-28; 17.4.2-3 8878-80; 
17.8.1 8189; 17.11.4 8319. 

5 For Pilate, see Josephus, Jewish War 2.9.2-4 §8169—77; and 
Antiquities 18.3.1 8855-59. For Herod Antipas, see Jewish War 1.33.8 
88668-69; 2.9.1 88167--68; Antiquities 17.8.1 8188; 17.11.4 8318; 18.5.2 
88116-19. For Philip, see Antiquities 17.2.2 8827-28; 17.4.2-3 8878-80; 
17.8.1 8189; 17.11.4 8319. 

13 Hoehner 1977: 16-17 cites Josephus, Antiquities 17.11.4 8319 and 
Jewish War 2.6.3 896. Hayles 1974: 25-26 posits deteriorating relations 
between Augustus and Herod as an explanation for the census. The 
statement by Sherwin-White 1963: 163 n. 4 that such a census in this period 
is impossible is clearly excessive in light of our partial knowledge of this 
period. 

14 Hayles 1974: 27-28 notes that Josephus does not call the census an 
innovation and that what was new was the administrative set-up introduced 
in Judea in A.D.. 6. He also notes how Josephus omits the mention of other 
known censuses, even in his discussion of contemporary history in the 
Jewish War. Josephus, Antiquities 18.1.1 883-4 speaks of taxation as the 
problem, but only as an indication of Israel’s absence of liberty. 

6 So Arndt 1956: 254 argues for two Bethsaidas; otherwise Fitzmyer 
1981: 765-66; Godet 1875: 1.404-5 (who sees many places with this name 


along the lake, since the name is a generic description); Ptolemy, 


Geography 5.16.4. Cf. Josephus’s use of “Gaulanite” in Antiquities 18.1.1 
84 and “Galilean” in 18.1.6 823. A region is addressed, not just a populated 
locale, as the dilemma about food makes clear. Bethsaida may be nothing 
more than temporary “headquarters” for mission in the region. Arndt and 
Godet may be right about the Marcan reference being a distinct locale using 
a generic name. John 12:21 may confirm the distinction. 

23 Josephus, Antiquities 13.5.9 8171; 13.10.6 88293-98; 17.2.4-3.1 
8841-51; 18.1.2 811; Jewish War 2.8.14 88162-63; C. F. Evans 1990: 298- 
99. 

1 For the Pharisee view of resurrection, see Josephus, Jewish War 3.8.5 
8374; Against Apion 2.30 8218; Antiquities 18.1.3 814. For the Essene 
view, see Jewish War 2.8.11 8154; Antiquities 18.1.5 818. Cf. SB 1:885-86; 
1 Enoch 15.6-9. 

1 For the Pharisee view of resurrection, see Josephus, Jewish War 3.8.5 
8374; Against Apion 2.30 8218; Antiquities 18.1.3 814. For the Essene 
view, see Jewish War 2.8.11 8154; Antiquities 18.1.5 818. Cf. SB 1:885-86; 
1 Enoch 15.6-9. 

6 So Arndt 1956: 254 argues for two Bethsaidas; otherwise Fitzmyer 
1981: 765-66; Godet 1875: 1.404—5 (who sees many places with this name 
along the lake, since the name is a generic description); Ptolemy, 
Geography 5.16.4. Cf. Josephus’s use of “Gaulanite” in Antiquities 18.1.1 
84 and “Galilean” in 18.1.6 823. A region is addressed, not just a populated 
locale, as the dilemma about food makes clear. Bethsaida may be nothing 


more than temporary “headquarters” for mission in the region. Arndt and 


Godet may be right about the Marcan reference being a distinct locale using 
a generic name. John 12:21 may confirm the distinction. 

7 Josephus mentions Annas’s appointment (Antiquities 18.2.1 826) and 
discusses the interim priests after Annas was deposed by Valerius Gratus 
(Antiquities 18.2.2 8833-35). Five sons of Annas as well as his son-in-law 
Caiaphas succeeded to this office, so it is easy to see why Luke sees Annas 
as key. He is a patriarch to the high priesthood. The interim priests were 
Eleazar, son of Annas, and Simon, son of Camith, who each served one 
year. 

2 Hoehner 1977: 32 nn. 12-13, who cites Appian, Civil Wars 2.149; 
Plutarch, Life of Caesar 62-67 (737-40); Suetonius, Julius Caesar 81.2; 
and Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 832; 18.6.10 8224; Jewish War 2.9.1 8168; 
2.9.5 8180. 

7 Josephus mentions Annas’s appointment (Antiquities 18.2.1 826) and 
discusses the interim priests after Annas was deposed by Valerius Gratus 
(Antiquities 18.2.2 8833-35). Five sons of Annas as well as his son-in-law 
Caiaphas succeeded to this office, so it is easy to see why Luke sees Annas 
as key. He is a patriarch to the high priesthood. The interim priests were 
Eleazar, son of Annas, and Simon, son of Camith, who each served one 
year. 

8 Carson 1984: 223-24, in critique of Pesch’s view. Fitzmyer 1981: 590 
is uncommitted, though he appears to lean toward equating the two names, 
calling two names “theoretically possible,” while noting the debate of the 


early church. For examples of double names, see Acts 1:23; 12:25; 13:9; 


double Semitic names include Joseph Barnabas (Acts 4:36) and Joseph 
Caiaphas (Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 835). 

20 In fact, in many traditions “overshadowing” such a corpse rendered 
one unclean; E. Sanders 1990: 33-35. Pharisees were particularly sensitive 
to this issue (Num. 19:11—22; Lev. 21:1-3; m. Dem. 2.3), as were the 
Essenes at Qumran (CD 12.15-18). This was a common Jewish concept; 
Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.3 8336-38. 

5 IIoı6ebo here refers to flogging; BAGD 604 §2by; BAA 1222 82by; 
elsewhere in the NT with this meaning only at Luke 23:22; cf. 1 Kings 
12:11, 14; 2 Chron. 10:11, 14. Mark 15:15 uses @payeAAo@oac for the 
whipping before the crucifixion. Sherwin-White 1963: 27-28 distinguishes 
three types of flogging: fustes, flagella, and verbera. He may be right that 
Luke refers to fustigatio in terms of Pilate’s initial intention, but when he 
gave Jesus over, the verberatio would be administered for crucifixion. R. 
Brown 1994: 851 questions the value of these distinctions and whether 
Luke’s audience would know them. Regardless, the punishment came with 
the crucifixion. 

9 On the building of aqueducts to improve the city’s water supply, see 
Josephus, Antiquities 18.3.2 860; Jewish War 2.9.4 8175; SB 2:197; 
Klostermann 1929: 143. 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28—40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 


Sanders 1985: 77-90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; AQsPs? 
[= 4QpPs 37]; 11Q Temple? 29.8-10. This hope was widespread, though it 
was held with a variety of detail. 

27 In Antiquities 17.8.4 §205, Josephus says that these taxes were 
“ruthlessly exacted”; in 18.4.3 890 he notes the temporary lifting of the 
taxes under Caesar. 

5 For Pilate, see Josephus, Jewish War 2.9.2-4 §8169—77; and 
Antiquities 18.3.1 8855-59. For Herod Antipas, see Jewish War 1.33.8 
88668-69; 2.9.1 88167--68; Antiquities 17.8.1 8188; 17.11.4 8318; 18.5.2 
88116-19. For Philip, see Antiquities 17.2.2 8827-28; 17.4.2-3 8878-80; 
17.8.1 8189; 17.11.4 8319. 

3 “In those days” is a frequent Lucan expression: Luke 1:39; 6:12; 
24:18; Acts 1:15; 11:27; Fitzmyer 1985: 1481. On the racial origins of the 
Herodians as half-Jewish, see Josephus, Antiquities 14.15.2 8403. On 
Herod’s presence in Jerusalem during a feast, see Josephus, Antiquities 
18.5.3 8122. 

13 BAGD 303; BAA 615; LSJ 669; Josephus, Jewish War 1.24.6 8487; 
Antiquities 18.6.6 8194; SB 2:164; Marshall 1978: 317; Fitzmyer 1981: 
698; Hoehner 1972: 120, 303-5, 317 n. 4. 

2 Hoehner 1977: 32 nn. 12-13, who cites Appian, Civil Wars 2.149; 
Plutarch, Life of Caesar 62-67 (737-40); Suetonius, Julius Caesar 81.2; 
and Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 832; 18.6.10 8224; Jewish War 2.9.1 8168; 
2.9.5 8180. 


9 For options, see BAGD 868 84; BAA 1730; Fitzmyer 1895: 988; and 
Plummer 1896: 331. Josephus uses both approaches: three watches in 
Jewish War 5.12.2 8510 and four in Antiquities 18.9.6 8356. 

9 Luke 7:37, 38, 46; 23:56; BAGD 529-30; BAA 1072; Michaelis, 
TDNT 4:800-801; Schürmann 1969: 432 n. 10. The importance of uúpov is 
shown by its use as perfume and its presence in the cult to purify priests, in 
the tabernacle for festal occasions, and by its use in burial to prevent stench 
and decay; Exod. 30:25-30; Josephus, Antiquities 3.8.6 8205; 19.9.1 8358; 
Luke 23:56. If this perfume were nard (Mark 14:3 = John 12:3), it would 
have cost about 300 denarii a pound, or the annual wage of a day laborer; 
BAGD 534; BAA 1080. 

31 Creed 1930: 63 cites Acts of Peter 32 and Lucian, Lover of Lies 13, 
while Fitzmyer 1981: 511 notes Josephus’s description of Theudas in 
Antiquities 20.5.1 3397-98. 

29 Josephus liked this term to describe his work; see Against Apion 1.10 
853; Jewish War 1.proem.6 817; Du Plessis 1974: 268 n. 50. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 


Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

3 Josephus, Jewish War 1.5.2 8110, says that the Pharisees were “known 
for surpassing the others in the observances of piety and exact interpretation 
of the laws.” Tax collectors were discussed earlier in Luke 3:12; 5:27, 30. 
The construction 6 eig ... 6 &tepog (the one ... the other) occurred earlier in 
7:41. 

16 Fitzmyer 1981: 690 and Marshall 1978: 311 mention that no specific 
verb for “to thank” exists in Aramaic or Hebrew. Thus, the sense of ayaTtam 
is something like that in Ps. 116:1 [114:1 LXX] or Josephus, Jewish War 
1.10.2 8198. See Wood 1954-55 and Jeremias 1963a: 126-27. Fitzmyer 
adds that in 1QH the Hebrew verb for praise (17117, hödä) is constantly used 
to express thanks. What is present is gratitude that also expresses 
appreciation and love. 

13 BAGD 303; BAA 615; LSJ 669; Josephus, Jewish War 1.24.6 8487; 
Antiquities 18.6.6 8194; SB 2:164; Marshall 1978: 317; Fitzmyer 1981: 
698; Hoehner 1972: 120, 303-5, 317 n. 4. 

5 For Pilate, see Josephus, Jewish War 2.9.2-4 §8169—77; and 
Antiquities 18.3.1 8855-59. For Herod Antipas, see Jewish War 1.33.8 
88668-69; 2.9.1 88167--68; Antiquities 17.8.1 8188; 17.11.4 8318; 18.5.2 
88116-19. For Philip, see Antiquities 17.2.2 8827-28; 17.4.2-3 8878-80; 
17.8.1 8189; 17.11.4 8319. 

3 Carson cites texts where náoya can mean Passover week: Josephus, 


Antiquities 14.2.1 821; 17.9.3 8213; Jewish War 2.1.3 810; m. Pesah. 9.5. 


8 Jeremias 1969: 76-77; Josephus, Life 65 8354 (which notes how few 
Tiberians [two thousand] were in Jerusalem on one key festival occasion); 
Antiquities 17.9.3 88213-14; Jewish War 2.14.3 8280; 2.1.3 8810-12. 

13 Hoehner 1977: 16-17 cites Josephus, Antiquities 17.11.4 8319 and 
Jewish War 2.6.3 896. Hayles 1974: 25-26 posits deteriorating relations 
between Augustus and Herod as an explanation for the census. The 
statement by Sherwin-White 1963: 163 n. 4 that such a census in this period 
is impossible is clearly excessive in light of our partial knowledge of this 
period. 

1 In fact, a Galilean named Judas revolted in a.d. 6 because he did not 
want to pay such taxes; Josephus, Jewish War 2.8.1 8118; Tiede 1988: 344. 

19 1QS 5.13; Josephus, Jewish War 2.8.2-13 88119-61. Bringing 
Josephus’s description into consideration assumes that the Qumran 
community is Essene, a stance defended by Dupont-Sommer 1961: 39-67. 
Despite recent objections raised because of the find of Miqsat Ma.dsé Tord 
(4QMMT) at Qumran, this is still the best option. 

14 Fitzmyer 1981: 753-54; Ellis 1974: 137; m. Ber. 9.5 (a command 
with roots in Exod. 3:5); Schiirmann 1969: 501 n. 20; Josephus, Jewish War 
2.8.4 88124-27 (about the Essenes). On the contrast with the practice of 
Greek cynics and philosophers, see Schürmann 1969: 502 n. 24 and Bovon 
1989: 458 n. 20, who compares the disciples’ absence of possessions with 
the Levites and their being provided for through the tithe (Num. 18:21). 

15 BAGD 473; BAA 960; Josephus, Jewish War 2.8.4 8125 (which 


speaks about how Essene travelers took arms to protect themselves from 


such robbers) and 2.12.2 8228 (where robbers caused major social unrest). 
Luke refers to a robber, not a terrorist. 

1 For the Pharisee view of resurrection, see Josephus, Jewish War 3.8.5 
8374; Against Apion 2.30 8218; Antiquities 18.1.3 814. For the Essene 
view, see Jewish War 2.8.11 8154; Antiquities 18.1.5 818. Cf. SB 1:885-86; 
1 Enoch 15.6-9. 

23 Josephus, Antiquities 13.5.9 8171; 13.10.6 88293-98; 17.2.4-3.1 
8841-51; 18.1.2 811; Jewish War 2.8.14 88162-63; C. F. Evans 1990: 298- 
99. 

5 For Pilate, see Josephus, Jewish War 2.9.2-4 §8169—77; and 
Antiquities 18.3.1 8855-59. For Herod Antipas, see Jewish War 1.33.8 
88668-69; 2.9.1 88167--68; Antiquities 17.8.1 8188; 17.11.4 8318; 18.5.2 
88116-19. For Philip, see Antiquities 17.2.2 8827-28; 17.4.2-3 8878-80; 
17.8.1 8189; 17.11.4 8319. 

2 Hoehner 1977: 32 nn. 12-13, who cites Appian, Civil Wars 2.149; 
Plutarch, Life of Caesar 62-67 (737-40); Suetonius, Julius Caesar 81.2; 
and Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 832; 18.6.10 8224; Jewish War 2.9.1 8168; 
2.9.5 8180. 

5 For Pilate, see Josephus, Jewish War 2.9.2-4 §8169—77; and 
Antiquities 18.3.1 8855-59. For Herod Antipas, see Jewish War 1.33.8 
88668-69; 2.9.1 88167--68; Antiquities 17.8.1 8188; 17.11.4 8318; 18.5.2 
88116-19. For Philip, see Antiquities 17.2.2 8827-28; 17.4.2-3 8878-80; 
17.8.1 8189; 17.11.4 8319. 

9 On the building of aqueducts to improve the city’s water supply, see 


Josephus, Antiquities 18.3.2 860; Jewish War 2.9.4 8175; SB 2:197; 


Klostermann 1929: 143. 

2 Hoehner 1977: 32 nn. 12-13, who cites Appian, Civil Wars 2.149; 
Plutarch, Life of Caesar 62-67 (737-40); Suetonius, Julius Caesar 81.2; 
and Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 832; 18.6.10 8224; Jewish War 2.9.1 8168; 
2.9.5 8180. 

15 BAGD 473; BAA 960; Josephus, Jewish War 2.8.4 8125 (which 
speaks about how Essene travelers took arms to protect themselves from 
such robbers) and 2.12.2 8228 (where robbers caused major social unrest). 
Luke refers to a robber, not a terrorist. 

7 Josephus, Jewish War 2.12.3 8232; Jeremias 1969: 352--58; Jeremias, 
TDNT 7:88-94. On Jewish attitudes, see Sir. 50:25-26; T. Levi 7.2; Gen. 
Rab. 81.3 on 35:2; Jub. 30.5-6, 23; C. A. Evans 1990: 164. On the 
relationship between Jews and Samaritans, see Brindle 1984. 

8 Jeremias 1969: 76-77; Josephus, Life 65 8354 (which notes how few 
Tiberians [two thousand] were in Jerusalem on one key festival occasion); 
Antiquities 17.9.3 88213-14; Jewish War 2.14.3 8280; 2.1.3 8810-12. 

31 Josephus, Jewish War 2.14.4 8287 commends a tax collector for 
trying to solve a dispute, but notes that he had little alternative. 

18 The earliest extant literary reference to the Sanhedrin is 198 b.c., the 
date of a letter that Antiochus III the Great wrote after the Battle of Panion; 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.3.3 8138; Lohse, TDNT 7:862—66; Schürer 1973- 
87: 2.199-217. Josephus also uses the term Bovàń (council) to describe the 
Sanhedrin (Jewish War 2.15.6 8331; 2.16.2 8336). R. Brown 1994: 340-57 


stresses that there is only one such group at this time, the number of 


members usually being put at seventy-one (m. Sanh. 1.6, drawing on Num. 
11:16). 

18 The earliest extant literary reference to the Sanhedrin is 198 b.c., the 
date of a letter that Antiochus III the Great wrote after the Battle of Panion; 
Josephus, Antiquities 12.3.3 8138; Lohse, TDNT 7:862-66; Schürer 1973- 
87: 2.199-217. Josephus also uses the term BovAn (council) to describe the 
Sanhedrin (Jewish War 2.15.6 8331; 2.16.2 8336). R. Brown 1994: 340-57 
stresses that there is only one such group at this time, the number of 
members usually being put at seventy-one (m. Sanh. 1.6, drawing on Num. 
11:16). 

8 M. Smith 1971 argues for a late origin, but Hengel 1961 argues for 
ideological unity between the early group and later Zealots, as does M. 
Stern 1976: 578-79. Much of Josephus’s Jewish War 4 condemns this 
radical group for their activity in A.D.. 66—70; especially descriptive is 
4.6.3 88381-88. Nolland 1989: 271 also prefers a distinction between the 
Zealot party and Luke’s term. Witherington 1990: 81-88, 96-98 supports 
Hengel. Against this connection is R. Brown 1994: 689-93. 

9 BAGD 536; BAA 1085; m. Nid. 5.6; m. Meg. 4.6; m. ‚Abot 5.21; Luke 
2:42 (a conceptual example of Jesus at twelve); Acts 26:4; 1 Tim. 4:2; also 
Gen. 48:15; Num. 22:30; Isa. 47:15; 54:6; Jer. 3:25; Josephus, Jewish War 
4.1.5 833. See the exegesis of Luke 2:42. 

8 M. Smith 1971 argues for a late origin, but Hengel 1961 argues for 
ideological unity between the early group and later Zealots, as does M. 
Stern 1976: 578-79. Much of Josephus’s Jewish War 4 condemns this 
radical group for their activity in A.D.. 66—70; especially descriptive is 


4.6.3 88381-88. Nolland 1989: 271 also prefers a distinction between the 
Zealot party and Luke’s term. Witherington 1990: 81-88, 96-98 supports 
Hengel. Against this connection is R. Brown 1994: 689-93. 

3 BAGD 580; BAA 1175. Luke 1:39, 65 are the only two NT uses. 
Josephus, Jewish War 4.8.2 8451 has this use. 

A Matt. 20:29 = Mark 10:46; Heb. 11:30; BAGD 372; BAA 756. The 
new Jericho was given to Cleopatra by Mark Antony and later came under 
Herod the Great’s authority; Josephus, Jewish War 4.8.3 8459, 8474; 
Antiquities 15.4.2-4 8396-107. 

14 Manson 1949: 262 notes both Josephus, Jewish War 4.8.3 8474, who 
describes the region’s barren character, and Jerome, who observes that Arab 
robbers were frequent on this route in his day some four centuries after 
Jesus. Nolland 1993a: 593 adds to the list Strabo 16.2.40-41 (c763), who 
mentions Pompey’s problem with robbers and then describes the city. 

A Matt. 20:29 = Mark 10:46; Heb. 11:30; BAGD 372; BAA 756. The 
new Jericho was given to Cleopatra by Mark Antony and later came under 
Herod the Great’s authority; Josephus, Jewish War 4.8.3 8459, 8474; 
Antiquities 15.4.2—4 8396-107. 

28 Josephus, Jewish War 5-7, esp. 6.5.1 88271-73; 6.9.3 8420; 7.5.3 
8118; 7.5.5 8138; 7.5.6 8154. Plummer 1896: 482 thinks that Josephus’s 
numbers are too high. Arndt 1956: 421-22 accepts them, arguing that many 
people had fled to the city, thus inflating its population. Regardless, it is 
clear that the city was leveled and much of its population slain. On the 
suggested population of Jerusalem during feast time, see excursus 11. 


Current scholarly estimates for feast-day population are 110,000-150,000. 


10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

9 For options, see BAGD 868 84; BAA 1730; Fitzmyer 1895: 988; and 
Plummer 1896: 331. Josephus uses both approaches: three watches in 
Jewish War 5.12.2 §510 and four in Antiquities 18.9.6 §356. 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 380; Klostermann 1929: 23; SB 2:107. Efforts to prove 
that the grandfather was the most frequent choice, as argue Creed 1930: 24 
and Nolland 1989: 79, are not substantiated. Examples of naming after a 
relative are numerous: after the father: Tob. 1:1, 9; Josephus, Life 1 85; 
Jewish War 5.13.2 8534; Antiquities 14.1.3 810; after a grandfather: 1 
Macc. 2:1-2; Jub. 11.15. C. F. Evans 1990: 179, positing Hellenistic 
assimilation, is entirely too skeptical about the details here. 

14 Noting that the fall was fated by God, Josephus, Jewish War 6.4.5 
8250, describes the destruction of Jerusalem on the tenth day of Loüs (= 29 
August a.d. 70). The temple was first burned (Jewish War 6.4.5 §250) and 
then razed (Jewish War 7.1.1 881-4). Josephus also describes portents of 


the end; Jewish War 6.5.3-4 88288-315. The OT describes the first 
destruction of Jerusalem: Jer. 52:12-13; 7:1-14; 22:5; 27:6; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1331. 

28 Josephus, Jewish War 5-7, esp. 6.5.1 88271-73; 6.9.3 8420; 7.5.3 
8118; 7.5.5 8138; 7.5.6 8154. Plummer 1896: 482 thinks that Josephus’s 
numbers are too high. Arndt 1956: 421-22 accepts them, arguing that many 
people had fled to the city, thus inflating its population. Regardless, it is 
clear that the city was leveled and much of its population slain. On the 
suggested population of Jerusalem during feast time, see excursus 11. 
Current scholarly estimates for feast-day population are 110,000-150,000. 

22 Josephus records that when the temple burned, a bright star 
resembling a sword stood over the city and that comets were visible for a 
year; Jewish War 6.5.1-3 88274-89, esp. 88288-89; Manson 1949: 326; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1337; Plummer 1896: 479. Note also Tacitus, History 5.13; 
2 Macc. 5:2-3; Nolland 1993b: 992. 

3 For other acts of offense against the temple, see m. Sanh. 9.6. On the 
association of the eschaton, a redeeming figure, and the final renewed 
temple in Judaism, see Josephus, Antiquities 18.4.1 8835-87; Jewish War 
6.5.2 88283-85 (1 Enoch 90.28—40 is often cited in this regard, but this 
passage refers to Yahweh’s activity, not Messiah’s; Juel 1977: 199-200). E. 
Sanders 1985: 77—90 traces the new-temple hope in Judaism: Tob. 14:5; 2 
Macc. 2:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; 89-90; Jub. 1.15-17; 1QM 2.5-6; 7.10; 4QsPs? 
[= 4QpPs 37]; 11QTemple* 29.8-10. This hope was widespread, though it 


was held with a variety of detail. 


22 Josephus records that when the temple burned, a bright star 
resembling a sword stood over the city and that comets were visible for a 
year; Jewish War 6.5.1-3 88274-89, esp. 88288-89; Manson 1949: 326; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1337; Plummer 1896: 479. Note also Tacitus, History 5.13; 
2 Macc. 5:2-3; Nolland 1993b: 992. 

27 For example, the sun turned away from Mark Antony’s enemies 
(Josephus, Antiquities 14.12.3 8309), and many heavenly portents came 
with the temple’s destruction (Josephus, Jewish War 6.5.3 §8288—300). 

14 Noting that the fall was fated by God, Josephus, Jewish War 6.4.5 
8250, describes the destruction of Jerusalem on the tenth day of Loüs (= 29 
August a.d. 70). The temple was first burned (Jewish War 6.4.5 §250) and 
then razed (Jewish War 7.1.1 881-4). Josephus also describes portents of 
the end; Jewish War 6.5.3-4 88288-315. The OT describes the first 
destruction of Jerusalem: Jer. 52:12-13; 7:1-14; 22:5; 27:6; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1331. 

29 Josephus, Jewish War 6.5.3 88293-96, notes the mysterious opening 
of the temple doors at midnight on a Passover (but he doesn’t give the year). 
T. Ben. 9.3 and T. Levi 10.3 refer to a rending of the temple curtain, but 
these references may be Christian interpolations; see M. De Jonge 1960: 
222-26 (repr. pp. 233-37). 

4 Fitzmyer 1985: 1474 and Delling, TDNT 6:279, note that twenty-four 
uses of rAfidoc (company) are in Luke—Acts, with only one in Mark and 
none in Matthew. The combination ärtav (or ma&v) TO nàñðoç (the whole 
company) is found in Luke 1:10; 8:37; 19:37; Acts 15:12; 25:24; Marshall 
1978: 852. The idea of leading Jesus to Pilate shows the use of Gyo for 


taking a criminal somewhere (Matt. 10:18; Josephus, Jewish War 6.5.3 
8303; BAGD 14 82; BAA 25 82). 

10 Fitzmyer 1985: 1169 notes how Jewish historian Josephus reacted to 
eschatological claims; Jewish War 6.5.4 88310-15 (also Tacitus, Histories 
5.13). 

28 Josephus, Jewish War 5-7, esp. 6.5.1 88271-73; 6.9.3 8420; 7.5.3 
8118; 7.5.5 8138; 7.5.6 8154. Plummer 1896: 482 thinks that Josephus’s 
numbers are too high. Arndt 1956: 421-22 accepts them, arguing that many 
people had fled to the city, thus inflating its population. Regardless, it is 
clear that the city was leveled and much of its population slain. On the 
suggested population of Jerusalem during feast time, see excursus 11. 
Current scholarly estimates for feast-day population are 110,000-150,000. 

14 Noting that the fall was fated by God, Josephus, Jewish War 6.4.5 
8250, describes the destruction of Jerusalem on the tenth day of Loüs (= 29 
August a.d. 70). The temple was first burned (Jewish War 6.4.5 8250) and 
then razed (Jewish War 7.1.1 881-4). Josephus also describes portents of 
the end; Jewish War 6.5.3-4 88288-315. The OT describes the first 
destruction of Jerusalem: Jer. 52:12-13; 7:1-14; 22:5; 27:6; Fitzmyer 1985: 
1331. 

7 The concept of reception pictures the open welcome to be given to 
others. On d5€ntai (he receives), see Marshall 1978: 396; Grundmann, 
TDNT 2:51-52. The term refers to friendly reception or hospitality, which 
was seen as sacred in the ancient world and in Judaism. B. Šab. 127a says, 
“Hospitality to travelers is greater than the greeting of the Shekinah.” 
Though hyperbolic, the saying shows the importance of hospitality. 


Josephus, Jewish War 7.4.1 863, refers to how Vespasian’s reception 
brought joy and satisfaction. 

28 Josephus, Jewish War 5-7, esp. 6.5.1 88271-73; 6.9.3 8420; 7.5.3 
8118; 7.5.5 8138; 7.5.6 8154. Plummer 1896: 482 thinks that Josephus’s 
numbers are too high. Arndt 1956: 421-22 accepts them, arguing that many 
people had fled to the city, thus inflating its population. Regardless, it is 
clear that the city was leveled and much of its population slain. On the 
suggested population of Jerusalem during feast time, see excursus 11. 
Current scholarly estimates for feast-day population are 110,000-150,000. 

28 Josephus, Jewish War 5-7, esp. 6.5.1 88271-73; 6.9.3 8420; 7.5.3 
8118; 7.5.5 8138; 7.5.6 8154. Plummer 1896: 482 thinks that Josephus’s 
numbers are too high. Arndt 1956: 421-22 accepts them, arguing that many 
people had fled to the city, thus inflating its population. Regardless, it is 
clear that the city was leveled and much of its population slain. On the 
suggested population of Jerusalem during feast time, see excursus 11. 
Current scholarly estimates for feast-day population are 110,000-150,000. 

28 Josephus, Jewish War 5-7, esp. 6.5.1 88271-73; 6.9.3 8420; 7.5.3 
8118; 7.5.5 8138; 7.5.6 8154. Plummer 1896: 482 thinks that Josephus’s 
numbers are too high. Arndt 1956: 421-22 accepts them, arguing that many 
people had fled to the city, thus inflating its population. Regardless, it is 
clear that the city was leveled and much of its population slain. On the 
suggested population of Jerusalem during feast time, see excursus 11. 
Current scholarly estimates for feast-day population are 110,000-150,000. 

10 Nolland 1989: 204 notes that in the ancient world exorcism falls 


between magic (Paris Magic Papyrus, lines 3007-85) and medicine 


(Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 4.20; Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185). 
Jews and non-Jews believed in magic (Josephus, Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49; 
Lucian, Lover of Lies 16, 30-31). But these healings often included potions 
or other aids that Jesus does not use. The healer in Lucian’s account, a 
Syrian from Palestine, charged a large fee for the service. Lucian also notes 
the exorcist’s use of “Egyptian works” and “imprecations in the Egyptian 
language.” Surveying recent work on the question, Crossan 1991: 304-10 
compares magic, miracle, and medicine and equates miracle to magic. But 
this grossly underestimates Jesus. The range of Jesus’ miracles suggests the 
presence of power far beyond anything magical. Jesus does not rely on 
potions or aids, but uses only his word. The Jesus Seminar (Funk and 
Hoover 1993: 42) argues that because Jesus did not use magical formulas or 
incantations, the disciples did not preserve his actual words for the 
exorcism. But the logic of this argument for a lack of remembrance is not 
clear or compelling. The very dissimilarity of Jesus’ style compared to other 
such events in the ancient world might make what he did say memorable. 

12 Luke 4:36; 6:18; 8:29; 9:42; 11:24; Foerster, TDNT 2:16; Hauck, 
TDNT 3:428. On demons in Judaism, see Josephus, Jewish War 7.6.3 8185 
(“spirits of wicked men who enter the living and kill them unless aid is 
forthcoming”); 1 Enoch 19.1; Jub. 10.5; T. Ben. 5.2; C. F. Evans 1990: 279. 
In the OT, daipoviov occurs in Ps. 90:6 [91:6 Engl.] and to nveüna TO 
akabaptov in Zech. 13:2. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 


non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

9 Life 1 82 and Antiquities 7.14.7 8$363-67 attribute the twenty-four 
groups to David and allude to 1 Chron. 24:31; see also Against Apion 2.8 
8108. 

1 On the Jewish use of genealogies, see C. F. Evans 1990: 251-53. Such 
lists were available to some in the first century. Josephus, Life 1 883-6 and 
Against Apion 1.7 8830-36 limits such lists to priestly families. 

6 Fitzmyer 1981: 380; Klostermann 1929: 23; SB 2:107. Efforts to prove 
that the grandfather was the most frequent choice, as argue Creed 1930: 24 
and Nolland 1989: 79, are not substantiated. Examples of naming after a 
relative are numerous: after the father: Tob. 1:1, 9; Josephus, Life 1 85; 
Jewish War 5.13.2 8534; Antiquities 14.1.3 810; after a grandfather: 1 
Macc. 2:1-2; Jub. 11.15. C. F. Evans 1990: 179, positing Hellenistic 
assimilation, is entirely too skeptical about the details here. 

6 Creed 1930: 44 and Nolland 1989: 129 have typical lists of examples: 
Cyrus (at ten) in Herodotus 1.114-15; Alexander the Great in Plutarch, Life 
of Alexander 5 (666-67); Apollonius in Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 1.7; 
Moses in Josephus, Antiquities 2.9.6 8230, and in Philo, Life of Moses 821; 


Samuel (at twelve) in Josephus, Antiquities 5.10.4 8348; Solomon (at 
twelve) in 1 Kings 2:12 LXX; and Josephus (of himself!) in Life 2 888-9. 
To this can be added the account of Augustus in Suetonius, Augustus 94, as 
Klostermann 1929: 45 notes. Luke’s account of Jesus is restrained in 
comparison to most of these accounts. 

4 Josephus, Life 5 821, mentions the position of chief priests. Marshall 
1978: 578 notes this reference, but is undecided on what it means. 

31 Josephus, Life 9 842, describes Gadara as located “on the frontiers of 
Tiberias.” Some of its coins include a ship; Marshall 1978: 337. 

1 Ellis 1974: 184; Danker 1988: 259; Tiede 1988: 247; Creed 1930: 180. 
In addition to the Josephean references in the list in the exegesis of 13:1, 
see also Life 17 §92. 

12 Marshall 1978: 127; R. Brown 1977: 474; Jeremias 1969: 58—60; 
Josephus, Life 52 §269; m. Ma.as. S. 5.2. 

8 Jeremias 1969: 76-77; Josephus, Life 65 8354 (which notes how few 
Tiberians [two thousand] were in Jerusalem on one key festival occasion); 
Antiquities 17.9.3 88213-14; Jewish War 2.14.3 8280; 2.1.3 8810-12. 

21 So most take it, including Fitzmyer 1981: 297; Creed 1930: 4-5; Ellis 
1974: 66; Schweizer 1984: 12; Marshall 1978: 43; and Kittel, TDNT 1:215- 
16, who cites Polybius 3.32.2; Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and Life 
65 8357. Cadbury 1922a: 501-2 challenges the first two examples directly. 
This view is present in NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, and Einheitsübersetzung. 
NKJV and KJV speak of having a “perfect understanding,” the most 


emphatic of all translations, which is really a separate view. 


6 Bovon 1989: 66-67 (also n. 13) speaks of Isaiah and the development 
of Jewish speculation like Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Isaac and Moses 
(Biblical Antiquities 8-9) and Philo’s view of Isaac (Cherubim 12-15 8840- 
52), though Bovon notes that for Philo this detail was allegorical. One could 
add Pseudo-Philo’s portrait of Samson’s birth (Biblical Antiquities 42). 
None of these accounts are virgin births: they only supply details of the 
event not in the original accounts. Bovon also argues for Hellenistic 
influence. C. F. Evans 1990: 156-57 surveys divine paternity in the ancient 
world, but denies its value for this passage. He prefers to speak of a 
retrojection, which means he thinks later reflection has produced the 
tradition. 

36.R. Brown 1977: 305 rejects this Jewish evidence, noting that the 
Qumran community did not have a permanent celibacy but a temporary one 
for priests offering sacrifices. The texts in Philo are Contemplative Life 8 
868 and Hypothetica 11.14-17. 

10 On Sejanus, see R. Brown 1994: 693-94, 1376. His anti-Semitism is 
recorded by Philo, Embassy to Gaius 24 8160-61 and Flaccus 1 81. 
Brown doubts Philo’s account, arguing that he transferred blame from 
Tiberius to Sejanus for political reasons. But Sejanus carried too much 
power in a.d. 26-31 to pass responsibility to a largely absentee Tiberius 
(who was sensitive to Jews, as noted above). 

10 On Sejanus, see R. Brown 1994: 693-94, 1376. His anti-Semitism is 
recorded by Philo, Embassy to Gaius 24 8160-61 and Flaccus 1 81. 
Brown doubts Philo’s account, arguing that he transferred blame from 


Tiberius to Sejanus for political reasons. But Sejanus carried too much 


power in a.d. 26-31 to pass responsibility to a largely absentee Tiberius 
(who was sensitive to Jews, as noted above). 

14 Jesus’ tone differs from the “martyr” parallels in 2 Macc. 5-6 (where 
the intercession is a declaration of the sufferer’s righteousness and 
faithfulness) and 7:14, 17, 19 (where the condemned promise God’s 
vengeance on the executioner). On the other hand, some Jewish texts appeal 
to mercy for all, even sinners (Jon. 4:11; T. Ben. 4.2; Philo, Flaccus 2 87; R. 
Brown 1994: 974), a merciful attitude that also appears in the church fathers 
(Ignatius, Ephesians 10.2-3; Justin Martyr, Apology 1.14). 

17 This view of the king’s sternness is conceptually like Josephus’s 
description of a law that punishes slaves more harshly; Against Apion 2.30 
8216; C. Taylor 1901; Plato, Laws 913c (11); Brightman 1927-28; Philo, 
Hypothetica 7.6; Fitzmyer 1985: 1237. 

36.R. Brown 1977: 305 rejects this Jewish evidence, noting that the 
Qumran community did not have a permanent celibacy but a temporary one 
for priests offering sacrifices. The texts in Philo are Contemplative Life 8 
868 and Hypothetica 11.14-17. 

6 Creed 1930: 44 and Nolland 1989: 129 have typical lists of examples: 
Cyrus (at ten) in Herodotus 1.114-15; Alexander the Great in Plutarch, Life 
of Alexander 5 (666-67); Apollonius in Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 1.7; 
Moses in Josephus, Antiquities 2.9.6 8230, and in Philo, Life of Moses 821; 
Samuel (at twelve) in Josephus, Antiquities 5.10.4 8348; Solomon (at 
twelve) in 1 Kings 2:12 LXX; and Josephus (of himself!) in Life 2 888-9. 


To this can be added the account of Augustus in Suetonius, Augustus 94, as 


Klostermann 1929: 45 notes. Luke’s account of Jesus is restrained in 
comparison to most of these accounts. 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2-5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

15 T. Naph. 3.4-5; 3 Macc. 2:4-5; Wis. 10:4-6; Philo, Life of Moses 
2.10-12 8852-65; Gen. Rab. 27 on 6:5-6; m. Sanh. 10.3; SB 1:574; 
Marshall 1978: 662; Lührmann 1969: 75-83. In the NT see 1 Pet. 3:20; 2 
Pet. 2:5-7; at Qumran see 1QapGen 6.6. 

17 The phrase rtüp kai Beiov (fire and sulfur) occurs elsewhere in the NT 
only in Rev. 9:17, 18; 14:10; 19:20; 20:10; 21:8; BAGD 353; BAA 718; 
Philo, Life of Moses 2.10 856. It is apocalyptic-judgment language whose 
concepts reflect the apocalyptic-prophetic teaching of Jesus. 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2-5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 


and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11—12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2—5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

37 Godet 1875: 1.115. Bovon 1989: 108 n. 74 notes that the expression 
forgiveness of sins is like neither the OT nor the Christian expression. 
Jewish usage does occur: Philo, Life of Moses 2.29 8147; Special Laws 1.35 
8190; Josephus, Antiquities 6.5.6 892 (which discusses God’s reaction to 
Israel’s desire to elect a king in 1 Sam. 12 and the nation’s confession of sin 
after God revealed his displeasure). 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2-5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 §8159-60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 


Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

5 For this connection are Ellis 1974: 11 and Schürmann 1969: 313 (who 
mentions Exod. 24:1-2, 9, 12-13, 15-18, with the seventy elders 
worshiping from a distance as Moses goes up the mountain, as well as 19:3 
and 34:2—5); against it are Marshall 1978: 236 and Fitzmyer 1981: 616. 
Bovon 1989: 279-80 calls it questionable, citing Philo, Life of Moses 1.40 
88220-26; 2.14-15 8870-71; 2.28 88141-42; 2.30 8153; 2.31 88159--60; 
and Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities 11-12, 15, as lacking such a motif. 
Bovon prefers to see Jesus praying for the preparation and renewal of his 
people, as Moses had done and as Pseudo-Philo notes. 

17 Philo, On Abraham 21 8105: “Virtue’s nature is most peaceable; she 
is careful, so they say, to test her own strength before the conflict, so if she 
is able to contend to the end she will take the field; but if she finds her 
strength too weak, she may shrink from entering the contest at all.” 

17 TlapaBid Copa usually means “to use force” on someone, but here 
“quiet persuasion” is meant, which is similar to the use of the unprefixed 
form in the difficult 16:16. On the importance of hospitality in Judaism, see 
Philo, On Abraham 22 88107-13; Josephus, Antiquities 1.11.2 8196. 

7 The order of commandments in Matthew and Mark follows the MT 
and manuscript A of the LXX. Luke’s order finds ancient precedent in 
Philo, On the Decalogue 12 851; manuscript B of Deut. 5 LXX; as well as 
NT parallels in Rom. 13:9 and James 2:11; Nolland 1993a: 886. 

37 Godet 1875: 1.115. Bovon 1989: 108 n. 74 notes that the expression 


forgiveness of sins is like neither the OT nor the Christian expression. 


Jewish usage does occur: Philo, Life of Moses 2.29 8147; Special Laws 1.35 
8190; Josephus, Antiquities 6.5.6 892 (which discusses God’s reaction to 
Israel’s desire to elect a king in 1 Sam. 12 and the nation’s confession of sin 
after God revealed his displeasure). 

31 One could also stand; Philo, Special Laws 2.15 862; Acts 13:16. 

6 Jeremias objects that, if this theory is correct, the time advance is not 
one day but only four to six hours. He appeals to Jub. 49.10, 19, and Philo, 
Special Laws 2.27 8145, to argue against an evening sacrifice. 

5 "Enıgev (he mixed) comes from either neiyvunı (BAGD 499) or 
uiyvuni (BAA 1055), both meaning “to mix.” The expression is an idiom 
for two events occurring together; so Ellis 1974: 185, who cites Exod. Rab. 
19.5 on 12:43-44, SB 2:193, and Blinzler 1957-58: 28-29. The midrash 
refers to a mixture of circumcision blood and Paschal blood to indicate the 
need of a person who eats Passover to be circumcised. Philo, Special Laws 
3.16 §91, discusses the inappropriateness of mixing the blood of murderers 
and sacrifices at the temple (Nolland 1993a: 717-18). Wiefel 1988: 252 n. 
11 calls the expression “Palestinian.” 

7 BAGD 462 mentions this meaning, though it does not place Luke 1:22 
here; BAA 938. For idols, the emphasis is on their inability to answer, but 
this is a function of more than being unable to speak. See also Philo, Special 
Laws 4.38 8197. Sibylline Oracles 4.27-28 also refers to idols. 

62 On k@@oc signifying deafness and muteness, see 1:62 and Philo, 
Special Laws 4.38 88197-98; Marshall 1978: 61; Fitzmyer 1981: 329. 

9 Philo, On the Virtues 37 83204--5, is close in tying Adam’s descent to 


the eternal Father, but Philo sees Adam as unique in this role. 


15 Bultmann, TDNT 2:753; Plato, Statesman 311B; Luce 1933: 101; 
Plummer 1896: 66, who notes that Philo used the term to describe Abraham 
in Who Is the Heir? 6 822. 

2 Hoehner 1977: 32 nn. 12-13, who cites Appian, Civil Wars 2.149; 
Plutarch, Life of Caesar 62-67 (737-40); Suetonius, Julius Caesar 81.2; 
and Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 832; 18.6.10 8224; Jewish War 2.9.1 8168; 
2.9.5 8180. 

5 See C. Kim 1975 for an ancient invitation. Fitzmyer 1985: 1055 
correctly notes that Jeremias’s appeal to this as a custom of Jerusalem has 
only a fifth-century text as support, but Esther and Philo suggest that the 
custom is possibly older. Nolland 1993a: 755 adds Terence, Self-Tormentor 
169-70, and Apuleius, Metamorphoses (Golden Ass) 3.12, which may 
suggest that more than Jewish custom is in view here. 

6 Theissen 1983: 100 notes Greek parallels in ancient novels. In Greek 
circles, the rescue involves the appearing of a god; Homer, Hymns 33.12; 
Aristides, Hymn to Serapis 33. Such rescues are the affairs of divinity. 
Marshall 1978: 333 notes a parallel to Virgil, Aeneid 4.554-60. 

21 Danker 1988: 328 cites a similar remark by Aristotle, Nicomachean 
Ethics 4.1.19 (1120b): “One’s generosity is to be evaluated in terms of one’s 
resources.” 

17 Plummer cites Socrates’ phrase as návv Op80c; so also Godet 1875: 
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Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

16 Plummer 1896: 219 notes that figures as large as three-hundredfold 
are given for grain in Babylon; Herodotus 1.193. 

23 This and Matt. 24:51 are the only two NT uses; in the LXX the word 


is used in Exod. 29:17. Similar imagery is found in 1 Sam. 15:33; Amos 
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clear or compelling. The very dissimilarity of Jesus’ style compared to other 
such events in the ancient world might make what he did say memorable. 

14 His phrase €oyatwe Eyeı equals our slang term “has reached the end.” 
Schürmann 1969: 490 n. 133 notes the idiom in Phrynichus, Eclogues 389 
(which should be corrected to 8368). Mark also notes that Jairus asked 


Jesus to lay hands on the girl, a point also found in Matt. 9:18. Mark and 
Matthew cite the request, while Luke only summarizes it. 

15 In Martyrdom and Ascension of Isaiah 5.14, Isaiah quietly endures 
being sawed in two. Other ancients quietly accepting death are Socrates 
(Plato, Apology 39c) and Stoic philosophers (Epictetus 1.19.8); see Daube 
1961: 61-65. 

17 This view of the king’s sternness is conceptually like Josephus’s 
description of a law that punishes slaves more harshly; Against Apion 2.30 
8216; C. Taylor 1901; Plato, Laws 913c (11); Brightman 1927-28; Philo, 
Hypothetica 7.6; Fitzmyer 1985: 1237. 

13 Stählin, TDNT 9:160, also n. 117, exaggerates the ancient debate: 
some ancients (Plato, Phaerdus 233d—34a) said to invite only family and 
friends, while m. -Abot 1.5 said to leave the door wide open (but for reasons 
of exclusion noted above). B. Scott 1989: 164 calls Jesus’ instruction the 
“law of no return.” 

11 Seed as a metaphor for the word is common in the ancient world; 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 25; Pseudo-Plutarch, Liberal Education 4 (2B); Plato, 
Phaedrus 276B-77A; Klauck 1978: 192—96. ‘O oneipov is generic in force 
and should be translated “a sower”; Arndt 1956: 229. Xmeipar is an 
infinitive of purpose: he went out “to sow his seed.” On the generic article, 
see BDF 8252 and BDR §252b. 

30 Fitzmyer 1985: 1134 notes Greek parallels of the dead returning to 
speak to those on earth: Lucian, Demonax 43; Plato, Republic 614d (10.13). 

15 Bultmann, TDNT 2:753; Plato, Statesman 311B; Luce 1933: 101; 
Plummer 1896: 66, who notes that Philo used the term to describe Abraham 


in Who Is the Heir? 6 822. 

5 On crucifixion and the activity associated with it, see Hengel 1977. 
The Roman practice of scourging (verberatio) preceded the execution of 
capital criminals, who were lashed until blood was drawn; Plautus, 
Bacchides 823; Suetonius, Claudius 34; and Suetonius, Domitian 11. 

30 Descent into Hades 11. Other notations from ancient writers include 
Tacitus, Annals 2.42; and Pliny, Natural History 12.32 8863-65. Emperors 
sometimes warned against abuses: Tiberius said, “The sheep are to be 
shorn, not fleeced”; Dio Cassius 57.10.5; Suetonius, Tiberius 32; Danker 
1988: 88. 

13 Deut. 22:9; Judg. 9:7-15; 1 Kings 4:25 [5:5 MT]; 2 Kings 18:31; SB 
1:872-73 §g; Marshall 1978: 555. On fig trees and vineyards, see Pliny, 
Natural History 17.35 8200 and Nolland 1993a: 718. Theophrastus, De 
Causis Plantarum 3.10.6, advises against mixing figs and vines. 

6 Creed 1930: 44 and Nolland 1989: 129 have typical lists of examples: 
Cyrus (at ten) in Herodotus 1.114-15; Alexander the Great in Plutarch, Life 
of Alexander 5 (666-67); Apollonius in Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 1.7; 
Moses in Josephus, Antiquities 2.9.6 8230, and in Philo, Life of Moses 821; 
Samuel (at twelve) in Josephus, Antiquities 5.10.4 8348; Solomon (at 
twelve) in 1 Kings 2:12 LXX; and Josephus (of himself!) in Life 2 888-9. 
To this can be added the account of Augustus in Suetonius, Augustus 94, as 
Klostermann 1929: 45 notes. Luke’s account of Jesus is restrained in 
comparison to most of these accounts. 

2 Hoehner 1977: 32 nn. 12-13, who cites Appian, Civil Wars 2.149; 
Plutarch, Life of Caesar 62-67 (737-40); Suetonius, Julius Caesar 81.2; 


and Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 832; 18.6.10 8224; Jewish War 2.9.1 8168; 
2.9.5 8180. 

10 B. Scott 1989: 135-36, esp. n. 26, compares this attitude to the 
Epicurean philosophy reflected in the inscription on Sardanapalus’s tomb 
(recorded by Plutarch, Moralia 336c [“On the Fortune of Alexander” 2.3]): 
“Eat, drink, and sport with love; all else is nothing.” 

13 Stählin (TDNT 8:264—65) speaks of a game like “blind man’s bluff.” 
R. Brown 1994: 575 discusses three games involving covered or 
blindfolded eyes listed by Pollux, Onomasticon 9.113, 123, 129 (second 
century b.c.). 

13 Stählin (TDNT 8:264—65) speaks of a game like “blind man’s bluff.” 
R. Brown 1994: 575 discusses three games involving covered or 
blindfolded eyes listed by Pollux, Onomasticon 9.113, 123, 129 (second 
century b.c.). 

13 Stählin (TDNT 8:264-65) speaks of a game like “blind man’s bluff.” 
R. Brown 1994: 575 discusses three games involving covered or 
blindfolded eyes listed by Pollux, Onomasticon 9.113, 123, 129 (second 
century b.c.). 

21 So most take it, including Fitzmyer 1981: 297; Creed 1930: 4—5; Ellis 
1974: 66; Schweizer 1984: 12; Marshall 1978: 43; and Kittel, TDNT 1:215- 
16, who cites Polybius 3.32.2; Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 853 and Life 
65 8357. Cadbury 1922a: 501-2 challenges the first two examples directly. 
This view is present in NIV, NASB, Neu Luther, and Einheitsübersetzung. 
NKJV and KJV speak of having a “perfect understanding,” the most 


emphatic of all translations, which is really a separate view. 


10 For more on öınyno1g as meaning oral and written accounts, see the 
introduction to SI.A above and TDNT 2:909, where Büchsel provides a nice 
summary of usage. One parallel to note is Polybius 5.31.4. 

21 Danker 1988: 314 notes a “prophecy” by Demetrius of Phalerum, 
who predicted the Macedonian victory with similar political sensitivity 
(Polybius 29.21). 

11 Seed as a metaphor for the word is common in the ancient world; 
Bovon 1989: 407 n. 25; Pseudo-Plutarch, Liberal Education 4 (2B); Plato, 
Phaedrus 276B-77A; Klauck 1978: 192—96. ‘O omeipwv is generic in force 
and should be translated “a sower”; Arndt 1956: 229. Zneipar is an 
infinitive of purpose: he went out “to sow his seed.” On the generic article, 
see BDF 8252 and BDR §252b. 

6 So Arndt 1956: 254 argues for two Bethsaidas; otherwise Fitzmyer 
1981: 765-66; Godet 1875: 1.404—5 (who sees many places with this name 
along the lake, since the name is a generic description); Ptolemy, 
Geography 5.16.4. Cf. Josephus’s use of “Gaulanite” in Antiquities 18.1.1 
84 and “Galilean” in 18.1.6 823. A region is addressed, not just a populated 
locale, as the dilemma about food makes clear. Bethsaida may be nothing 
more than temporary “headquarters” for mission in the region. Arndt and 
Godet may be right about the Marcan reference being a distinct locale using 
a generic name. John 12:21 may confirm the distinction. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 


texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

20 Procksch, TDNT 4:328 n. 3; Creed 1930: 41. Bovon 1989: 143 n. 35 
adds Sophocles, Antigone 1268, 1314. 

20 Procksch, TDNT 4:328 n. 3; Creed 1930: 41. Bovon 1989: 143 n. 35 
adds Sophocles, Antigone 1268, 1314. 

13 References to Quirinius are found in Tacitus, Annals 2.30; 3.22—23, 
48; and Strabo 12.6.5 (C 569); Luce 1933: 95-96; Fitzmyer 1981: 402; R. 
Brown 1977: 395. 

14 Manson 1949: 262 notes both Josephus, Jewish War 4.8.3 8474, who 
describes the region’s barren character, and Jerome, who observes that Arab 
robbers were frequent on this route in his day some four centuries after 
Jesus. Nolland 1993a: 593 adds to the list Strabo 16.2.40-41 (c763), who 
mentions Pompey’s problem with robbers and then describes the city. 

6 Creed 1930: 44 and Nolland 1989: 129 have typical lists of examples: 
Cyrus (at ten) in Herodotus 1.114-15; Alexander the Great in Plutarch, Life 
of Alexander 5 (666-67); Apollonius in Philostratus, Life of Apollonius 1.7; 
Moses in Josephus, Antiquities 2.9.6 8230, and in Philo, Life of Moses 821; 
Samuel (at twelve) in Josephus, Antiquities 5.10.4 8348; Solomon (at 
twelve) in 1 Kings 2:12 LXX; and Josephus (of himself!) in Life 2 888-9. 


To this can be added the account of Augustus in Suetonius, Augustus 94, as 
Klostermann 1929: 45 notes. Luke’s account of Jesus is restrained in 
comparison to most of these accounts. 

19 Such notations by the state are common: Josephus, Antiquities 15.8.1 
8272 (inscriptions that commemorate Caesar and present trophies of war); 
Suetonius, Caligula 32.2; Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 5.1.44. In these 
other texts, the inscription is borne by the criminal or by someone in front 
of the cross (Nolland 1993b: 1148). Pilate’s inscription stands behind the 
initials INRI seen in many famous paintings of this scene. INRI is an 
acronym for Iesus Nazarenus Rex Iudaeorum (Jesus of Nazareth, King of 
the Jews), wording that parallels John’s Gospel. 

5 On crucifixion and the activity associated with it, see Hengel 1977. 
The Roman practice of scourging (verberatio) preceded the execution of 
capital criminals, who were lashed until blood was drawn; Plautus, 
Bacchides 823; Suetonius, Claudius 34; and Suetonius, Domitian 11. 

5 On crucifixion and the activity associated with it, see Hengel 1977. 
The Roman practice of scourging (verberatio) preceded the execution of 
capital criminals, who were lashed until blood was drawn; Plautus, 
Bacchides 823; Suetonius, Claudius 34; and Suetonius, Domitian 11. 

2 Hoehner 1977: 32 nn. 12-13, who cites Appian, Civil Wars 2.149; 
Plutarch, Life of Caesar 62-67 (737-40); Suetonius, Julius Caesar 81.2; 
and Josephus, Antiquities 18.2.2 832; 18.6.10 8224; Jewish War 2.9.1 8168; 
2.9.5 8180. 

30 Descent into Hades 11. Other notations from ancient writers include 


Tacitus, Annals 2.42; and Pliny, Natural History 12.32 8863-65. Emperors 


sometimes warned against abuses: Tiberius said, “The sheep are to be 
shorn, not fleeced”; Dio Cassius 57.10.5; Suetonius, Tiberius 32; Danker 
1988: 88. 

6 Hayles 1973: 120; Fitzmyer 1981: 400. On Augustan census activity, 
see Braunert 1957; Corbishley 1936; Tacitus, Annals 1.11; Dio Cassius 
93.30.2. 

13 References to Quirinius are found in Tacitus, Annals 2.30; 3.22—23, 
48; and Strabo 12.6.5 (C 569); Luce 1933: 95-96; Fitzmyer 1981: 402; R. 
Brown 1977: 395. 

30 Descent into Hades 11. Other notations from ancient writers include 
Tacitus, Annals 2.42; and Pliny, Natural History 12.32 8863-65. Emperors 
sometimes warned against abuses: Tiberius said, “The sheep are to be 
shorn, not fleeced”; Dio Cassius 57.10.5; Suetonius, Tiberius 32; Danker 
1988: 88. 

12 Hoehner 1977: 16 cites examples in Syria, Cappadocia, and Nabatea. 
Tacitus, Annals 2.42 and 6.41, discusses Cappadocia, where taxes were 
reduced by about half. 

13 References to Quirinius are found in Tacitus, Annals 2.30; 3.22—23, 
48; and Strabo 12.6.5 (C 569); Luce 1933: 95-96; Fitzmyer 1981: 402; R. 
Brown 1977: 395. 

13 References to Quirinius are found in Tacitus, Annals 2.30; 3.22—23, 
48; and Strabo 12.6.5 (C 569); Luce 1933: 95-96; Fitzmyer 1981: 402; R. 
Brown 1977: 395. 

12 Hoehner 1977: 16 cites examples in Syria, Cappadocia, and Nabatea. 


Tacitus, Annals 2.42 and 6.41, discusses Cappadocia, where taxes were 


reduced by about half. 

6 Sherwin-White 1963: 12 n. 4. Tacitus, Annals 12.60, is the ancient 
source that discusses the key terminology. 

3 Reicke 1968: 228-34. On these distinctions, see Sherwin-White 1963: 
1-23 (who cites a variety of relevant ancient texts); C. F. Evans 1990: 233; 
Tacitus, Annals 15.25. 

3 On Pilate, see the exegesis of 3:1. Tacitus, Annals 15.44, mentions 
Pilate’s eventual decision; Fitzmyer 1985: 1474. Kinman 1991 considers the 
setting to be the assize of the Roman governor; Pilate’s presence fits this 
custom. R. Brown 1994: 363-72 has a detailed discussion of the issue of 
capital punishment, noting that Jews had no authority to execute, except 
perhaps those who entered prohibited sections of the temple or committed 
adultery (John 7:53-8:11; m. Sanh. 7.2). John 18:13 thus fits the legal 
situation of Jesus’ time. On Pilate’s career in current literature, see R. 
Brown 1994: 694—705. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 


Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

10 Fitzmyer 1985: 1169 notes how Jewish historian Josephus reacted to 
eschatological claims; Jewish War 6.5.4 88310-15 (also Tacitus, Histories 
5.13). 

22 Josephus records that when the temple burned, a bright star 
resembling a sword stood over the city and that comets were visible for a 
year; Jewish War 6.5.1-3 88274-89, esp. 88288-89; Manson 1949: 326; 
Fitzmyer 1985: 1337; Plummer 1896: 479. Note also Tacitus, History 5.13; 
2 Macc. 5:2-3; Nolland 1993b: 992. 

5 See C. Kim 1975 for an ancient invitation. Fitzmyer 1985: 1055 
correctly notes that Jeremias’s appeal to this as a custom of Jerusalem has 
only a fifth-century text as support, but Esther and Philo suggest that the 
custom is possibly older. Nolland 1993a: 755 adds Terence, Self-Tormentor 
169-70, and Apuleius, Metamorphoses (Golden Ass) 3.12, which may 
suggest that more than Jewish custom is in view here. 

33 This is the polite form of address; see BDF 860.2. However, that 
Theophilus is of high rank is not guaranteed; see Bovon 1989: 39 n. 64. See 
Theophrastus, Characters 5, who says that the address is “simple flattering 
speech.” Nonetheless, Luke’s usage does strongly lean toward a greeting of 
respect. 

3 Manson 1949: 278 notes a passage in Theophrastus, Characters 21.2, 
where the sign of a proud man is that he seeks the seat beside the host. Lev. 


Rab. 1.5 on 1:1 (commenting on Prov. 25:7) has a similar exhortation for 


people to stay two or three seats down; see also Josephus, Antiquities 15.2.4 
821. 

13 Deut. 22:9; Judg. 9:7-15; 1 Kings 4:25 [5:5 MT]; 2 Kings 18:31; SB 
1:872—73 8g; Marshall 1978: 555. On fig trees and vineyards, see Pliny, 
Natural History 17.35 8200 and Nolland 1993a: 718. Theophrastus, De 
Causis Plantarum 3.10.6, advises against mixing figs and vines. 

14 Rengstorf, TDNT 8:543; also Michaelis, TDNT 5:348, 373. Luke will 
call these men “witnesses” later in Luke-Acts (Luke 24:44-48; Acts 1:8). 
Such eyewitnesses were important to ancient historians: Thucydides 1.22.2; 
Josephus, Against Apion 1.10 855; and Lucian’s parody in How to Write 
History 4. See Du Plessis 1974: 265. 

37 Fitzmyer 1985: 1518 notes, however, that Thucydides 2.28 records an 
eclipse at new moon. 

12 The unprefixed form of the verb is used in Acts 28:4 and Gal. 3:13; 
BDR 893.3.5. Virgil uses the idiom for Dido’s hanging on Aeneas’s lips; 
Aeneid 4.79. 

6 Theissen 1983: 100 notes Greek parallels in ancient novels. In Greek 
circles, the rescue involves the appearing of a god; Homer, Hymns 33.12; 
Aristides, Hymn to Serapis 33. Such rescues are the affairs of divinity. 
Marshall 1978: 333 notes a parallel to Virgil, Aeneid 4.554-60. 

23 ’Aoavtog is used in 2 Macc. 3:34 of angels and in Greco-Roman 
literature of disappearing gods: Euripides, Orestes 1496; Euripides, Helen 
605-6; Virgil, Aeneid 9.656-58; Creed 1930: 297; Marshall 1978: 898; 
Danker 1988: 394; Klostermann 1929: 238; Grundmann 1963: 447. On 


departures of transcendent or transported figures, see Luke 1:38; 2:15; 9:33; 
Acts 10:7; 12:10; and esp. 8:39; Nolland 1993b: 1206. 

53 Laurentin 1957a: 176-88 (this discussion is only in the French 
edition). The view is first attested in Gregory of Nyssa in A.D.. 386; PG 
46:1140D-41A; R. Brown 1977: 304; and Delling, TDNT 5:834—35, esp. n. 
55, who prefers to speak of a “virgin conception” as the most accurate way 
to describe Luke’s portrayal. Wiefel 1988: 53 refers to Ambrose, Expositio 
Evangelii Secundam Lucam 2 (Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum 
Latinorum 32:99), and Augustine, De Sancta Virginitate 4 (Corpus 
Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 41:327). For the full history of 
exegesis, see Graystone 1968: 3-36. 

9 Three Old Latin manuscripts (a, b, and 1*) attest to Elizabeth, as does 
the Latin version of Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.7.1. Jerome refers to this 
view as contained in Origen’s seventh homily on Luke. About A.D.. 400 
Niceta of Remesiana (in the area of the former Yugoslavia) knows of this 
reading (De Psalmodiae Bono 76 or 9.11). Wiefel 1988: 56 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 365-66 note the texts. Farris 1985: 108-13 has a detailed look at the 
issue, as does Bemile 1986: 5-19. Bemile correctly notes that the testimony 
of the fathers is for Mary (pp. 12 and 266-68 nn. 54-61), including 
Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10.2; Tertullian, On the Soul 26; and 
Athanasius, In Lucam (PG 3:26:1393). 

14 Many commentators note that Augustine’s interpretation (Contra 
Gaudentium Donatistarum Episcopum Libri II 1.25 828 [Corpus 
Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 53.226-27]), which sought to 


compel pagans to enter the faith, badly misreads the imagery. Fitzmyer 


1985: 1057 notes that this interpretation made Augustine the spiritual father 
of the Inquisition. 

53 Laurentin 1957a: 176-88 (this discussion is only in the French 
edition). The view is first attested in Gregory of Nyssa in A.D.. 386; PG 
46:1140D-41A; R. Brown 1977: 304; and Delling, TDNT 5:834-35, esp. n. 
55, who prefers to speak of a “virgin conception” as the most accurate way 
to describe Luke’s portrayal. Wiefel 1988: 53 refers to Ambrose, Expositio 
Evangelii Secundam Lucam 2 (Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum 
Latinorum 32:99), and Augustine, De Sancta Virginitate 4 (Corpus 
Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 41:327). For the full history of 
exegesis, see Graystone 1968: 3-36. 

20 Matt. 19:30 = Mark 10:31 applies the phrase to the powerful and 
wealthy, while Matt. 20:16 deals with the taking of the kingdom from the 
vineyard keepers in order to give it to another, a point similar to Luke’s. 
Similar conceptual references are found in Barn. 6.13 and the Gospel of 
Thomas 4. 

63 On these plants and the various fruits, see Marshall 1978: 273; Barn. 
7.11; Matt. 7:16; Mark 11:13; 12:26; Luke 20:37; Acts 7:30, 35; James 
3:12; Rev. 14:18. 

10 The word group is rare in the NT: Autpöo (to redeem; Luke 24:21; 
Titus 2:14; 1 Pet. 1:18), Abtpov (ransom; Matt. 20:28 = Mark 10:45), 
ADTpa@oıG (redemption; Luke 1:68; 2:38; Heb. 9:12), and Autpwtnc 
(redeemer; Acts 7:35); cf. BAGD 482-83; BAA 979-80; Deut. 13:5 [13:6 
LXX]; 2 Sam. 7:23; Hos. 13:14; Barn. 14.5-7; 19.2; Ignatius, 


Philadelphians 11.1; Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 131.3; Irenaeus, 
Against Heresies 1.21.4. 

4 The Gospel of Peter 9.35-10.42 (Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.224-25) 
gives details about the resurrection, an expansion that demonstrates the 
differences between canonical and noncanonical accounts and indicates 
what happened to the tradition in the postapostolic period; cf. also Barn. 
15.9. The glorified body is not a mere return to the former earthly existence 
(i.e., like the resurrection of Lazarus), but represents a transcendent form of 
real existence (1 Cor. 15:35—49, esp. 15:42—44). On the resurrection as 
event, see Stein 1977 and Craig 1980. 

10 The word group is rare in the NT: Autpöo (to redeem; Luke 24:21; 
Titus 2:14; 1 Pet. 1:18), Abtpov (ransom; Matt. 20:28 = Mark 10:45), 
ADTpa@oıG (redemption; Luke 1:68; 2:38; Heb. 9:12), and Autpwtnc 
(redeemer; Acts 7:35); cf. BAGD 482-83; BAA 979-80; Deut. 13:5 [13:6 
LXX]; 2 Sam. 7:23; Hos. 13:14; Barn. 14.5-7; 19.2; Ignatius, 
Philadelphians 11.1; Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 131.3; Irenaeus, 
Against Heresies 1.21.4. 

19 Godet 1875: 2.64 notes that W. M. L. de Wette and H. A. W. Meyer 
held this view in the nineteenth century. Shirock 1992 now ably defends 
this view, noting that it was the view of Chrysostom, Homilies on Matthew 
41 (on Matt. 12:25-26). He gives six reasons for the view, the most 
compelling of which I note on p. 1078. If this view is correct, a major 
reason for separating 11:19 from 11:20 in the original tradition—namely, 


the difference in meaning of “you” in each verse—disappears. Evidence of 


the presence God’s kingdom is seen in Jesus and his followers. If this is the 
argument, Jesus is noting evidence of God’s grace in Israel! 

1 The delay of the return is mentioned in Luke 12:45-46; 2 Pet. 3:4-9; 1 
Clem. 23.3; 24.1; 2 Clem. 11. Jews also had this problem in longing for 
Messiah’s coming; Blomberg 1990: 272. 

1 The delay of the return is mentioned in Luke 12:45-46; 2 Pet. 3:4-9; 1 
Clem. 23.3; 24.1; 2 Clem. 11. Jews also had this problem in longing for 
Messiah’s coming; Blomberg 1990: 272. 

26 As in Gen. 50:24-25; Exod. 3:7, 16; Job 10:12; 29:4; Wis. 2:20; 3:13; 
1 Pet. 2:12; and 1 Clem. 50.3; correctly Marshall 1978: 719. Fitzmyer 1985: 
1259 does not specify which view he holds. 

22 Torment in both the intermediate state and the resurrection is found in 
Jewish (1 Enoch 22) and early Christian texts (2 Clem. 10.4; 17.7). In the 2 
Clement texts the torture of hell is presented quite vividly as physical 
suffering. 

1 The delay of the return is mentioned in Luke 12:45—46; 2 Pet. 3:4-9; 1 
Clem. 23.3; 24.1; 2 Clem. 11. Jews also had this problem in longing for 
Messiah’s coming; Blomberg 1990: 272. 

22 Torment in both the intermediate state and the resurrection is found in 
Jewish (1 Enoch 22) and early Christian texts (2 Clem. 10.4; 17.7). In the 2 
Clement texts the torture of hell is presented quite vividly as physical 
suffering. 

4 Plummer 1896: 266 argues correctly that efforts to identify this man as 
Philip or Thomas are speculative and cannot be confirmed, though the 


identification dates back to Clement of Alexandria, Stromata 3.4.522. 


7 See Bovon 1989: 310 for a slightly different breakdown and with 
additional comparisons to Didache 1.3—5 and Justin Martyr’s Apology 
1.15.9-10; 1.14.3; 1.16.1. 

12 Tertullian, On Modesty 11, identifies the woman in Luke 7:36-50 
with the one in Matt. 26:6-13. Gregory the Great identifies the sinful 
woman with Mary Magdalene (Zahn 1920: 330-32 n. 33 lists the ancient 
texts). Ephraem the Syrian (On the Sinful Woman; On Our Lord 47) equates 
Magdalene, Mary of Bethany, and the woman of Luke 7—taking the error 
one step further. 

12 Tertullian, On Modesty 11, identifies the woman in Luke 7:36-50 
with the one in Matt. 26:6-13. Gregory the Great identifies the sinful 
woman with Mary Magdalene (Zahn 1920: 330-32 n. 33 lists the ancient 
texts). Ephraem the Syrian (On the Sinful Woman; On Our Lord 47) equates 
Magdalene, Mary of Bethany, and the woman of Luke 7—taking the error 
one step further. 

7 A marginal note in codex V takes this identification from Epiphanius, 
Panarion 23.6, and says that Cleopas was Jesus’ cousin and the second 
bishop of Jerusalem. 

11 Gospel of the Ebionites in Epiphanius, Panarion 30.13.7—8; Gospel 
of the Hebrews in Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah 84 (on Isa. 11:2); Gospel 
of the Nazareans in Jerome, Against the Pelagians 3.2; Funk 1985: 1.316; 
Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.169, 177, 160. 

3 Hendriksen 1978: 198 n. 166. In relation to the accuracy of Tertullian, 
who in Against Marcion 1.15 argued that Jesus appeared in the twelfth year 
of Tiberius (ca. A.D.. 26-27), Eusebius in Chronicon 2 notes that Jesus 


suffered in the nineteenth year of Tiberius (A.D.. 33), so that the church 
fathers do not agree on the dates of Jesus’ ministry either, since Jesus did 
not minister for seven years. Jesus’ appearing is probably a reference to his 
baptism by John. 

10 Plummer 1896: 271 notes that early church historians attempted to 
name some of the seventy-two. Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 1.12, 
mentions Barnabas, Sosthenes, Matthias, Joseph Barsabbas, and Thaddaeus. 
But the tradition is problematic, since it also includes the Cephas of Gal. 
2:11—as distinct from the apostle Peter! Even though some later fathers 
(beginning with Clement of Alexandria) argue that a different Cephas was 
in view in Galatians, the Cephas of Galatians must be Peter, since he is 
called a “pillar.” It may be that the fathers wanted to spare Peter the 
criticism that he received from Paul, since they found it hard to believe that 
he erred so publicly. 

19 Such notations by the state are common: Josephus, Antiquities 15.8.1 
8272 (inscriptions that commemorate Caesar and present trophies of war); 
Suetonius, Caligula 32.2; Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History 5.1.44. In these 
other texts, the inscription is borne by the criminal or by someone in front 
of the cross (Nolland 1993b: 1148). Pilate’s inscription stands behind the 
initials INRI seen in many famous paintings of this scene. INRI is an 
acronym for Iesus Nazarenus Rex Iudaeorum (Jesus of Nazareth, King of 
the Jews), wording that parallels John’s Gospel. 

14 Jesus’ tone differs from the “martyr” parallels in 2 Macc. 5—6 (where 
the intercession is a declaration of the sufferer’s righteousness and 


faithfulness) and 7:14, 17, 19 (where the condemned promise God’s 


vengeance on the executioner). On the other hand, some Jewish texts appeal 
to mercy for all, even sinners (Jon. 4:11; T. Ben. 4.2; Philo, Flaccus 2 87; R. 
Brown 1994: 974), a merciful attitude that also appears in the church fathers 
(Ignatius, Ephesians 10.2-3; Justin Martyr, Apology 1.14). 

7 Danker 1988: 355-56 cites Diogenes Laertius 3.19 and 9.115 for 
occasions where the accused is silent. See also Wis. 8:12; Ignatius, 
Ephesians 15.1 and Magnesians 8.2; and Josephus, Antiquities 15.7.5 8235 
(R. Brown 1994: 772). 

6 This is a supernatural revelation, but it is not a glance into heaven or 
into the future. Neither does the opening up of the heaven serve to bring 
comfort in the midst of persecution. Rather the Spirit is revealing himself to 
some on earth. For this reason the use of “vision” for Luke is less precise. 
For some texts from the second-century church fathers that briefly mention 
the event, see Ignatius, Ephesians 18.2 and Smyrneans 1.1; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 88.2-8; 51.2; 103.6; and Irenaeus, Against Heresies 
3.9.3; 3.17.1. See also Bertrand 1973 and Bovon 1989: 183-84. 

7 Danker 1988: 355-56 cites Diogenes Laertius 3.19 and 9.115 for 
occasions where the accused is silent. See also Wis. 8:12; Ignatius, 
Ephesians 15.1 and Magnesians 8.2; and Josephus, Antiquities 15.7.5 8235 
(R. Brown 1994: 772). 

10 The word group is rare in the NT: Autpo (to redeem; Luke 24:21; 
Titus 2:14; 1 Pet. 1:18), Abtpov (ransom; Matt. 20:28 = Mark 10:45), 
ADTpa@oıG (redemption; Luke 1:68; 2:38; Heb. 9:12), and Autpotng 
(redeemer; Acts 7:35); cf. BAGD 482-83; BAA 979-80; Deut. 13:5 [13:6 
LXX]; 2 Sam. 7:23; Hos. 13:14; Barn. 14.5-7; 19.2; Ignatius, 


Philadelphians 11.1; Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 131.3; Irenaeus, 
Against Heresies 1.21.4. 

6 This is a supernatural revelation, but it is not a glance into heaven or 
into the future. Neither does the opening up of the heaven serve to bring 
comfort in the midst of persecution. Rather the Spirit is revealing himself to 
some on earth. For this reason the use of “vision” for Luke is less precise. 
For some texts from the second-century church fathers that briefly mention 
the event, see Ignatius, Ephesians 18.2 and Smyrneans 1.1; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 88.2-8; 51.2; 103.6; and Irenaeus, Against Heresies 
3.9.3; 3.17.1. See also Bertrand 1973 and Bovon 1989: 183-84. 

9 PnAagdw occurs elsewhere in the NT only at Acts 17:27; Heb. 12:18; 
1 John 1:1 (BAGD 892; BAA 1779-80); cf. Gen. 27:12; Judg. 16:26; 
Ignatius, Smyrneans 3.2. Plummer 1896: 560 wonders if 1 John 1:1 knows 
of this event, given its use of this rare term. See also C. F. Evans 1970: 108- 
9. 

10 The word group is rare in the NT: Autpöo (to redeem; Luke 24:21; 
Titus 2:14; 1 Pet. 1:18), Abtpov (ransom; Matt. 20:28 = Mark 10:45), 
AUTP@Otc (redemption; Luke 1:68; 2:38; Heb. 9:12), and Autpwtnc 
(redeemer; Acts 7:35); cf. BAGD 482-83; BAA 979-80; Deut. 13:5 [13:6 
LXX]; 2 Sam. 7:23; Hos. 13:14; Barn. 14.5-7; 19.2; Ignatius, 
Philadelphians 11.1; Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 131.3; Irenaeus, 
Against Heresies 1.21.4. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 §§261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 


non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

6 This is a supernatural revelation, but it is not a glance into heaven or 
into the future. Neither does the opening up of the heaven serve to bring 
comfort in the midst of persecution. Rather the Spirit is revealing himself to 
some on earth. For this reason the use of “vision” for Luke is less precise. 
For some texts from the second-century church fathers that briefly mention 
the event, see Ignatius, Ephesians 18.2 and Smyrneans 1.1; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 88.2-8; 51.2; 103.6; and Irenaeus, Against Heresies 
3.9.3; 3.17.1. See also Bertrand 1973 and Bovon 1989: 183-84. 

9 Three Old Latin manuscripts (a, b, and 1*) attest to Elizabeth, as does 
the Latin version of Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.7.1. Jerome refers to this 
view as contained in Origen’s seventh homily on Luke. About A.D.. 400 
Niceta of Remesiana (in the area of the former Yugoslavia) knows of this 
reading (De Psalmodiae Bono 76 or 9.11). Wiefel 1988: 56 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 365-66 note the texts. Farris 1985: 108-13 has a detailed look at the 
issue, as does Bemile 1986: 5-19. Bemile correctly notes that the testimony 


of the fathers is for Mary (pp. 12 and 266-68 nn. 54-61), including 


Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10.2; Tertullian, On the Soul 26; and 
Athanasius, In Lucam (PG 3:26:1393). 

6 This is a supernatural revelation, but it is not a glance into heaven or 
into the future. Neither does the opening up of the heaven serve to bring 
comfort in the midst of persecution. Rather the Spirit is revealing himself to 
some on earth. For this reason the use of “vision” for Luke is less precise. 
For some texts from the second-century church fathers that briefly mention 
the event, see Ignatius, Ephesians 18.2 and Smyrneans 1.1; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 88.2-8; 51.2; 103.6; and Irenaeus, Against Heresies 
3.9.3; 3.17.1. See also Bertrand 1973 and Bovon 1989: 183-84. 

9 Three Old Latin manuscripts (a, b, and 1*) attest to Elizabeth, as does 
the Latin version of Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.7.1. Jerome refers to this 
view as contained in Origen’s seventh homily on Luke. About A.D.. 400 
Niceta of Remesiana (in the area of the former Yugoslavia) knows of this 
reading (De Psalmodiae Bono 76 or 9.11). Wiefel 1988: 56 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 365-66 note the texts. Farris 1985: 108-13 has a detailed look at the 
issue, as does Bemile 1986: 5-19. Bemile correctly notes that the testimony 
of the fathers is for Mary (pp. 12 and 266-68 nn. 54-61), including 
Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10.2; Tertullian, On the Soul 26; and 
Athanasius, In Lucam (PG 3:26:1393). 

1 The term passion is a wordplay on Hebrew nọ} (Pesah., Passover) and 
Greek náoyo (paschö, to suffer); Fitzmyer 1985: 1369; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 4.10.1. 

11 Gospel of the Ebionites in Epiphanius, Panarion 30.13.7-8; Gospel 


of the Hebrews in Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah 84 (on Isa. 11:2); Gospel 


of the Nazareans in Jerome, Against the Pelagians 3.2; Funk 1985: 1.316; 
Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.169, 177, 160. 

11 Gospel of the Ebionites in Epiphanius, Panarion 30.13.7-8; Gospel 
of the Hebrews in Jerome, Commentary on Isaiah 84 (on Isa. 11:2); Gospel 
of the Nazareans in Jerome, Against the Pelagians 3.2; Funk 1985: 1.316; 
Schneemelcher 1991-92: 1.169, 177, 160. 

18 Jeremias 1971a: 199-201 cites Jerome’s Commentary on Matthew on 
Matt. 6:11 and Marcion. On ancient interpretation, see Fitzmyer 1985: 900, 
904-5. 

42 Accepted by Godet 1875: 1.284-85; rejected by Schürmann 1969: 
302; Nolland 1989: 255; Ernst 1977: 202 (discussion but no clear choice). 
Rejecting the reading but attempting to explain its origin are Vogt 1959; 
Lohse, TDNT 7:23 n. 183; Marshall 1978: 230; Wiefel 1988: 122; Bovon 
1989: 266-67 (following Metzger 1975: 139). See also Buchanan and 
Wolfe 1978; Isaac 1981; and Skeat 1988. The reading is noted in the fourth 
century by Jerome, Letter 52.8, who did not know what it meant. 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 §203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 


Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

14 Jesus’ tone differs from the “martyr” parallels in 2 Macc. 5-6 (where 
the intercession is a declaration of the sufferer’s righteousness and 
faithfulness) and 7:14, 17, 19 (where the condemned promise God’s 
vengeance on the executioner). On the other hand, some Jewish texts appeal 
to mercy for all, even sinners (Jon. 4:11; T. Ben. 4.2; Philo, Flaccus 2 87; R. 
Brown 1994: 974), a merciful attitude that also appears in the church fathers 
(Ignatius, Ephesians 10.2-3; Justin Martyr, Apology 1.14). 

7 See Bovon 1989: 310 for a slightly different breakdown and with 
additional comparisons to Didache 1.3-5 and Justin Martyr’s Apology 
1.15.9-10; 1.14.3; 1.16.1. 

7 See Bovon 1989: 310 for a slightly different breakdown and with 
additional comparisons to Didache 1.3—5 and Justin Martyr’s Apology 
1.15.9-10; 1.14.3; 1.16.1. 

7 See Bovon 1989: 310 for a slightly different breakdown and with 
additional comparisons to Didache 1.3—5 and Justin Martyr’s Apology 
1.15.9-10; 1.14.3; 1.16.1. 

42 Marshall 1978: 70-71; Schweizer 1984: 29; Wiefel 1988: 53; Schulz, 
TDNT 7:400; Schweizer, TDNT 6:405; Justin Martyr, Apology 1.33.6. 

14 The practice of multiple cups for the Lord’s Supper is a later 
development. Justin Martyr’s description in Apology 1.65-67, where the 
wine was prayed over in one cup and then distributed by deacons to those 


present and also taken to some not present, suggests multiple cups. 


13 Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 8 (ca. A.D.. 150). The 
transfiguration is a counterargument to Trypho’s objection. 

6 This is a supernatural revelation, but it is not a glance into heaven or 
into the future. Neither does the opening up of the heaven serve to bring 
comfort in the midst of persecution. Rather the Spirit is revealing himself to 
some on earth. For this reason the use of “vision” for Luke is less precise. 
For some texts from the second-century church fathers that briefly mention 
the event, see Ignatius, Ephesians 18.2 and Smyrneans 1.1; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 88.2-8; 51.2; 103.6; and Irenaeus, Against Heresies 
3.9.3; 3.17.1. See also Bertrand 1973 and Bovon 1989: 183-84. 

19 Ellis 1974: 100; Plummer 1896: 134. Compare Tob. 8:1-3; Josephus, 
Antiquities 8.2.5 8845-49 (where the reference is to the powers that 
Solomon—a regal figure—possessed over evil forces); Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 85. Nolland 1989: 210 notes eight different methods 
that Jesus used in his various healings in Luke, all of which involve his 
word or personal touch. 

6 This is a supernatural revelation, but it is not a glance into heaven or 
into the future. Neither does the opening up of the heaven serve to bring 
comfort in the midst of persecution. Rather the Spirit is revealing himself to 
some on earth. For this reason the use of “vision” for Luke is less precise. 
For some texts from the second-century church fathers that briefly mention 
the event, see Ignatius, Ephesians 18.2 and Smyrneans 1.1; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 88.2-8; 51.2; 103.6; and Irenaeus, Against Heresies 
3.9.3; 3.17.1. See also Bertrand 1973 and Bovon 1989: 183-84. 


10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 
non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

6 This is a supernatural revelation, but it is not a glance into heaven or 
into the future. Neither does the opening up of the heaven serve to bring 
comfort in the midst of persecution. Rather the Spirit is revealing himself to 
some on earth. For this reason the use of “vision” for Luke is less precise. 
For some texts from the second-century church fathers that briefly mention 
the event, see Ignatius, Ephesians 18.2 and Smyrneans 1.1; Justin Martyr, 
Dialogue with Trypho 88.2-8; 51.2; 103.6; and Irenaeus, Against Heresies 
3.9.3; 3.17.1. See also Bertrand 1973 and Bovon 1989: 183-84. 

10 The word group is rare in the NT: Autpöo (to redeem; Luke 24:21; 
Titus 2:14; 1 Pet. 1:18), Abtpov (ransom; Matt. 20:28 = Mark 10:45), 
ADTpa@oıG (redemption; Luke 1:68; 2:38; Heb. 9:12), and Autpwtnc 
(redeemer; Acts 7:35); cf. BAGD 482-83; BAA 979-80; Deut. 13:5 [13:6 
LXX]; 2 Sam. 7:23; Hos. 13:14; Barn. 14.5-7; 19.2; Ignatius, 


Philadelphians 11.1; Justin Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 131.3; Irenaeus, 
Against Heresies 1.21.4. 

15 Luce 1933: 174 is close to this and in addition regards such details as 
“legendary.” He suggests a cure by “auto-suggestion,” a rationalistic 
description that rejects the account’s portrait. On the Jewish tradition of 
healings by touch, see SB 1:520; Schürmann 1969: 491 n. 139. On such an 
attitude reflecting popular belief, see Nolland 1989: 417. Nolland 1986 
shows that the idea of “grace” as reflecting divine power is not a late 
Hellenistic concept; he cites Homer, Odyssey 6.235-36; Martyrdom of 
Polycarp 12.1; Protevangelium of James 7.3, as well as the OT: Gen. 39:21; 
Exod. 3:21; 11:3; 12:30; and Ps. 84:11 [84:12 MT]. He notes with particular 
care Ps. 45:2 [45:3 MT]; Sir. 12:16; Bar. 2.14; and T. Judah 2.1. 

9 Three Old Latin manuscripts (a, b, and 1*) attest to Elizabeth, as does 
the Latin version of Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.7.1. Jerome refers to this 
view as contained in Origen’s seventh homily on Luke. About A.D.. 400 
Niceta of Remesiana (in the area of the former Yugoslavia) knows of this 
reading (De Psalmodiae Bono 76 or 9.11). Wiefel 1988: 56 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 365-66 note the texts. Farris 1985: 108-13 has a detailed look at the 
issue, as does Bemile 1986: 5-19. Bemile correctly notes that the testimony 
of the fathers is for Mary (pp. 12 and 266-68 nn. 54-61), including 
Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10.2; Tertullian, On the Soul 26; and 
Athanasius, In Lucam (PG 3:26:1393). 

10 Josephus calls crucifixion the worst of deaths; Jewish War 7.6.4 8203; 
see also Antiquities 2.5.4 877; 11.6.11 88261, 266-67; 13.14.2 8380; 
17.10.10 8295; Jewish War 1.4.5-6 8893-98; 5.11.1 88449-51. For ancient 


non-Jewish sources, see J. Schneider, TDNT 7:573 n. 15. Among the key 
texts are Herodotus 1.128; 3.132, 159 (who ties the punishment to the 
Medes and the Persians); Tacitus, History 2.72; Cicero, Against Verres 
2.5.63-66 88163-70 (who calls it “a cruel and disgusting penalty”); The 
Digest of Justinian 48.19.28 (who sees it as the harshest punishment); Justin 
Martyr, Dialogue with Trypho 91.2 and Apology 1.13; Irenaeus, Against 
Heresies 2.24.4; and Origen, Against Celsus 6.10; Seneca, To Marcia on 
Consolation 20.3; R. Brown 1994: 948. 

28 Both BAGD 429 and BAA 872 define képapoç in Luke 5:19 as “roof 
tile” (see their bibliographies for details); LSJ 940. Nonetheless, the 
meaning “clay” is possible, as in 2 Sam. 17:28 and Shepherd of Hermas, 
Vision 4.1.6 §22. 

3 Hendriksen 1978: 198 n. 166. In relation to the accuracy of Tertullian, 
who in Against Marcion 1.15 argued that Jesus appeared in the twelfth year 
of Tiberius (ca. A.D.. 26-27), Eusebius in Chronicon 2 notes that Jesus 
suffered in the nineteenth year of Tiberius (A.D.. 33), so that the church 
fathers do not agree on the dates of Jesus’ ministry either, since Jesus did 
not minister for seven years. Jesus’ appearing is probably a reference to his 
baptism by John. 

12 So Leaney 1958: 230; Fitzmyer 1985: 1161-62; Mattill 1979: 201; 
Roberts 1948; Riistow 1960; Cadbury 1950; Tertullian, Against Marcion 
4.35.12. Beasley-Murray 1986: 102-3 takes this view, though he fails to 
evaluate this option when it is taken with a present force. Riesenfeld 1949 
does not mention the evidence from Aquila noted in n. 13 below—a grave 


omission—in arguing that “in your midst” is not possible. Schlosser 1980: 


1.202-4 argues that “in one’s power” is a possible first-century meaning, 
but he opts for “in the midst of.” His discussion is the latest careful 
examination of the evidence. 

12 Tertullian, On Modesty 11, identifies the woman in Luke 7:36-50 
with the one in Matt. 26:6-13. Gregory the Great identifies the sinful 
woman with Mary Magdalene (Zahn 1920: 330-32 n. 33 lists the ancient 
texts). Ephraem the Syrian (On the Sinful Woman; On Our Lord 47) equates 
Magdalene, Mary of Bethany, and the woman of Luke 7—taking the error 
one step further. 

9 Three Old Latin manuscripts (a, b, and 1*) attest to Elizabeth, as does 
the Latin version of Irenaeus, Against Heresies 4.7.1. Jerome refers to this 
view as contained in Origen’s seventh homily on Luke. About A.D.. 400 
Niceta of Remesiana (in the area of the former Yugoslavia) knows of this 
reading (De Psalmodiae Bono 76 or 9.11). Wiefel 1988: 56 and Fitzmyer 
1981: 365-66 note the texts. Farris 1985: 108-13 has a detailed look at the 
issue, as does Bemile 1986: 5-19. Bemile correctly notes that the testimony 
of the fathers is for Mary (pp. 12 and 266-68 nn. 54-61), including 
Irenaeus, Against Heresies 3.10.2; Tertullian, On the Soul 26; and 
Athanasius, In Lucam (PG 3:26:1393). 

45 Plummer 1896: 279 notes two later traditions about John’s being 
preserved from boiling oil and his failing to succumb to hemlock, but the 
origin of these accounts is uncertain. Tertullian, Prescription against 
Heretics 36, records the first incident. 

20 Theodoret, On the Incarnation of the Lord 24; see PG 75:1461CD.R. 


Brown 1977: 477 cites J. Dö;derlein as a modern exponent. 


10 Ezek. 1:1; Isa. 24:18; 64:1 [63:19 MT]; Gen. 7:11; Mal. 3:10; 3 Macc. 
6:18; T. Levi 2.6-8; esp. 18.6-7 (a Christian interpolation?); Apocryphon of 
John 47.30; Maurer, TDNT 7:962; Schweizer 1984: 78; Bovon 1989: 180 n. 
66; Godet 1875: 1.186-87 (who also treats the Synoptics’ relationship to the 
account in John’s Gospel). 

3 For the presence of these verses in Q are Schneider 1977a: 324-25 and 
Wiefel 1988: 282. Fitzmyer 1985: 1073 sees 15:4-6 in Q and 15:8-9 in L. 
Other parallels are found in the Gospel of Thomas 107 and the Gnostic 
Gospel of Truth 31.35-32.9. 

51 Fitzmyer 1985: 865-68, though going a different way, recognizes that 
it is unlikely that the text was a unit in a source shared with Matthew 
because, had Luke possessed Matthew’s version, he would have used it. 
Fitzmyer is against the position of E. Norden, who argues that the original 
form is in Q and is reflected in Matthew. Norden cites not only Sir. 51 but 
also the Hermetic text Poimandres 32. Fitzmyer notes problems of artificial 


addition in Norden’s citation of the Hermetic text. 
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